
Dear Councillor, 
 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 18 FEBRUARY 
2019 

 
I am now able to enclose for consideration at the above meeting the following 
reports that were unavailable when the agenda was printed. 
 
Agenda 
No. 

Item 

 
 LATE REPRESENTATIONS  (Pages 3 - 20) 
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE   –    18
th

 February 2019 

LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY 

 

 

Agenda 

Item 

Number 

Planning 

Reference 

Description  Address 

4 (a) 17/01375/OUT Outline planning permission for 

residential development of up to 40 

dwellings (Use Class C3) including 

means of access into site (not internal 

roads), parking and associated highway 

works, with all other matters (relating to 

appearance, landscaping, scale and 

layout) reserved  

Land North East Of 

Mandene Gardens 

Great Gransden 

Following the publication of the DMC report, 35 representations from neighbours have been 
received, reaffirming strong objections to the proposed development.  
 

Summary of additional points raised:  
 

·  The weight to be afforded to the benefits of the proposed development is not as great as the 
officer report suggests … the weight to be given to the social and economic benefits of building 
houses is not as great as it would be in the absence of a 5 year supply  
 

·  HDC has confirmed that there is sufficient land to fulfil the district’s housing requirements outlined in 
the 5 year plan. There is therefore no need to develop this site. Housing need can be met on 
proposed allocations - a matter to which weight should be given and that the application be refused. 
 

·   A recent local housing needs survey which clearly showed that there is no need for   additional 
housing in Great Gransden. 
 

·  Two recent applications must be noted. In Great Gransden (18/02481/PIP), the DMC found that 
additional sites outside the village are not needed to meet housing needs  
 

·  Another application in Great Paxton (18/01213/FUL) was also refused by the DMC, again with 
reference to it being contrary to LP10 of the Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 (as amended 
March 2018).  
 

·  The weight to be afforded to the benefits is not as great as the Officer suggests, and that the ‘tilted 
balance’ indicates that the application should be refused  
 

·  If permission is to be granted, then the condition referred to at the end of the Officer’s Report 

needs to ensure that the proposed off-site highway works should be completed before development 
commences on the application site (if the off-site highway works cannot be delivered, then no 
houses should be developed either).  

 

4 (b) 18/01417/OUT Outline planning application for the 

demolition of two existing dwellings and 

erection of up to 185 dwellings with 

public open space, landscaping and 

sustainable drainage system (SuDS) and 

vehicular access point and separate 

pedestrian access from Peterborough 

Road and St Mary's Street. All matters 

reserved except for means of access 

Land East Of 18 To 52 

And Including 28 And 

30 

Peterborough Road 

Farcet 

 

Since the report was drafted officers have received additional comments with regards to the S106, 
noise, trip rates and foul drainage and also comments from Shailesh Vara MP and 2 local residents. 
Summaries of these along with your officers response are include below 
 
S106 
 Since the report was drafted Officers have received emails from Cllr Butler confirming that he is 
happy with the s106 agreement and that he welcomes 40% Affordable Housing and from Cllr Gulson 
stating that the contributions indicated in the officer report are acceptable 3

Agenda Annex



 

Letter from Shailesh Vara MP 
Since the report was drafted officers have received a letter from Shailesh Vara MP. The MP objects 
to the application for the following reasons: 
- The addition of 185 dwellings would significantly increase the village by 25% and would impact on 
the existing character of Farcet 
- That there are limited amenities within the village and capacity issues would arise at both the 
primary school and nearby GP surgery if the proposed development goes ahead. 
- Concerned with regards to the safety and increased traffic from the development onto 
Peterborough Road. 
 

Officer response:  The issues raised above are addressed in your officer report. Crucially, until 
adoption of our local plan the titled balance applies and decision makers have to grant permission 
unless any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits. It is recognised that the proposal will cause some harm (see paragraph 7.119 which 
acknowledges that 185 households will rely on private motor journey to access essential services 
and cause harmful encroachment into the open countryside)) however your officers do not believe 
that the adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. It is accepted 
that 185 dwellings would significantly increase the village and impact on the character of Farcet. The 
impact has been scrutinised by Conservation, Landscape, Urban design and planning officer and 
has been found that the harm caused does not significantly outweigh the benefits. Highways Safety 
had been safety audited and scrutinised by experts at County and Peterborough City Council. 
Subject to the recommended conditions it has been found that the proposal would not have a 
negative impact on highway safety. 
 

Additional Neighbour comments 
Since the report was drafted officers have also received 2 additional letters of objection. The 
neighbours are concerned: 
- that 185 new homes is a large percentage increase in size for the village 
- that Peterborough Road is already overcrowded – adding another 100 + cars is going to make it 
much worse 
- that additional traffic is likely to cause serious gridlock in the village at peak times 
- that there are insufficient services in Farcet to support another 185 houses. 
 

Officer response: The concerns raised by local residents have been addressed above and in your 
officer report. 
 

Since the report was drafted Cllr Gulson has made contact with your officers and questioned the 
accuracy of paragraph 7.44 of your committee report specifically ‘that a potential 89 vehicle trips are 
forecast during the morning peak hour and 91 vehicle trips during the evening peak’ particularly as 
the Stilton application (a later item on tonight agenda) has a higher ratio of vehicle movements per 
house 
Officers have discussed this with both the applicant and County Highways.  
To summarise there are good reasons why traffic generation would be higher for Stilton: 
i) Stilton is a village more remote from Peterborough compared to Farcet.  Farcet is more integrated 
and has better links for non-car modes. 
ii) There is a much greater range of local facilities and employment (i.e. within walking distance) for 
the Farcet site than for Stilton which has a much more limited offering.  
iii) A significantly greater area of Peterborough is within cycle distance of the Farcet site and the 
application involves improvements to pedestrian/cycle routes.  
iv) The bus service in Farcet is much better (three buses per hour against an hourly service in 
Stilton). 
v) The larger size of the Farcet site offers a greater scope for travel planning (e.g. car share) 
In addition County Highways are satisfied with accuracy of the trip rates as they compare well to 
other sites that they have been dealing with in similar locations i.e. relatively close to large urban 
areas.  
 

Anglian water comment 
Officers have also received a further comment from Anglian water with regards to Foul Drainage. 
Anglian Water advise that  
-  The drainage strategy as outlined in the Foul Drainage Analysis - April 2018 document is 
acceptable to them and that the sewerage system at present has available capacity for these flows. 
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Anglian Water add that if the developer wishes to connect to their sewerage network they should 
serve notice under Section 106 of the Water Industry Act 1991. Anglian Water recommend a series 
of informative which if permission is granted will be appended to the decision notice. 
 

Update noise report  
Since the report was drafted the applicants noise consultants have submitted addition information to 
support their original assessment. Specifically Wardell Armstrong (Noise Consultants) have 
considered, further, the impact of noise within the noise sensitive first floor rooms of nos: 26 and 32 
Peterborough (daytime and night time). 
 

This additional information has been reviewed by the Council’s Environmental Health Officers. The 
officers are satisfied that the potential noise impact on nos 26 and 32 Peterborough Road will be 
acceptable during the day and at night. 

4 (c) 18/01796/OUT Residential development of up 

to 90 dwellings together with 

associated access and works in 

the highway, drainage and 

landscaping 

Land Rear Of 68 To 82 

North Street 

Stilton 

 

 Further comments have been submitted from a representative of Stilton Parish Council which 
should be read in addition to paragraphs 5.1 and 5.2 of the officer report. These comments 
included the issues of Air Quality, Noise and impacts of transport and are within the documents 
attached.  
 Comments have been received from the Local Member for Sawtry Cllr Simon Bywater, 
these are summarised below: 

 No provisions for a doctor’s surgery in Stilton, there are concerns about the cumulative effect of 
developments in the area versus health provision for Stilton and namely the impacts for surgeries in 
Sawtry and Yaxley. 
 

 The cumulative impacts on traffic from the Haddon development will also have a significant impact 
on the local area given the traffic pinch points in Stilton which have been highlighted by others like 
Cllr Alban. CCC highways have stated they have no objections but I disagree with the calculations 
because it doesn’t take into account local knowledge. 
 

 Agree with many of the representations made and as outlined in 6.1 of the report. E.g. Pollution, 
Proximity to the A1, Garage locations and density of the site 
 

 This site was not marked in the HDC Local Plan for 90 dwellings which I find rather insulting for 
all the people of Huntingdonshire. 
 

In reference to paragraph 7.24, the Council’s Sports Development Manager has failed to identify a 
specific project locally to benefit from formal open space contributions. Therefore whilst the 
applicant’s did agree in principle to this contribution, without a specific project the contribution would 
fail to meet the CIL tests. Therefore formal open space contributions shall not be sought, however 
the proposal would still provide onsite informal open space as part of a Section 106. 

 

4 (d) 18/01692/FUL Erection of 92 dwellings 

alongside associated site 

infrastructure, open space 

(including provision of a Local 

Area for Play), and landscaping 

Land West Of Garden Court And 

1 To 16 Upwood Road 

Bury 

 

Letter received from Bury Parish Council dated 9
th 

February 2019. The key issues relate to housing 
supply & principle of development and character & appearance. Full letter is attached and included 
within the late representation. 
 

The following points are raised in response to the letter… 
 

Housing Supply and Principle of Development 

 Huntingdonshire District Council can demonstrate a 5 year housing supply; however it 
remains that the Development Plan policies do not meet housing need and are therefore 
considered to be out of date. 

 Footnote 7 of the NPPF paragraph 11 has the words ‘this includes’ implying that there 
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could be other circumstances where housing policies are out of date, the situation that 
Huntingdonshire District Council find themselves (housing supply policies not being up to date) 
in is one scenario. 

 The emerging policies for the supply of housing should be considered up to date – however 
the Local Plan is yet to be formally adopted. 
 

Character and Appearance 
Policy En15 states that open spaces and gaps for protection identified on the inset maps, 
development which would impair their open nature will not normally be allowed – On this occasion 
the site is not identified on the inset maps as an open space or gap. 

 The site has therefore been assessed based on its impacts upon the character and 
appearance of the area with the site bordered on 3 sides and the remaining side landscaped to 
create a soft boundary with the countryside. 

 The Landscape Officer considered that the proposal is acceptable in terms of its impact 
upon the character and appearance of the area.  
 

1. Email correspondence with the Parish Council (12
th
 February 2019) highlights the 

request for S106 contributions for a potential new 3g football pitch in Ramsey… 
 

 Huntingdonshire Sports Development were consulted on the planning application and 
requested S106 formal open space contribution of £51,057 towards a potential 3g pitch in 
Ramsey. The applicants have agreed to this request. This is the only project identified with the 
area (Ramsey Spatial Planning Area – of which Bury is part of) and is deemed to conform with the 
CIL regulations. 
2. Ecology - Policy LP32 of the emerging Local Plan states that large scale developments 
should provide an audit of losses and net gains in biodiversity produced according to a 
recognised methodology (net bio-diversity calculator results). Since the officer report was 
drafted, officers have received a further email of clarification from the Wildlife Trust 

 The Wildlife Trust have agreed that due to the nature of the site the biodiversity net 
gain can be secured via planning condition. 

 The applicant is happy to carry out the relevant biodiversity exercise as per the 
condition suggested by the Wildlife Trust. 

 

5 (b) 18/01850/OUT The erection of up to 59 dwellings 

(Use Class C3), provision of public 

open space, sustainable drainage, 

detailed access arrangements, 

demolition or retention of the existing 

dwelling, demolition of the existing 

outbuildings and ancillary works. 

Dexters Farm, Bearscroft 

Lane, Godmanchester 

Huntingdon 

PE29 2LQ 

• No further neighbour or consultee representations have been received.  
• A brief update has been provided to the Town Council regarding the items which are 
proposed to be included within the S106 Agreement.  
• Further discussions have taken place with HDC Active Lifestyles regarding the off-site 
financial contribution that has been sought for the 3G artificial pitch at Godmanchester Football Club 
for Outdoor Sports. It has been confirmed that officers are confident that the use of the 3G pitch will 
be for community use, as it will have to be in line with Football Foundation funding and this can also 
be added into the S106 that a certain amount of hours must be available for community use (as took 
place with St Neots Town football club). 

5 (c) 18/00060/FUL Erection of seven flats Land At Junction Of Ermine 

Street And St Peters Road 

Huntingdon 

 

Following the publication of the DMC report, a revised site plan (17/84/10 Rev C) was submitted.  
 
The revised site plan provides an additional 500mm of land to increase the width of the footpath 
which borders the west of the application site.  
 
CCC Highways have confirmed that this approach is acceptable with regard to mitigating the 
potential additional pressure on the highway which would result from the proposed development.  
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The agent for the application has confirmed that a Certificate B was issued on 08.02.2019. A 21 day 
period is afforced to the landowner/s to make representations on the proposed development. 
 

As such, the Officer recommendation must be updated to reflect this 21 period.  
 
Accordingly, resolution is sought from the Development Management Committee to delegate the 
final decision to the Head of Development once the on-going consultation exercise has concluded 
and provided that no new significant material planning considerations are raised within any of the 
representations received.  
 

5 (e) 18/01348/S73 Variation of condition 6/7/8 of 

16/00346/OUT - to change 

access details to site 

Sonia House , 47 Oundle Road 

Alwalton, Peterborough 

PE7 3UP 

Further comments have been submitted from a representative of Alwalton Parish Council which 
should be read in addition to paragraph 5.1 of the officer report. These comments are regarding 
further Highway Safety concerns and are within the document attached.  
 

 A series of objections were received from the residents of The Old Police House, No 22 Oundle 
Road, Alwalton, these are summarised below: 
 

• The proposal would mean the removal of the hedge to the front of the property abutting the A1 
which is formally objected against. 
• The enclosed land register plans outline the hedge is in question is in the boundary of the Old 
Police house. 
• The pathway round the corner junction was in place to provide a clear line of site for any vehicle 
leaving the A1 and rounding the corner. 
• The bigger piece was used for the part of the slip road & the smaller slither was purchased from 
the previous owners & now forms the part of the path. Neither of these two pieces of land have 
anything to do with my plot of land & the boundaries are as when the house was purchased & the 
boundaries are original as you can clearly see by where my house sits within the plot. 
• The land register includes a restrictive covenant stating there is no removal of any trees or hedges 
from the property unless absolutely necessary which is still legally binding. 
• The reason behind is to provide privacy and protection to the property from the A1. In legal terms, 
the terminology “unless absolutely necessary” means to cause damage to the property. The 
covenant relates to the property and not external factors such as another developer wanting to 
develop land. 
• If Highways England were to remove the hedge, this would breach the covenant and also mean 
trespassing on the land without consent causing damage. 
• Removing the hedge or lowering it would render the house inhabitable due to the noise and 
pollution from the A1, this would seriously devalue our property. 
• The original cattle railing is still in situ & is in front of the laurel hedge trees. The railings are a clear 
boundary marker for our plot. The cattle railings were installed on behalf of highways when they 
introduced the new carriageway & slip road additions. So this parcel of land has already been taken 
for the highway and forms the covenant. 
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Paragraph 7.5 of the officer report states that a condition would be added to ensure visibility splays 
are to be provided in accordance with the approved plan. For clarity this condition would also 
stipulate that should the proposed access be approved, any legal disputes would need to be 
resolved and visibility provided prior to the first use of the access, it would also stipulate the visibility 
splays would have to be retained as such thereafter. 
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Tysterman, Will (Planning)

From: Keith R Bull <keith.bull.stiltonpc@gmail.com>

Sent: 15 February 2019 17:28

To: Butler, Eric (Cllr); Ablewhite, Jason (Cllr); Fuller, Ryan (Cllr); Prentice, Keith (Cllr); 

Besley, Lewis (Cllr); Burton, Shaun (Cllr); Conboy, Sarah (Cllr); Dew, Douglas (Cllr.); 

Gulson, Kevin (Cllr); Johnson, Dr Nik (Cllr); Maslen, Colin (Cllr); Neish, Jon (Cllr); 

Sanderson, Tom (Cllr.); Tuplin, Dick (Cllr.); West, Richard (Cllr.); DMAdmin; 

Tysterman, Will (Planning)

Cc: Tim Alban (Cllr); Mary Croll; Olive Leonard

Subject: Planning application 18/01796/OUT North Street, Stilton

Dear Councillors, 

Cllr Tim Alban has advised I write to you regarding planning application 18/01796/OUT North Street, 

Stilton as I believe there are issues regarding air pollution that have not been considered in the application. 

I am a Parish Councillor for Stilton and will be representing the Parish Council at the DMC meeting on the 

18
th

 February. For 9 years, prior to my retirement, I headed the section in the United Nations in Geneva that 

dealt with air pollution and water pollution issues across Europe and North America, setting national targets 

and working with WHO whose Guidelines form the basis of most of the current air pollution standards. 

Before that I worked for the Natural Environment Research Council on air pollution and climate change 

impacts. 

Having read the developers report on air pollution (Ref: AQ104509R3) I am concerned that so little 

information has been provided on the possible air pollution levels across the proposed development site. 

Much of the focus appears to be on pollution generated by the site (which will be small) but the 

concentrations of air pollution resulting from the site’s proximity to the 8-lane A1(M) are not considered in 

sufficient detail.  

Annual mean values of nitrogen dioxide by the A1 at Stibbington are quoted (Table 11) which show that for 

2015 these were just short of 30 µg/m
3
 ; this is quite close to the WHO recommended limit (as reflected in 

our own legislation) of 40 µg/m
3
. Since traffic volumes have increased in the past 4 years, and the A1(M) 

carries more traffic than at Stibbington and probably at greater speeds, it is likely that nitrogen oxide levels 

at Stilton will be higher and probably exceed the WHO recommendation. 

Furthermore, the report makes no attempt to estimate or measure the 24 hour recommended limit for 

nitrogen oxide of 200 µg/m
3
 . Air pollution is notoriously changeable not just with time of day and traffic 

density but in particular with weather conditions. In the summer with low wind speeds pollution 

concentrations can build up considerably and vastly exceed the annual average. Yet there has been no 

attempt to estimate what inhabitants on the proposed development might be subjected to when in their 

gardens or using the amenity areas. 

The predicted background concentrations using DEFRA’s 1km grid map (Table 12) mean very little either. 

Averaging concentrations over such a large area entirely misses the impact of local hotspots. I know from 

my own work at Birmingham’s "spaghetti junction" interchange that particulate pollution can vary 

considerably depending on local topography (Birmingham City Council decided to relocate its own 

monitoring system following our work).   

The proposed development being so close to the A1(M) places, I believe, the future inhabitants at risk from 

air pollution concentrations. This is exacerbated by placing much of the amenity space closest to the 

motorway. I would only be reassured that the site is safe if long-term measurements were made. In the 

meantime I would suggest that the precautionary principle is adopted and planning be withheld. 

Dr Keith Bull 

Councillor, Stilton Parish Council 
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Tysterman, Will (Planning)

From: Keith R Bull <keith.bull.stiltonpc@gmail.com>

Sent: 17 February 2019 21:19

To: Butler, Eric (Cllr); Ablewhite, Jason (Cllr); Fuller, Ryan (Cllr); Prentice, Keith (Cllr); 

Besley, Lewis (Cllr); Burton, Shaun (Cllr); Conboy, Sarah (Cllr); Dew, Douglas (Cllr.); 

Gulson, Kevin (Cllr); Johnson, Dr Nik (Cllr); Maslen, Colin (Cllr); Neish, Jon (Cllr); 

Sanderson, Tom (Cllr.); Tuplin, Dick (Cllr.); West, Richard (Cllr.); DMAdmin; 

Tysterman, Will (Planning)

Cc: Olive Leonard; Mary Croll; Mark Angus; Tim Alban (Cllr)

Subject: Planning application 18/01796/OUT North Street, Stilton.

Dear Councillors, 

I had previously spoken with Cllr Alban and noted his concern regarding the noise levels that might be 

expected over the development site for planning application 18/01796/OUT North Street, Stilton.   So this 

weekend I have spent some time looking at the report prepared for the developers on Noise Constraints 

Assessment (ref: AC104508-1R3) . Cllr Alban has advised that I circulate my findings before the meeting 

tomorrow so that due consideration can be given to what we believe is an important aspect of the planning 

application. 

My view is that the Noise Assessment report greatly underestimates the noise levels that are likely to occur 

across the development area and throughout the year and wish to draw attention to the following: 

(a)        The Road Traffic Sound Survey A1(M) monitoring station (NMP1) was, I believe, positioned in the 

"shadow" of the bank and fence that lies between the A1(M) and the development site; it therefore 

underestimates noise levels for the rest of the site. I visited the site this afternoon and found that noise levels 

noticeably increased as I moved away from the monitoring station area (near the A1(M)) towards North 

Street; at the centre of the proposed development noise levels were about the same as at the monitoring site 

(the traffic noise then able to get around the bank and fence); from the centre of the site to North Street 

sound levels declined; 

(b)        Only one monitoring site was used for modelling the spread of noise across the site; I do not believe 

that this is sufficient to calibrate the model; given the position of the monitoring station the model will 

underestimate values across the site; 

(c)        Measurements taken for the report were made in dry conditions with light winds (see report); there 

is no reference to wind direction. Met Office information for that time indicates that winds were from the 

SW which would give significantly lower noise levels than if the wind was from the N, NE, E or SE; 

furthermore, due to the road surface, noise levels are much higher when the road is wet; further monitoring 

is needed to give better representation of noise levels under all weather conditions;  

(d)       The mitigation measures suggested in the report seem to take no account of the direction of the 

noise; I believe it is assumed that traffic noise will be from an easterly direction but with different wind 

directions this may not be so; mitigation measures may therefore not be adequate;  

(e)        Measurements for the report were taken  on 23 to 25 October 2017; this was at half term for schools 

when, as all those who use the A1 at rush hours are aware, traffic volumes are significantly lower than 

normal; 

(f)        I have calculated from Dept of Transport data that traffic volumes on the A1(M) have increased year 

on year by about 4% (4.6% 2014-15, 3.5% 2015-16, 4.0% 2016-17). This could increase faster when the 

A14 improvements are completed and when the Haddon development is built; the 2017 figure is already out 

of date and there are no projections for the future considered. 

In summary, it seems that noise measurements and models have provided "minimum" values which are not 

truly representative of noise levels across the site and throughout the year. It seems likely that unacceptably 

high levels of noise will exist across large parts of the development many times throughout the year. If so I 

wish to draw attention to Caddick Land's "Statement of Community Involvement" page 7 under "Impact on 

character and appearance of area" where it states:- 

"If noise results in harm to future residents closest to the A1 then development will be restricted to North 

Street road frontage and it should follow a linear character." 
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 Dr Keith Bull 

Councillor, Stilton Parish Council 
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Tysterman, Will (Planning)

From: Alwalton Parish-Council <alwaltonpc@gmail.com>

Sent: 14 February 2019 11:40

To: Tysterman, Will (Planning)

Cc:  

 

Subject: Re :Case no 18/013488/S73 variation of condition6/7/8 of 16/00346/OUT to change 

access details to site

Attachments: Mimecast Attachment Protection Instructions; filename-1 (29) (2).pdf; filename-1 

(26) (2).pdf; filename-1 (30) (2).pdf; Letter 1 .pdf

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Dear Will, 

I hope you are well. 

I tried to contact you by 'phone regarding above application. 

 As Development Management Committee is meeting on Monday 18th February 2019, I would like to 

inform you of the following, in advance : 

Since report by Shamsul Hoque ,Highways England dated 20/12/2018 ( please see attachment below),recent 

information from residents of 22 Oundle Road (The Old Police House) ,Mr R Lovesy and Mr N Hunt, 

reveals that the forward visibility splay ,as assessed by Highways England, runs across their property .This 

is not unregistered land as stated by Mr Hoque.  

Mr Lovesy and Mr Hunt also informed me that there is a covenant on the land which prevents any hedges or 

trees to be removed (please attached letter below). 

I would think in this situation ,for reasons of highway safety, the Planning department and Highways 

England should review the above Planning Application ? 

I would appreciate your response. 

Kind regards, 

 Parvati Iyer 

 

Cllr Dr Parvati Iyer 

Chair, 

Alwalton Parish Council 

alwaltonpc@gmail.com 
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