
 
 
Dear Councillor 
 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 14 OCTOBER 
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 Item 

No. 
 

7. LATE REPRESENTATIONS(Pages 3 - 12) 
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE – 14th October 2019 

LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY 

Agenda Item Number 3 (a) 19/01449/HHFUL Removal of 

conservatory and erection of two single storey extensions. 47 

School Road Warboys Huntingdon PE28 2SX  

No late representations 

4 (a) 16/01507/OUT Residential development of site for up to 79 

dwellings and associated open space with all matters reserved 

except access to be from Potton Road. Land Between The Railway 

Line And St Neots Bypass And Potton Road Eynesbury 

Typographical error: 

Page 55 of the Report pack states as the third bullet point under 

Conditions a reference to a maximum of 70 dwellings. This should state 

79 dwellings to align with the description of the application.  

4 (b) 18/01946/FUL Outline The erection of three dwellings, change 

of use of stable yard to livery parking area and construction of an 

extension to the access road to the proposed livery parking area. 

50 Hamerton Road  Alconbury Weston Huntingdon PE28 4JD 

No late representations 

4 (c) 19/01476/S73 Removal of condition 3 (deregister common 

land) for application 18/02381/FU. Land South Of Bridge Place Car 

Park Bridge Place Godmanchester 

Parish objection removed.  

Godmanchester Town Council’s concerns about the ownership of the 

car park have been allayed and the council is now happy that proposed 

removal of condition 3 (deregister common land) of 18/02381/FUL 

Page 3 of

Agenda Item 7



should be approved.  The Town Council will not be sending a councillor 

to represent it at the DMC meeting. 

4 (d) 18/00717/FUL First floor domestic accommodation and 

erection of a conservatory to the rear. The Centurian Hall High 

Street Somersham Huntingdon PE28 3EE 

3 neighbour comments received since the officer report was written 

stating the following 

 Heritage value of Somershams High Street eroded  

 We applaud Councils comment that this development is not 
suitable in area 

 Vehicle entrance and exit still a concern 

 Illegal parking on street causing traffic 

 Windows in extension will overlook neighbouring house 

 Covenant says no one can live on site 

 Conservatory within 25m of tree 

 Car park frequently full – parking capacity issues 

 Access goes over a small triangle of land owned by No.44 High 
Street – if approval given the access rights will be withdrawn 

 Proposal still visible from High Street 

 Negative impact on amenity of neighbouring properties  

4 (e) 19/01168/FUL Amendments to water based activity centre 

allowed by appeal; including alterations to approved changing 

rooms, and construction of a storage building, viewing hut and 

control shed. Lake Ashmore Gore Tree Road Hemingford Grey 

Please see attached Parish Comments 

A further representation has been received from a resident of Payn 

Close, Hemingford Grey, the comments are summarised below: 

Several important reasons why consideration of this application should 

be postponed due to: 

 Very late notice - Notification was only received by post on 
Monday 7th October.  In view of the complexity of this application 
(including past history of the site, which is very relevant in the 
context of this retrospective application) that is not enough time 
to prepare. 
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 The DMC meeting clashes with Hemingford Grey Parish Council 
meeting  

 Many local residents are unable to attend  

 Officer’s Report - errors in the Officer’s Report to the DMC, not 
least the fact that the date of the meeting is incorrectly given as 
15th October. 

 Statutory Requirements – The short notice given may well meet 
strict statutory requirements but it does meet the 
“reasonableness test” and may well be challenged later. 

 The time allowed to make oral representations to the committee 
at the meeting is likely to be insufficient.  The note attached is 
what we would wish to say at the meeting.   

 The DMC refused a previous application for development of a 
wakeboard park.   

 The Inspector acknowledged concerns and granted a very 
limited permission for installation of a zip wire for use by one 
person at a time and for a small porta cabin for use as a 
changing room strictly in accordance with the then submitted 
drawings. He also imposed stringent conditions on use of the 
lake.  These conditions were imposed, in the Inspector’s words, 
“FOR CERTAINTY” to protect the ecology and amenity 

 The Inspector did not at any stage grant permission for “a water 
based activity centre” as is suggested by the misleading title of 
this current application. 

 Notwithstanding the Inspector’s decision that the development 
must be in accordance with the submitted plans – FOR 
CERTAINTY – the developer then constructed several buildings 
on site well over the twice the size of the submitted plans.   

 The officer’s comprehensive report, which suggests that any 
future breaches of planning consent or conditions you may 
impose can be effectively controlled through enforcement action, 
is unconvincing to many local residents.  Not one of the many 
breaches of planning regulations or conditions at this site has 
ever been the subject of enforcement action by your officers. 

 I would respectfully ask you to consider if there is any real 
prospect that this developer, having previously had no proper 
regard for planning regulations or conditions imposed by HM 
Planning Inspectorate “for certainty”, will not now continue to 
develop this site just as he pleases with no regard for the local 
community.   We already have a café – “open all day” – and 
hosting of functions at this site which are not even covered by 
this latest retrospective application. 

 Please refuse this misleading retrospective application and, if 
necessary, allow it to go to HM Inspectorate on appeal.  The 
Inspector can then help us all by clarifying what the words “FOR 
CERTAINTY” actually mean. 

Officer Comment: A number comments have been made with regards 

to notification deadlines for the Development Management Committee. 

The Council is satisfied that statutory procedures have been followed 
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with regards to notifications and there is currently no reason why the 

application should be deferred from the October DMC. Meeting dates of 

Hemingford Grey Parish Council are not a reason to defer the 

application; it is surely possible for them to send a representative to 

speak on their behalf and for locals who cannot attend the DMC. The 

date on this and all of the DMC reports for this month stating 15th 

October 2019 is regrettable, however the central pack and letters 

notifying the general public about the DMC meeting correctly state the 

14th October 2019 at 19:00. Officers are satisfied the officer report for 

committee does not contain any planning errors which materially affect 

the determination of the application. Any administrative errors which 

need addressing are stated below. 

With regards to the points raised in the statement the local resident 

wishes to make at the DMC, many of these points are already clarified 

within the officer report. Officers are very aware the limited permission 

which the inspector granted at appeal reference 

APP/H0520/W15/3132500 a condition was also added with regards to 

approved plans. Although the application is retrospective and officers 

understand the annoyance at the disregard for the planning process by 

the applicant, the new application must still be considered on its own 

merits regardless of whether works on the site are retrospective or not. 

As stated above, whilst residents may have doubts, any further 

unauthorised works on the site which requires planning permission 

would be subject to enforcement action by the Council. 

Officers acknowledge the description of the proposal states “a water 

based activity centre” however descriptions do not control planning 

permissions, they are simply just descriptions. Conditions control 

planning permission and conditions have been recommended for the 

current application which are similar to the Inspectors with regards to 

the use of the site and control of the wakeboarding on the site. 
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As raised by a neighbour, for clarification, bullet point 11 within section 

6 (representations) should be read as “The developer does not 

appreciate the requirements of NPPF paragraph 28”. 

For clarity the proposed materials condition is to alter the finish of the 

portakabin only to a more rural finish. These details can be agreed by 

condition should the application be approved. 

4 (f) 19/01300/OUT Erection of three dwellings with garaging (one 

detached and two semi-detached) (access matters only). Land 

South Of 75 Herne Road Ramsey St Marys  

No late representations 
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Brown, Sheila (Planning)

From: DMAdmin
Sent: 04 October 2019 07:27
To: Control, Development (Planning)
Subject: FW: 19/01476/S73 DMC 14th October

 
 

From: Town Clerk <townclerk@gmccouncil.com>  
Sent: 03 October 2019 15:10 
To: DMAdmin <Development.ManagementAdmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: 19/01476/S73 DMC 14th October 
 
Godmanchester Town Council’s concerns about the ownership of the car park have been allayed and the council is 
now happy that proposed removal of condition 3 (deregister common land) of 18/02381/FUL should be 
approved.  The Town Council will not be sending a councillor to represent it at the DMC meeting. 
 
 
Vicky Pryce | Town Clerk 
Godmanchester Town Council | Town Hall | 1 Post Street | Godmanchester | PE29 2NB 
Townclerk@gmccouncil.com 
01480 388870 
Disclaimer 
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient 
and others authorised to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution 
or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived  
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Hemingford Grey Parish Council
c/o Robin.Waters@HemingfordGreyParishCouncil.gov.uk

Cllr Eric Butler
Chair, Development Management Committee
Huntingdonshire District Council

c/o  Anthony.Roberts@huntingdonshire.gov.uk  

Dear Cllr Butler

Ref HDC Development Management Committee 14th October 2019

As vice chair of the Hemingford Grey Parish Council Planning Committee I have been asked to write 
to you to apologise for neither our chair, Anne Meredith or myself being able to attend your meeting 
on 14th October and to re‐iterate our Council’s objections to the application 19/01168/FUL for 
amendments to the ‘water based activity centre allowed by appeal’.

We have full agendas for our Planning Committee and Parish Council meetings on the same evening 
and are currently short of 3 councillors as well. However, our District Councillor, Doug Dew, (who is 
also on our Parish Council) will be able to speak on behalf of the many residents who have contacted 
him as well as the PC.  We hope that you will also take into account this written submission which 
reinforces our objections and will allow Cllr Riva Elliot to speak on behalf of HGPC at the meeting.  
Riva is fully aware of the background to this application and the residents concerns about it.

At our planning committee meeting in August we noted that the applicants were present but did not 
wish to speak in support of their application although they had previously clarified some details.  We 
are also disappointed in the way in which this application appears on the HDC web site with no 
immediate references to ‘Related Cases’ – perhaps because the address has changed from Long Lane 
Lake to Lake Ashmore?  

The substantive planning reasons for objecting were: 
 

That the buildings on site represent a much larger area than that allowed by the 
Appeals Inspector, and cannot see why this is justified other than by the publicly 
declared use as a café which apparently, but unbelievably, needs no planning 
permission?  

That the appearance of the main portacabin is not in keeping with the semi-rural 
nature of the area despite being clearly visible from a very well used public 
footpath.

HGPC therefore asked that, if HDC is minded to approve the application, there 
should be conditions that the portacabins have more suitable colours (please not 
BLACK as suggested by the officers!) and that they should be limited to a single 
storey. Suitable landscaping and planting should also be specified.

Turning to the officers’ recommendations we make the following observations:

7.3   Policy LP10 - This development does adversely affect the use and enjoyment of 
FP9 by many residents.

7.4   Policy LP23 – there can be no doubt that the use of the whole lake as a ‘water 
based activity centre’ (application wording) as distinct from ‘installation of a 
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wakeboarding cable and changing rooms’ as per the allowed appeal, cannot but 
adversely affect the designated wildlife site. (note that the wakeboard cable is confined 
to the western end of the lake as allowed)

7.5   Similarly the officers’ statement that ‘The proposal does not include any increase in 
the proposed water sports’ is clearly wrong – it has changed from just a ‘wakeboard 
cable’ to ‘water-based activity centre’ with open water swimming and paddle 
boarding being widely advertised!

7.7   The planning officers are doubtless following the letter of the law (subject to 7.5 
above) but our residents simply do not believe that HDC takes its enforcement 
responsibilities seriously – presumably pleading staff turnover and austerity?  

7.16   While we are unaware of any serious complaints about noise from the normal 
activities on the site, we have been made aware of the industrial strength burglar alarm 
blaring across the countryside in the early hours on several occasions.  This has been 
reported to the environmental health officer but seems to have been completely 
overlooked in the officers’ report. 

More positively HGPC notes that the access to Gore Tree Road is now made up to the 
CCC specifications.

HGPC also notes that the officers are recommending approval subject to all of the 
existing conditions as well as the additional conditions on the appearance of the 
portacabins.  This is the least that could be done to alleviate the concerns of many 
residents of what should soon become an even quieter village. 

HGPC asks this committee not to approve this application but to enforce 
adherence to permissions already granted and the conditions already 
attached. 

Please bring this letter to the attention of the committee members for their deliberations and 
understand the depth of feeling in the village about this development and the applicants’ total 
disregard for due process.  

Yours sincerely

Robin Waters

Vice Chair, Hemingford Grey Parish Council

robin.waters@hemingfordgreyparishcouncil.gov.uk   07833 901680
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