Dear Councillor
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 18 NOVEMBER
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.
LATE REPRESENTATIONS(Pages 3 - 20)
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Agenda Annex
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
COMMITTEE – 18th NOVEMBER 2019
LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY
3(a) 18/00958/FUL: Hybrid planning application comprising: 1)
Applying for outline planning permission for the erection of 38
custom/self build houses with roads, services, attenuation pond
and infrastructure; and 2) Full planning permission for the erection
of 5 custom/self-build show houses with sales centre & car
parking following demolition of factory and offices - Potton Ltd,
Eltisley Road, Great Gransden, Sandy, SG19 3AR
Recommendation to members the application is deferred: Further
comments from County Highways have been received which have
confirmed that highway extent plans may not reflect the physical
features present on site. The proposals include a new footpath to the
north and south of the site along an existing ditch and an embankment
(see attached plans). Highways have noted that the public historically
would not have had the ability to pass and repass over this ditch and
embankment and so do not form part of the extent of the highway
maintainable at public expense. It is noted that some of the grass verge
is highway maintainable at public expense, but at this stage highways
cannot confirm the exact extent of the highway maintainable at public
expense, as further research and a site visit would be required. The
application is therefore recommended for deferral pending a site visit by
county highways to confirm the extent of the highway boundary in
relation to the footpath proposed as part of this application.
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4(a) 19/01147/OUT: Residential development of up to 31 dwellings
together with associated access and works in the highway,
drainage and landscaping - Land Rear Of 68 To 82 North Street,
Stilton
Comments have been received from District Councillors Simon
Bywater, and Tim Alban. These comments are attached to the late
representations in full.
The issues raised include cumulative impact of additional housing on
Stilton, health provision, traffic impact, education, noise for future
occupants and the fact the site is not allocated as part of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan.
Officer response
Whilst the site is not allocated for the development within the new
Huntingdonshire Local Plan – 2036, the principle of development has
been covered within the officer report. In terms of health provision, it
has been discussed whilst there is currently no doctor’s surgery within
Stilton; there are surgeries in other settlement such as Yaxley and
Sawtry. It should also be noted that CIL payments could cover
additional funding for health infrastructure. In terms of traffic, whilst the
Councillor’s comments about highway safety and capacity are noted,
particularly following the application for 70 dwellings (application
reference18/02192/OUT), officers have given significant weight to
Cambridgeshire County Council’s Local Highway Authority response of
no objections. The issues of impact on the character of the area and
education capacity are also discussed at length in the officer report.
Further comments have also been received from a representative of
Stilton

Parish

Council

which

will

be

attached

on

the

late

representations. These comments particularly focus on Noise and Air
Quality
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Officer Response:
Officers note the further comments from Stilton Parish Council with
regards to Air Quality and noise; however officers have given significant
weight to the initial Environmental Health comments as discussed within
the report.
It should also be noted comments were made about the size of the
proposed development. However Policy LP9 of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan places no limit on the size of development proposal which
would be suitable in Small Settlements. It instead discusses how the
amount and location proposed, is sustainable in relation to the existing
services and the effect on infrastructure and sustainable transport. The
issues of sustainability for Stilton and its proximity to nearby
Settlements such as the City of Peterborough have been discussed
within the officer report.
Further representations have been received from 3 Harvest Close
Stilton and 103 North Street Stilton, these comments are summarised
below:
No need for more housing in the village with the New Haddon
development, the Hamptons nearby and the new dwellings near the golf
course at the other end of the village.
A speed survey which is viewable in full on the Council’s website
Officer Response
Each application for housing is judged on its own merits, residential
developments granted outside Huntingdonshire are given limited weight
with regards to the current application. The issue of the Speed survey is
dealt with within the highway section of the report.
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Late Representation ~ K Bull, Stilton PC
I wish to object to the development as proposed. It is contrary to
Huntingdonshire's adopted Local Plan since it exceeds the scale of a
small development. It will also subject future residents to harmful noise
and pollution impacts from the A1(M).
With regard to noise and air pollution, the developers appear to have
shown scant regard to the issues raised regarding their previous
application for this site. I am surprised that the Council's officers have
not recognized this. The developers have simply removed the rows of
houses closest to the A1(M), increased the height of some garden
fences and noted the need for air ventilation to avoid noise within
buildings. I find, therefore, that I am reiterating the points made
previously to the Committee and I hope that these, as before, can be
taken into account in the Committee's deliberations.
Noise
The noise measurements and modelling are still based on instrument
measurements made in October 2017. These are flawed. They greatly
underestimate the real noise levels found across the development site
for the following reasons:
1)

Measurements were made with monitoring equipment placed

close to the A1(M); but this was in the "shadow" of the motorway
embankment.

Noise levels are much higher further into the

development area (contrary to the modelled results).
2)

Measurements were made when road conditions were dry and

when the wind was blowing predominantly to the East. Both of these
significantly minimise levels.
3)

Measurements were made at half term (23-25 October) when

we know that traffic is noticeably lighter on the motorway and noise is
less.
4)

Traffic volumes since 2017 will have already increased by 8%

with a consequential rise in noise levels. Typical year-on-year increases
of 4% (as showed by highway statistics for the A1(M) at the
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Peterborough intersection) may rise still further with the completion of
the A14 route to Cambridge and completion of Peterborough's Norman
Cross development of 5,350 houses.
5)

No account is taken of the "corridor effect" that channels noise

along the A1(M) from the North to that end of the village (another wind
direction effect).
These factors show that the data used for modelling greatly
underestimate real world values. Therefore, the modelled results, which
are used to calculate the recommended remediation measures, are also
greatly underestimated. Mitigation measures, therefore, are likely to be
woefully inadequate to deal with real world noise levels and outdoor
impacts will be much more severe than predicted.
Pollution
Proper data for pollution impacts are similarly lacking.
No measurements were taken on site.
The diffusion tube nitrogen oxide measurements used as indicative for
the site are from Stibbington, an area of the A1 unlike that of the
proposed development.
Diffusion tube measurements are suited to long-term monitoring where
pollution levels are relatively constant (as noted on the Defra website);
they are inexpensive and provide a generalized indication of levels.
They are not suitable for sites, such as the proposed development,
where day-to-day fluctuations can be considerable, depending on wind
direction, traffic flow, etc. There are no measurements for Stilton of
short-term, high concentrations that indicate acute exposure levels.
Nitrogen oxide measurements are generally used as a surrogate for the
complex mixtures of traffic air pollution. The effects of these from major
highways are complex and the precautionary principle should be
applied.
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Figures 7-10 in the report illustrate the very high concentrations of
nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter (PM) that models show are in
the immediate proximity of the motorway. Such high levels will not be
confined to this area all the time. Weather conditions can result in
"overspill" and acute exposure of the surrounding area. This can only be
assessed through proper long-term monitoring.
Impacts and scale of development
Stilton Parish Council has previously noted that it is not against smallscale development in the village. This is consistent with the adopted
Local Plan. For the proposed development this could be achieved and
the impacts of noise and air pollution minimized if, as the Parish Council
has previously suggested, the development is restricted to the North
Street road frontage. Indeed, Caddick Land themselves have previous
stated in their "Statement of Community Involvement" for their previous
application:
“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.”
Late Representation ~ Cllr T Alban.
•

School Places and Traffic. The DMC quoted concern about
the provision of school places when refusing the application for
90 dwellings on this site earlier this year; the same concerns are
relevant to this application and are even more so now that an
application for 70 dwellings on the former golf course has been
approved by the DMC.
If there are insufficient places at Stilton school then children,
including those already living in the village as well as those who
might live in the proposed new development, will have to go to
primary schools outside the village. The nearest two are
Folksworth and Holme (if they have space) but wherever they go
to school it will involve extra traffic movements in, out and within
the village.

•

Location of the junction with the proposed site. I know the
proposed junction hasn't been objected to by the County Council
but as mentioned in my previous submission, I believe it will have
a detrimental effect on road safety and traffic in the village. Not
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only that, I believe there are alternative options for the junction
which, aligned to an application for fewer dwellings, might
receive a more favourable response from Stilton residents.
•

Proposed dwelling numbers out of keeping with existing
properties. Depending on the detail of any submitted
application (including the proposed site access) it could be
argued that a single row of dwellings would be more in keeping
with the existing single row of dwellings immediately to the south
of the site. However, we can only deal with this application as
submitted, which is for two rows of dwellings, which are not only
out of keeping with layout of the dwellings to the immediate south
of the site but those directly opposite and indeed along any part
of North Street.

Late Representation ~ Cllr. S Bywater.
There is no provisions for a doctors surgery in Stilton and from what I
can see there are no plans being made to create one. I’m concerned of
the cumulative effect of developments in the area versus health
provision for Stilton and namely the impacts for surgeries in Sawtry and
Yaxley. I also think the cumulative impacts on traffic from developments
in the area will also have a significant impact on the local area given the
traffic pinch points in Stilton which have been highlighted by many
others. CCC highways have stated they have no objections but I
disagree with the calculations because it doesn’t take into account local
knowledge and the cumulative impacts like additional children having to
travel to school. CCC education clearly state Early years, Primary and
Secondary education are all at capacity. The problems highlighted
previously at the DMC meeting regarding provision of school places in
Stilton still apply and in particular now that approval has been given for
a further 70 dwellings off the High Street in Stilton.
I also agree with many of the representations made regarding Pollution
and Proximity to the A1. The proposed dwellings nearest to the A1M
are likely to be subject to the same noise problems which were
highlighted at the DMC meeting which refused the original proposal for
this site. It cannot be acceptable for dwellings to be built in an area
where noise levels are at or above permitted levels.
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This site was not marked in the HDC Adopted Local Plan which I find
rather insulting for all the people of Huntingdonshire and in particular to
the residents of Stilton. It is nothing more than a speculative application
and there is NO material consideration to accept it outside the HDC
local plan
I hope my views can be passed onto the DMC committee accordingly
and respectfully request they reject this application
4(b) 19/01542/S73: Variation of Condition 2 of 18/01782/FUL amend plans to change layout and design - Collmart Growers Ltd,
The Drove, Pondersbridge, PE26 2TP
Since the publication of the November 2019 DMC agenda on the 6
November 2019, seven further letters of objection were received from
local residents close to the site in question. New grounds of objection
that were not previously raised include:
Planning enforcement investigations stalled and have led to a
dead end
In terms of planning enforcement, the LPA position remains unchanged
since the publication of the Nov DMC report which is that all matters
around planning enforcement it is noted, that there has been a recent
planning enforcement investigation on the site relating to the main
building and the noise from fans within the building. Officers have been
working with the environmental health team but have not confirmed a
breach of planning control at this time.
Incorrect reference in the Nov DMC report to when the Anaerobic
Digester application 18/01782/FUL was approved
Application 18/01782/FUL was approved on the 25th April 2019 (and
NOT on the 26th November 2018). LPA officers want to apologise for
the incorrect reference to the approval date.
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Original report author left the council and cannot be contacted
Andrew Cundy, who has now left the authority, is the original author of
the Nov DMC report. He commenced and completed his first draft of
the report when he was still working for the LPA in mid-September
2019.

Following the completion of the first draft, LPA officers

discovered a number of technical points that needed to be addressed
before the application can be presented to DMC members, the Planning
Service Manager, Jacob Jaarsma, oversees DMC reports and reviewed
Andrew Cundy’s original report. The contact number on the report is
now allocated to a new senior development management officer who
will be able to pass the matter onto the relevant officer, in this instance
Jacob Jaarsma. For the avoidance of doubt, Jacob Jaarsma is the
author of the late representation report and can be contacted on 01480
388402.
The design and access document referred to at the beginning of
this report is the one submitted with the original application in
September 2018
The only reference to the design and access document in the Nov DMC
report is in respect of the 3.5MegaWatt (MW) of Biomethane and
0.6MW of heat that the proposed plant will produce throughout the year
– this remains unchanged from the previous proposal.
Organic debris and waste vegetable matter that appears to be
building up rapidly in mounds around the site
The Council Planning Enforcement and Environmental Health Teams
have been alerted about this matter, and have been asked to look into
the issue.
Farcet Parish Council’s position on the application:
The LPA planning record for this application shows that no comment
was received from Farcet Parish Council. Councillor Mac McGuire
wrote in to the LPA in his capacity as District Councillor and confirmed
that he attended a meeting of Farcet PC on Tuesday 3rd September
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where the amended application was due to be discussed. He explained
that the PC was not quorate and so no decision was made by them.
Fenland District Council’s position:
HDC Officers can confirm that Fenland District Council OBJECTS to the
application for the reasons given in the Nov DMC report.
A number of landscape and design matters have been raised in
objection letters received after the 6 November 2019, these matters
have been addressed in the Nov DMC report.
Enquiries about this report to Jacob Jaarsma, contactable on 01480
388402.
4(c) 19/01460/OUT: Construction of 2 residential dwellings - Land
At 125 High St Earith (125 PE28 3PN)
No Late Reps
4(d) 18/02451/FUL: Erection of two semi-detached dwellings Roosters, Fen Road, Pidley,PE28 3DF
1. The recommendation for refusal Reason 1 refers to Ramsey St
Mary’s when is should refer to Pidley-Cum-Fenton.
2. Highways - As per paragraph 7.23 of the Officer Report.
Cambridgeshire County Council Highways confirm that they have no
objection to the access arrangements…
I note that the site is located within a 60mph speed limit and as such the
proposed visibility splays aren’t suitable to accord with the posted
speed limit. With the above being said, I have carried out a site visit and
measured the speed of traffic in each direction at the site frontage.
Having driven the site myself a number of times I don’t see that vehicles
can exceed any more than 45mph heading in a North- Eastern direction
and 32 mph heading in a South-West direction. Having measured the
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speeds I note that the highest speeds recorded where 36mph in a
North-East direction and 35mph in a South-West direction.
With the above in mind and having reviewed the highway boundary
information the applicant can achieve 2.4m x 146m to the South of the
access and 2.4m x 128m to the North of the access, all within the public
highway. With the above in mind, I have no highways objections subject
to the following conditions
4(e) 19/01653/OUT: Erection of four new residential dwellings (All
matters reserved) - Land South Of 436 Herne Road, Ramsey St
Marys
No Late Reps
4(f) 19/01604/FUL: Demolition of existing barn and erection of a
dwelling - Land West Of The Poplars, Daintree Road, Ramsey St
Marys
Ecology
The Wildlife Trust confirm that appropriate recommendations for newts
have been made and should permission be granted, these should be
followed,

along

with

the

previous

recommendations

for

other

species/habitats from section 8 of the original ecological appraisal.
Reason for Refusal No.2 (Bin UU)
The applicant has submitted a satisfactory bin unilateral undertaking,
this reason for refusal is therefore no longer recommended.
Agents Statement (received 14th November 2019)
A letter was received by the applicant providing further information in
regards to the application. In summary the agent states…
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Daintree Road is not detached from the settlement and the site would
form an infill plot between the Poplars and bungalow
Replacement of current barn on site accords to policy LP33 of the Local
Plan and would lead to an enhancement
The site is a 19 minute walk or 4 minute cycle ride from the centre of
Ramsey St Marys with a regular bus service to Peterborough
The development would contribute to the vitality of the rural community
and support local service provision
The demolition of the barn which will be replaced with a well-designed
dwelling that reflects the character of the area as well as ecological
enhancement
4(g) 19/01677/FUL: Erection of two dwellings (semi-detached) Blenheim House, Blenheim Road, Ramsey PE26 1BH
No Late Reps
4(h) 19/00552/OUT: Residential development of up to 100 dwellings
including access, open space, green infrastructure, landscaping
and

associated

infrastructure

including

sustainable

urban

drainage features. All matters reserved apart from access. - Land
West of, The Avenue, Ramsey
The following administrative points are amendments to the officer
report:
•
•
•
•

•

Paragraph 7.1 line 7 should now read: “The development plan is
defined in Section 38(3)(b) of the 2004 Act”
Paragraph 7.37 should reference LP4 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Plan to 2036 not LP3.
Paragraph 7.64 should end with: “The proposed development is not
an EIA development.
With regards to Paragraph 7.72, “Following further consultation with
the Council’s Sport Development Manager, no local formal open
space project has been identified so no further contributions are
sought”.
Paragraph 7.84 should be removed from the report
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4(i) 19/00759/OUT: Erection of two dwellings with garages, new
access and associated works - Land North Of Lingdale, Paxton
Hill, Great Paxton, PE19 6RB
No Late Reps
4(j) 19/00503/FUL: Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of
two dwellings – 6 Mill Common Huntingdon PE29 3AU
1. Late representations were received from the Agent showing photos
of the site and visual impressions of the proposals.
Late representations were received from The Wildlife Trust stating:
This is a sensitive location and I would recommend that ecological
information should be provided before the application is determined to
allow an assessment of potential impacts on protected species and
determine whether the proposals could deliver a net gain in
biodiversity. In the absence of any ecological information I consider
there is insufficient information to allow a decision to be made.
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2. The agent has now submitted a Bin Unilateral Undertaking so reason
5 for refusal can be removed from the report.
4(k) 19/01538/FUL: Change of use from warehouse (Class B8) to
health & fitness club (Class D2) with installation of new entrance
doors and removal of former chiller unit – Units 1 and 1C
Greenewable Park Station Lane Offord Cluny PE19 5ZA
No Late Reps
4(l) 19/00652/FUL: Demolish existing house and erect 10 No. 3-5
Bedroom Dwellings with associated parking. New Road proposed
off of Stow Road - House on The Hill Stow Road Spaldwick PE28
0TE
Late reps referred to:
1. The previous pre-application advice, withdrawn applications and
discussions with officers in 2018 have misled the applicant.
LPA response - We note the personal circumstances of the applicants
and past discussions have confirmed this application straddles the
period when the Local Plan (LP) was adopted and therefore our position
was to review and consider the scheme based on the current
Development Plan, namely the adopted Local Plan and all other
material considerations. The advice given in the past was correct at the
time and further discussions have confirmed that the front of the site
has the potential to be developed.
2. Built up area, it is not clear where the division is and this is not
explained by officers.
LPA response – The key issue here is the extent of the Built Up Area on
the site. A further concept Layout submitted on 15th August showed the
site still extends the proposed development beyond the established built
up area of the village. Plots at the rear of the site lie outside of the built
up area of the village and fail to relate to the linear pattern of
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development fronting Stow Road. Development on the site should
ideally be limited to frontage only. Officers have suggested that the built
up area on this site could extend no further back into the site than a line
taken parallel to the road and level with the eastern most edge of the
pond. I note that the financial considerations were not favourable to
removing the existing dwelling however, its removal may create an
opportunity for several dwellings on the site in a courtyard type
arrangement within the built up area appropriate for this edge of
settlement location.
3 Surface water management, this could be overcome if a suitable
layout was achieved.
LPA response – Agreed.
4. Biodiversity, the statement ‘result in a significant loss in biodiversity’
in Paragraph 7.31 of the officer report is misleading and we must
request an explanation of the evidence or expert advice that
substantiates this statement.
LPA response – This statement was made by HDC Trees and
Landscapes Officer in response to the proposed removal of trees, and
potential subsequent pressure to remove further trees from future
occupiers.
5. Number of units, the report fails to recognise that the demolition of
the existing house involves a net additional 9 units, therefore not a
major scale development, consequently Policy LP25 should not be
applicable.
LPA response – There are 10 new dwellings proposed as per the
submitted description, LP25 –Accessible and adaptable homes applies
to all proposals that include housing.
6. Design comments, and lack of willingness of officers to explore an
alternative scheme.
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LPA response – The proposals include a garage forward of the
proposed building line, garages to the front of dwellings are contrary to
the guidance set out in Huntingdonshire’s Design Guide SPD. Since
the submission of this application officers have given further written
comments on an alternative, slightly reduced scheme submitted by
Brown & Co Barfords, further clarifying what could be acceptable.
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