
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT  COMMITTEE       18 FEBRUARY  2019 
 
Case No: 18/01630/FUL (FULL APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal:  TO ERECT 2 NEW 4 BED DETACHED PROPERTIES 

WITH ASSOCIATED PARKING AND ACCESS 
 
Location:  LAND NORTH WEST OF FAIRFIELD, EARITH ROAD, 

COLNE  
 
Applicant:  MR AMBROSE 
 
Grid Ref: 537772   275944 
 
Date of Registration:   13.08.2018 
 
Parish:   COLNE 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -    APPROVE  
 
This application is reported to the Development Management Committee 
as Colne Parish Council’s recommendation of refusal is contrary to the 
officer recommendation of approval. 
 
1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 The application site is on vacant land to the east of Earith Road, 

Colne. The site is considered to be infill development within the built 
up area of Colne due to residential properties adjacent on both sides 
and opposite the application site. The site is within Flood Zone 1 and 
would be accessed from Earith Road. 

 
1.2 The application is for the erection of two dwellings and means of 

access. The proposal has been amended since its submission 
moving the siting of the proposed dwellings and also includes 
changes to the access.  

 
2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (24th July 2018) (NPPF 

2018) sets out the three economic, social and environmental 
objectives of the planning system to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. The NPPF confirms that ‘So sustainable 
development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
The NPPF sets out the Government's planning policies for:  
* delivering a sufficient supply of homes;  
* achieving well-designed places;  
* conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
* conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

 
2.2 Whilst the NPPF 2018 has now been published and replaces the 

NPPF 2012, transitional arrangements are in place for authorities who 
have submitted Local Plans submissions prior to the 29 January 2019 
and to ensure consistency, the 2012 framework policies will continue 



to be relevant. For clarity HDC submitted their Local Plan on 29 
March 2018.  

 
2.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012) sets out the 

three dimensions to sustainable development - an economic role, a 
social role and an environmental role - and outlines the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development. Under the heading of Delivering 
Sustainable Development, the Framework sets out the Government's 
planning policies for:  
* promoting sustainable transport;  
* delivering a wide choice of high quality homes;  
* requiring good design;  
* conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
* conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

 
2.4 In this report, reference to both NPPF 2012 and 2018 from here-on 

referred to as ‘the NPPF’ 
 
2.5 Planning Practice Guidance 
 
2.6 BS5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction.  
 
For full details visit the government website   
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-
and-local-government 
 
3. PLANNING POLICIES 
 
3.1 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) 

• R1: Promotion and monitoring of recreation leisure provision 
• R2: Assessment criteria for new recreation facilities 
• R3: Minimum recreation open space provision standards 
• R10: Allocations in villages 
• R13: Informal Countryside recreation 
• H31: Residential Privacy and amenity standards 
• T18: Access requirements for new development 
• T19: Pedestrian Routes and Footpath 
• T20: Cycle Routes 
• En20:Landscaping Scheme 
• EN25:General Design 
• CS8: Water 
• CS9: Flood Water Management 

 
3.2 Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy (2009) 
• CS1: Sustainable development in Huntingdonshire 
• CS3: The Settlement Hierarchy 
• CS10: Contributions to Infrastructure requirements 

 
3.3 Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 

• LP1: Amount of Development  
• LP2: Strategy for Development 
• LP5: Flood Risk 
• LP6: Waste Water Management  
• LP10: Small Settlements 
• LP11: The Countryside 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government


• LP12: Design Context 
• LP13: Design Implementation 
• LP15: Amenity 
• LP16: Surface Water 
• LP17: Sustainable Travel 
• LP18: Parking Provision and vehicle movement 
• LP23: Local Services and Facilities 
• LP25 Affordable Housing Provision 
• LP29: Community planning Proposals 
• LP33: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerow. 
• LP36: Heritage Assets and their Settings 

  
3.4 The LPA consider the Local Plan to 2036 to be a sound plan and it 

was submitted for examination on the 29th March 2018. Footnote 22 
of NPPF 2018 states during the transitional period for emerging plans 
submitted for examination (set out in paragraph 214 of NPPF 2018), 
consistency should be tested against the previous Framework 
published in March 2012. The plan has therefore reached an 
advanced stage and is consistent with the policies set out within the 
NPPF 2012.  Given the transitional arrangements in place it is 
considered that if there is any tension between emerging policies and 
NPPF 2018 the previous framework policies will prevail.   

 
3.5 Following the examination hearings held in July and September 2018, 

the wording of LP2 and LP5 are to be changed. For LP2  "recognise" 
is to be added in relation to the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside, and LP5 is to be amended as agreed with the 
Environment Agency and County Council, The Inspector has not 
required any main modifications to any of the other policies listed 
above that would have any material implications for this application.     

  
3.6 The emerging Local Plan has now reached an advanced stage and in 

the light of the Inspector's initial findings should be afforded more 
weight. Save for policies LP2 and LP5, it is considered that significant 
(but not full) weight should now be afforded to the policies referred to 
within the Local Plan to 2036 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission). The Local Planning Authority has agreed to the required 
changes to LP2 and LP5 but as the required changes to Policies LP2 
and LP5 have recently been subject to further consultation before 
adoption, it is considered that moderate rather than significant weight 
should be afforded to these policies as modified. 

 
3.7 Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) and Guidance: 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide SPD (2017) 
• Huntingdonshire Townscape and Landscape Assessment 

SPD 2007 
• Developer Contributions SPD 2011 
• Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD 2017 
• Huntingdonshire Tree Guidance Note 3 
• December 2017 Annual Monitoring Review regarding housing 

land supply.  
 
3.8  Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk  
 
 

https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/


3.9  In order to satisfy the requirements of the NPPF to boost housing 
supply the Council must demonstrate an up-to-date five year supply 
of deliverable housing sites to meet its objectively assessed need, 
with an additional buffer to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land; this requirement is set out in paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF. Due to under delivery in recent years the buffer to be applied 
for the District is 20%. The December 2017 Annual Monitoring 
Review applies the 20% buffer and demonstrates that the Council has 
a five year supply of housing land.   

 
3.10  The Development Plan policies relevant to the supply of housing 

(En17 and H23 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (HLP) 1995 and 
CS2 and CS3 of the Huntingdonshire Core Strategy (HCS)) 2009 
were set against a lower Objectively Assessed Need figure such that 
strict application of these policies would result in failure to achieve the 
objectively assessed housing need figure that the Council currently 
has identified as part of the emerging Local Plan to 2036. These 
policies are therefore no longer fully up-to-date or consistent with the 
NPPF and, at this time and until the Council adopts the Local Plan to 
2036 with up-to-date policies, the 'tilted balance' as set out within 
paragraph 11 of the NPPF (2018) is engaged. For decision-taking this 
means granting permission in instances where there are no relevant 
Development Plan policies, or the most important policies for 
determining the application are out-of-date, unless any adverse 
impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 
(having regard to the Framework policies taken as a whole), or 
specific polices of the Framework indicate development should be 
restricted. 

 
 Weight of Development Plan Policies & NPPF Consistency:  
 
3.11 The fact that the Development Plan policies are old is in itself 

irrelevant as they remain saved policies and the statutory starting 
point and under S.38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act (PCPA) 2004.  

 
3.12  As a material consideration carrying significant weight, the NPPF 

advises at paragraph 213 that due weight should be given to relevant 
Development Plan policies according to their degree of consistency 
with the NPPF so the closer the policies are to the NPPF, the more 
weight they may be given. 

 
4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 No relevant planning history, although the site was subject to a pre 

application enquiry in 2018. 
 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Colne Parish Council – Recommend Refusal – comments 

summarised below: 
• Site location plan is out of date, does not identify Emmanuel    

House or the boundary 
• Plot 1 would be less than 1m off the site boundary with 

Emmanuel House with a ridge height of approx. 1m higher. 
• The side elevation would cause overshadowing/overbearing 



• Plot 1 windows would overlook Emmanuel House windows 
and rear garden  

• Inconsistency in the application form which states 6 parking 
spaces and Design and Access statement which states 2 
parking spaces  

• Street parking on Earith Road is not possible 
• Location plan fails to show how the proposed access would 

work in relation to the neighbouring properties and the speed 
reduction chicane; the proposal would become a high risk 
location 

• Proposal is out of character and fails to take into account the 
rural setting 

• Following amendments, the Parish Council made further 
comments: 

• The location plan still does not identify Emmanuel House 
• With the combined mass and scale, the proposed layout 

results in a cramped and overbearing development, and is out 
of character 

• Plot 1 is now 3 metres from the boundary to Emmanuel 
House, the height of ridge and featureless wide gable would 
still cause loss of light. 

• With the site entrance opposite to the traffic calming measure, 
refuse collections/deliveries would cause traffic disruption  

• A recent survey indicated an average of 353 vehicles per hour 
pass this location (the survey was conducted at different 
times, between 7am-6.30pm on 4 different days). 

• The potential number of vehicles that could be associated with 
two 4-bedroom houses including visitors would restrict the 
ability for delivery forward direction entry/exit.   

 
Following further consultation on the proposed access, the Parish 
Council approved of the access amendments but maintained their 
other comments above. 

 
Officer response: The above comments are discussed within the 
officer report 

 
5.2           CCC Local Highway Authority: - Comments summarised below: 

• The proposed access is opposite a traffic calming feature, 
whilst this is not an issue, shared accesses must cater for two 
way movement of vehicles. In this case the natural sweep of 
vehicles turning right is inhibited by the position of the feature 
and therefore the access will need to be much wider than 
usual. 

• Tracking will need to indicate a vehicle can access the site 
using a right turn manoeuvre when approaching from the 
south east whilst another vehicle is waiting to exit. 

• The proposed 2.4m x100m visibility splays are acceptable.  
• A supermarket delivery vehicle should be able to enter and 

leave in forward gear  
 

 Following amendments, further comments are below: 
• Following drawing JPT/SPA/1117/001 rev A indicating the 

vehicle tracking for the proposed access, noted the vehicle 
tracked appear to be using the access coming out on the left 
hand side and going in on the right?  



• There appears to be a proliferation of accesses in the location 
around the island measure which is not unusual in such 
locations  

• Whilst the tracking looks as though it would work there are 
reservations that it would be used as indicated? Better to 
relocate the access to a central location of the plot or further 
to the end without the feature to negotiate?  

• Only 4 parking spaces indicated on the amended plan  
 
Following the submission of an amended plan the LHA have no 
objection, comments summarised below: 

• Following amended drawing (JPT.SPA/1117/002 rev B) 
indicating the access has been moved away from the calming 
feature there are no further requirements. Vehicles should 
leave in forward gear.  

• Requested a series of conditions (access width, pd rights, 
visibility splays, access, drainage and surface construction 
and parking arrangements) 
 

Officer response: The above comments are discussed within the officer 
report 

 
5.3 HDC Landscaping – No Objections, comments summarised below: 

• Recommended landscaping and tree protection conditions. 
 
5.4 HDC Urban Design - comments summarised below: 

• The proposed layout is more cramped than development 
along this part of Earith Road.  

• Recommended that each dwelling be served by its own 
vehicular access, with plot 1 having its driveway along the 
north western boundary to provide separation of plot 1 with 
the neighboring dwelling.  

• The hedgerow along the frontage of the site should be 
retained save for vehicular access and retained at its current 
height 

• The proposed dwelling is approximately 8.5m in depth. The 
dwelling is tall at 8.8m in height, which has resulted from a 
deep plan form and steep pitched roof. Whilst there is a mix of 
dwellings in the locality, the two dwellings proposed are likely 
to be notably taller than the existing houses. 

• The existing outbuilding to the south is likely to obscure the 
ground floor gable of plot 2, this should be illustrated 

• Garage – plans of the proposed detached garage are missing. 
• The proposed materials are considered acceptable in principle 

but condition needed 
• Plot 1 could be overbearing and cause loss of light to windows 

on the south eastern elevation of the neighboring property and 
the private amenity area.   

• Details of bin collection points should be illustrated.  
• Details of cycle parking based upon one space per bedroom 

should be provided.  
 

Following amended plans further comments are below: 
• Amended plan now illustrates the traffic calming feature on 

Earith Road but does not illustrate the adjacent vehicular 
access serving the outbuildings to Fairfield  



• The proposed access is 8m in width, this is significantly wide 
and with the proximity of the vehicular access for Fairfield 
outbuildings will result in a significant width and concentration 
of hard standing. The removal of the highway verge and 
hedgerow to the front, eroding the rural nature of this side of 
the highway. 

• It is recommended that each dwelling be served by its own 
drive and access, with the access aligned with the parking for 
each dwelling resulting in less hard standing to the front of the 
dwellings and allow for front gardens.   

• No changes to mass and scale of proposed dwellings 
• Plans of the single garage to serve plot 2 are missing. 
• Whilst the siting of plot 1 has been moved a section should 

still be produced as requested to fully assess the relationship 
along with the 25 degree test. 

• The amended site plan does not illustrate the bin collection 
point or cycle parking 

 
Following the amended access Urban Design have not been re-
consulted. These comments are addressed within the officer report. 

 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 Six neighbouring properties have objected to the proposal, some   

multiple times after a number of rounds of consultation. A site notice 
was erected on 29th August 2018 advertising the proposal. The 
objections are summarised below: 

• Incorrect location plan and boundaries, doesn’t show 
Emmanuel House 

• Loss of privacy and light to habitable rooms and rear gardens  
• Whilst amended plans reduce the overbearing impact on 

Emmanuel House still overbearing and would cause a loss of 
light to neighbouring properties, no shadow study  

• Under the impression that the building line stopped after 
Emmanuel House – so the site is within the countryside. 

• Street scene character separates properties, the proposal has 
no space between existing development or between proposed 
properties 

• Foul drainage sewer at capacity, surface water drainage 
information required 

• Access causes Highway Safety issues, opposite a traffic 
calming chicane, heavy HGVs use the road 

• Density of the proposal inappropriate, cramped development 
where properties are spacious in the street scene 

• House height much higher than other properties 
• Adjacent to the access is used by commercial vehicles 
• Concerns with consultation and being notified well enough in 

advance 
• Various consultations have not taken comments into account 

above. 
• Following latest amendment of new access still concerns with 

regards to Highway safety and impact of turning into busy 
traffic 

• How will bins be collected safely without footpath on that side 
of the road 

• Site cannot accommodate enough parking. 



 
6.2 Officer Response: Comments addressed within the report. 
 
7. ASSESSMENT  
 
7.1 The principal, important and controversial issues to consider in 

assessing this application are based on if this development is 
considered sustainable development, having considered the 
economic, environmental and social elements of this case. With that 
in mind the following issues are assessed below: 

• Principle of development  
• Impact on the character of the area 
• Residential Amenity 
• Access and Transport 
• Ecology 
• Drainage 

 
 Principle of development:  
 
7.2 The application site is considered to be located within the village 

framework of Colne, which is designated a Small Settlement within 
Huntingdonshire District Council’s Proposed Submission 2017 Local 
Plan and the adopted Core Strategy 2009. A neighbour commented 
that historically the north eastern boundary of the site was the village 
boundary. However given the existing development to the South and 
West, the application site is considered to be within the built up area of 
the village of Colne. The Core Strategy states residential infilling (of up 
to 3 dwellings) may be appropriate within the built up area, although 
facilities and services would have to be accessed by higher order 
settlements. Therefore the proposed dwellings are considered to be 
acceptable in principle subject to all other material planning 
considerations. 

 
7.3 Small Settlements as defined by Policy LP10 of the Proposed Local 

plan states a proposal that is located within a built-up area of a Small 
Settlement will be supported where the amount and location of 
development proposed is sustainable. This is in relation to the: level of 
services and infrastructure provision within the settlement, 
opportunities for users of the proposed development to access 
everyday services and facilities by sustainable modes of travel 
including walking, cycling and public transport; and effect on the 
character of the immediate locality and the settlement as a whole.  

 
7.4 Small Settlements are less sustainable than settlements in the Spatial 

Planning Area settlements, Key Service Centres and Local Service 
Centres, due to the need to travel to access services and facilities 
elsewhere on a regular basis. As such the Local Plan makes no 
allocations for development in Small Settlements. However, the 
strategy does set out a role for a limited amount of sustainable 
development in contributing to the social and economic sustainability of 
Small Settlements and in supporting a thriving rural economy.  

 
7.5  Given the variation in size and availability of services and facilities 

between Small Settlements it is recognised that varying levels of 
development could sustainably be accommodated depending on 
nature of the individual Small Settlement.  

 



7.6 Colne is a small village located near to Somersham, a ‘Key Service 
Centre’, both the village centre of Colne and the centre of Somersham 
are within cycling distance of the application site. Cumulatively the 
villages have a good range of services, including local shops, a post 
office, primary school (nearby Bluntisham also has a primary school), 
doctors surgery, public houses, churches and a village hall. It is also 
acknowledged that due to the rural nature of this part of the district, 
there would be a modest increase in private car use. 

 
7.7 Ultimately, it is considered that the proposal to provide two dwellings 

on this site is acceptable in principle subject to all other material 
planning considerations. 

 
Impact on the character of the area: 

 
7.8 There have been a number of objections to the proposal from the 

Parish Council and neighbouring properties. This site forms part of a 
former orchard, located between the outbuildings of the dwelling known 
as Fairfield to the south and Emmanuel House to the North. The site 
contains a hedgerow along the road frontage, is undeveloped and 
helps provide a transition from village to countryside along this stretch 
of Earith Road. 
 

7.9 There are a number of dwellings located on the opposite side of the 
road to the application site which are predominantly two storeys and 
located in a linear pattern, although there is a mixture of design and 
materials. On the same side of the road as the application site, there 
are still a number of dwellings in a linear pattern but the development is 
less dense with a number of open spaces acting as an urban relief, 
and reflecting the transition from the rural countryside into the village of 
Colne.  

 
7.10 Since the application was submitted there have been a number of 

amendments, the most recent for the amended location of the access. 
However a previous amendment involved moving one of the dwellings 
3m away from the North Eastern boundary with Emmanuel House and 
changing the detached double garage for the other dwelling into a 
single garage. The proposed two dwellings and the additional garage 
would be sited in one of these gaps. Whilst there is currently a 
transition from the village to the countryside, due to the surrounding 
development the site is associated far more closely with the built up 
area. It is accepted that the density of the properties North East of 
Earith Road is lower with large gaps, however given the denser 
development and smaller spaces between dwellings on the other side 
of the road, this change to the character of the area is not considered 
to be significant enough for a refusal.  

 
7.11 The proposed dwellings would be two storeys and are considered to 

be of an acceptable design. The objections from the Parish Council, 
neighbours and the comments from the urban design officer state that 
the proposed dwellings are larger than the existing houses. This point 
is accepted with the proposed dwellings at 8.8m in height to the ridge. 
However given the surrounding two storey character, and the fact the 
proposal would continue the linear pattern, it is therefore considered 
that slightly taller houses would not have a significant adverse impact 
upon the character of the area. The hedgerow along the frontage of 
the site is to be retained apart for the amended vehicular access, and 



maintained at its current height which mitigates the impact. The latest 
amendment to the access which is now located centrally in front of 
the proposed dwellings reduces the hardstanding to the front of the 
site which was present when the proposal was originally submitted 
allowing front gardens which the Urban Design officer requested. 

 
7.12 Elevations to the single detached garage have now been provided 

and are considered acceptable and in scale with the rest of the 
scheme. With regards to conditions, although the site is fairly flat, a 
levels condition will be added to ensure the dwellings are built without 
causing a greater impact on the surrounding street scene. The 
proposed materials are acceptable in principle however further details 
will be secured by condition to ensure there is not an adverse impact 
on the character of the area. The HDC Landscape officer has no 
objections to the proposal subject to a landscaping condition which 
would include the retention of the hedgerow on the front boundary. It 
is therefore considered necessary and reasonable to add the above 
conditions to the decision notice. 

 
7.13 On balance taking the above and the current policy position and tilted 

balance into account, whilst it is accepted there would be a change to 
the rural character, this harm to the character is not considered to be 
significant and demonstrable enough to justify a refusal on this basis. 
Therefore subject to conditions, the proposal is considered to accord 
with the NPPF, policies CS1 and CS3 of the Adopted Core Strategy 
(2009) and policies LP2, LP12 and LP13 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017. 

 
Residential Amenity: 

 
7.14 The NPPF and the Council’s planning policies (policies H31, H37 and 

H38) seek to ensure developments do not have an unacceptable 
impact upon residential amenity for both existing and future 
occupiers.  LP15 of the Local Plan proposed Submission to 2036 also 
seeks to protect amenity of neighbouring user but can only be 
afforded reduced weight which as an emerging policy may be subject 
to change. The policy also seeks to ensure residential amenity is not 
harmed as a result of development; the NPPF within the core 
principles states that planning should "always seek to secure high 
quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and 
future occupants of land and buildings".  

 
7.15 The application has been assessed with regards to overlooking, 

overbearing or loss of light. Objections have been submitted from 
neighbours and the with regards to this issue especially the impact on 
Emmanuel House. As commented on above, the application has 
been amended during the course of the determination period. Part of 
these amendments involved moving Plot 1 which was originally on 
the boundary with Emmanuel House so now it is 3m away from the 
boundary from the boundary. Whilst it is accepted the development 
would be a noticeable additional from the private amenity space of 
the adjacent neighbour, following this amendment the overbearing 
impact is not considered significant enough for a refusal.  

 
7.16 With regards to the loss of light, the development passes the 25 and 

45 degree rule tests measuring from the middle of habitual room 
windows of Emmanuel House to the two storey aspects of the 



proposal. Following a site visit to the neighbouring property 
Emmanuel House, it was found all of the neighbouring habitable 
rooms were dual aspects with windows on other elevations.  Also as 
the application site is South East rather than East of the adjacent 
neighbour Emmanuel House, the suns orientation would be at a 
higher point in the sky when sunlight passes over the application site. 
Therefore on balance any loss of light from the proposed 
development is not considered enough for a refusal.  

 
7.17 The proposal is not considered to create any significant overlooking 

opportunities. There are no proposed first floor side windows on 
either of the proposed dwellings and first floor windows to the front 
and rear are directed away from private amenity space and are not 
considered to offer an additional views to existing views form existing 
properties. 

 
7.18 Given the proximity of neighbouring properties to the development it 

is considered reasonable and necessary to add a condition restricting 
construction times to the decision notice to mitigate the impact on 
other properties during construction. 

 
7.19 Following the above, on balance the proposal is therefore considered 

to accord with the NPPF, policies H31 of the Huntingdonshire Local 
Plan 1995 and policies LP15 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 
2036 Proposed Submission 2017. 

  
Access and Transport: 

     
7.20 The main issue is whether there would be any severe adverse effects 

on highway safety and traffic flow arising from the proposed 
development.  In determining whether the development would have 
severe residual cumulative impacts, Cambridgeshire County Council 
(CCC) have been consulted.  

 
7.21 The Parish Council and local residents objected on multiple times 

with regards to the access especially due to its relationship with the 
existing traffic calming feature and the impact on traffic flow on Earith 
Road. 

 
7.22 Following a couple of amended plans, the access was ultimately 

moved so it is shared in front of the proposed dwellings rather than in 
its existing position further South. The Parish supports the latest 
access proposal but neighbouring properties have still raised 
concerns. 

 
7.23 The Local Highway Authority has no objections to the application. 

Following the provision of the amended drawing (JPT.SPA/1117/002 
rev B) indicating the access has been moved away from the calming 
feature it is not considered that two additional dwellings would have a 
significant impact on the traffic flow in the road network. The access 
although not dimensioned within the plans will need to be a minimum 
of 5m in width and has adequate visibility for the speed of the road 
the parking and turning within the site also looks to be workable and 
sufficient for vehicles to come out in forward gear. The Local Highway 
Authority has recommended a number of conditions which include: 

• Access width a minimum of 5m for a minimum of 10m in 
distance  



• Visibility splays to be provided in accordance with the details 
on plan 

• Parking and turning area to be laid out prior to first occupation 
of the development 

• Submission of a scheme in consultation with the Local 
Highway Authority for access construction and to prevent 
surface water run off to the public highway.  
 

7.24  Finally the Local Highway Authority request a condition to remove PD 
rights for boundary treatments, specifically gates and Schedule 2 Part 
2 Class A. The reason for this is to avoid obstruction to the Public 
Highway which could cause an unnecessary risk to Highway Safety. It 
is therefore considered reasonable and necessary to add these 
conditions to the decision notice. 

 
7.25 The Local Highway Authority has no objections to the proposal with 

regards to Highway Safety. A neighbouring resident raised the issue 
of bin collection, however this issue is not considered to be materially 
different to properties within the surrounding area. Huntingdonshire 
District Council does not have any specific parking standards, 
however it is considered the proposal would also provide adequate 
parking of at least 2 off road spaces per dwelling and allow vehicles 
such as delivery vehicles to enter and leave in forward gear. Urban 
Design has commented that cycle parking details are missing from 
the proposal. It is considered the site has the capacity to 
accommodate this, therefore it is considered reasonable and 
necessary to secure these details via condition. 

 
7.26 The proposal is therefore considered to accord with the NPPF, 

policies T18 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 and LP17 and 
LP18 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 Proposed 
Submission 2017. 

 
Ecology: 

 
7.27 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF states Planning policies and decisions 

should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment. 
The application site has no record of any protected species and is 
considered to be of low biodiversity potential. There has been no 
representation with regards to biodiversity from any third party or the 
Council. Sources of potential wildlife such as most of the front 
hedgerow and trees adjacent to the site are to be retained. Subject to 
conditions (to secure planting and landscaping) officers consider the 
development would result in a very moderate enhancement to its 
existing biodiversity, through the creation of new residential gardens 
which could be planted with native flora and additional. The proposal 
would therefore be in accordance to Paragraph 170 of the NPPF, 
policies En22 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 and LP32 of 
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 Proposed Submission 2017. 

 
Drainage: 

 
7.28 The drainage officer has not been consulted on the current proposal 

and very little drainage information has been submitted with the 
application. This has been commented on by neighbours who have 
also stated foul water drainage is at capacity. It states within the 
application form that any drainage would be connected to the mains 



sewers. As the proposal is not at a significant risk of flooding it is 
considered necessary and reasonable to add a surface and foul water 
drainage condition to the decision notice. 

 
7.29 The proposed development on the site is considered appropriate with 

respect to flood risk and drainage and is therefore considered to 
comply with the relevant policy in this regard.  

 
Other Matters: 

 
7.30 A number of other points have been raised from local resident that 

need to be addressed. It has been commented on that Emmanuel 
House which is adjacent the application site and other nearby 
features are missing from the site location plan. Officers acknowledge 
this and the architect should have included this, however following 
site visits officers are aware of these errors and have enough 
information to make a decision prior to determination. There were 
also comments about consultation and some properties not being 
directly notified by the Council. However a site notice was erected 
within the village, all neighbours who directly adjoin the red line of the 
site were notified by the Council and given the statutory period for 
their comments to be taken into account. When the application went 
out for reconsultation on proposed amendments anyone who had 
already commented or directly adjoined the site was re notified. 

 
 Infrastructure Requirements and Planning Obligations: 
 
7.31 The Infrastructure Business Plan 2013/2014 (2013) was developed 

by the Growth and Infrastructure Group of the Huntingdonshire Local 
Strategic Partnership. It helps to identify the infrastructure needs 
arising from the development proposed to 2036 through the Core 
Strategy 

 
7.32 Statutory tests set out in the Community Infrastructure Regulations 

2010 (Regulation 122) require that S106 planning obligations must 
be: 

 - Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
 - Directly related to the development; and 
 - Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development 

The application is accompanied by a satisfactory completed unilateral 
undertaking for the provision of wheeled bins in accordance with the 

 Developer Contributions SPD (2011). 
 
 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL): 
 
7.33 As this planning application is for a minor development, the 

development will be CIL liable in accordance with the Council's 
adopted charging schedule; CIL payments will cover footpaths and 
access, health, community facilities, libraries and lifelong learning and 
education.  

 
Conclusion and Planning Balance: 

 
7.34 The NPPF has at its heart the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. To be sustainable, development must, as noted in 
paragraph 6 of the NPPF, strike a satisfactory balance between the 
economic, environmental and social considerations.  



 
7.35 In terms of the economic dimension of sustainable development, the 

proposal would contribute towards economic growth, including job 
creation - during the construction phase and in the longer term 
through the additional population assisting the local economy through 
spending on local services / facilities. The proposal would also 
generate income for the authority through Community Infrastructure 
Levy Payments, increase council tax revenues and new homes 
bonus. 

 
7.36 In terms of the environmental dimension of sustainable development, 

whilst there will be some modest environmental harm to the character 
of the area, there would not be a significant loss in high quality 
agricultural land. Further new landscaping is proposed and any harm 
is not considered to be significant or demonstrable enough for a 
refusal.  

 
7.37 In terms of the social dimension, the site appears to have no 

significant constraints and is deliverable. It would also marginally 
increase the supply of market housing. The village has some local 
facilities; a village hall, public house, church and golf club. The 
application site is within comfortable walking distance of these 
facilities and the bus stops for the bus services that connects the 
village to St Ives and Ramsey. In terms of employment, there are a 
number of small businesses based in the village. Given that Pidley is 
classified as a Smaller Settlement the application site is in a 
reasonably sustainable location and the quantum of development is 
appropriate. 

 
7.38 Having assessed all three dimensions of sustainable development; 

economic, environmental and social within this report it is concluded 
that the development of this site will: -  
• Provide a supply of market housing to meet current and future 

generations 
• Provide a design of development that is acceptable 
• Not cause significant detrimental impact to residential amenity 
• Provide acceptable parking provision 
• Maximise opportunities for use of public transport, walking and 

cycling 
• Manage flood risk and drainage effectively 
• Provide appropriate infrastructure to meet the needs generated 

by the development through wheeled bin provision 
 
7.39 For these reasons, the proposal is considered to constitute sustainable 

development and accords with the Development Plan. There are no 
overriding material considerations that indicate that permission should 
not be granted in this instance and the application is therefore 
recommended for approval subject to the stated planning conditions.  

 
8. RECOMMENDATION – Approve subject to conditions to include those 

listed below. 
• Time Limit 
• Approved plans 
• Materials  
• Hard and soft landscaping, including boundary treatments and 

biodiversity enhancement 



• Levels 
• Cycle Parking 
• Drainage 
• Construction hours 
• PD Rights Boundary Treatments 
• Visibility Splays 
• Provision of parking layout prior to occupation of dwellings 
• Access Width 
• Access Construction and Drainage Measures 

  
If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an audio 
version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to accommodate 
your needs. 
 
CONTACT OFFICER: 
Enquiries about this report to Will Tysterman Senior Development 
Management Officer 01480 388411 
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: Colne Parish Council <colnepc@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 01 November 2018 20:04

To: Control, Development (Planning)

Subject: APPLICATION REF. 18/01630/FUL

PARISH COUNCIL CONSULTATION – APPLICATION REF. 18/01630/FUL To erect 2 new 4 bed detached 
properties with associated parking and access Land North West Of Fairfield Earith Road Colne

Council recommend refusal

Councils comments -
The location plan still does not identify Emmanuel House and their garage.

With the combined mass and scale, the proposed layout results in a cramped and overbearing 
development, this is not in keeping with the surrounding dwellings and is not sympathetic to the street 
scene.

Although the revised application indicates plot 1 is now 3 metres from the boundary to Emmanuel House, 
the height of ridge and wide gable would still cause loss of morning sun light reaching the lounge, garden 
room and the garden of Emmanuel House. The proposed North West elevation of plot 1 is very bland and 
featureless.

With the site entrance being opposite to the traffic calming measure, refuse collections from the proposed 
detached dwellings, would cause severe traffic disruption, with a very high risk to the bin service men. The 
same scenario would be for any visiting of emergency or service vehicles. A recent survey indicated an 
average of 353 vehicles per hour pass this location (the survey was conducted at different times, between 
7am-6.30pm on 4 different days).

The potential number of vehicles that could be associated with two 4-bedroom houses including visitors 
would restrict the ability for delivery vehicles and others from entering and leaving in a forward 
direction. Reversing into the site with the planned location of the entrance is hampered by the proximity 
of the build-out on the opposite side of the road.

Regards
Karen Parsons
Colne Parish Council Clerk

www.colneparishcouncil.org.uk



Dear Sir,

Council Recommend refusal

Council approve of the new access proposal. 

However, Council still have concerns: 
The location plan still does not identify Emmanuel House and their garage.
With the combined mass and scale, the proposed layout results in a cramped and overbearing development, this 
is not in keeping with the surrounding dwellings and is not sympathetic to the street scene.
Although the revised application indicates plot 1 is now 3 metres from the boundary to Emmanuel House, the 
height of ridge and wide gable would still cause loss of morning sun light reaching the lounge, garden room and 
the garden of Emmanuel House. The proposed North West elevation of plot 1 is very bland and featureless. 
The potential number of vehicles that could be associated with two 4‐bedroom houses including visitors would 
restrict the ability for delivery vehicles and others from entering and leaving in a forward direction.  Reversing 
into the site with the planned location of the entrance is hampered by the proximity of the build‐out on the 
opposite side of the road.

K. Parsons 
Clerk to Colne Parish Council

Date: 29th January 2019
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