




















  

 

 
 

 

Appeal Decisions 
Hearing held on 14 & 15 April 2016 
Site visit made on 15 April 2016 

by Lesley Coffey  BA Hons BTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 13 June 2016 

 
Appeal Ref A : APP/W0530/W/16/3141984 
Former Bayer Crop Science Site, Cambridge Road, Hauxton, 
Cambridgeshire 
 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant approval to details required by a condition of a planning 
permission. 

 The appeal is made by Redrow Homes South Midlands against the decision of South 
Cambridgeshire District Council. 

 The application Ref:S/0410/15/RM, dated 6 February 2015, sought approval of details 
pursuant to conditions No 3 of a planning permission Ref: S/2308/06/O, granted on 
12 February 2010. 

 The application was refused by notice dated 21 July 2015. 
 The development proposed is the redevelopment of 8.7 hectares of previously 

developed land for a mix of uses including up to 380 dwellings, up to 4,000 sq metres of 
B1(A) office floorspace, no greater than 250 sq metres ofA1 retail floorspace and the 
provision of open space and associated access engineering works. 

 The details for which approval is sought are: the layout, scale, appearance and 
landscaping in respect of part Phase 3 of the development. 

 

 
Appeal B Ref: APP/W0530/W/16/3142753 
Former Bayer Crop Science Site, Cambridge Road, Hauxton, 
Cambridgeshire 
 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant approval to details required by a condition of a planning 
permission. 

 The appeal is made by Redrow Homes South Midlands against the decision of South 
Cambridgeshire District Council. 

 The application Ref S/0409/15/RM, dated 9 February 2015, sought approval of details 
pursuant to conditions No 3 of a planning permission: S/2308/06/O, granted on 
12 February 2010. 

 The application was refused by notice dated 22 July 2015. 
 The development proposed is the redevelopment of 8.7 hectares of previously 

developed land for a mix of uses including up to 380 dwellings, up to 4,000 sq metres of 
B1(A) office floorspace, no greater than 250 sq metres ofA1 retail floorspace and the 
provision of open space and associated access engineering works. 

 The details for which approval is sought are: the layout, scale, appearance and 
landscaping in respect of parts of Phase 1 and Phase 3 of the development.  
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Decision 

Appeal Ref A : APP/W0530/W/16/3141984 

1. The appeal is allowed and the reserved matters are approved, namely the 
layout, scale, appearance and landscaping in respect of part of Phase 3 of the 
development submitted in pursuance of condition No 3 attached to planning 
permission Ref S/2308/06/O, dated 12 February 2010 subject to the conditions 
in the attached schedule. 

 
Appeal B Ref: APP/W0530/W/16/3142753 

2. The appeal is dismissed and approval of the reserved matters is refused, 
namely the layout, scale, appearance and landscaping in respect of parts of 
Phase 1 and Phase 3 details submitted in pursuance of condition 3 attached to 
planning permission Ref S/2308/06/O , dated 12 February 2010. 

Preliminary Matters 

3. As set out above there are two appeals.  Both relate to reserved matters 
pursuant to outline planning permission granted in February 2010 for a mixed 
use development including up to 380 dwellings, up to 4000 square metres of 
office floorspace, up to 250 square metres of retail floorspace, open space and 
associated access engineering works.  Permission for the demolition of the 
previous industrial buildings on the site and the remediation of the land was 
granted under Local Planning Authority reference S/2307/06/F.  I have dealt 
with the appeals separately other than in the case of play space provision, 
where the relevant considerations in respect of both appeals are similar.  

4. Reserved matters in relation to Phase 1 have been approved and construction 
of these dwellings has commenced.  Phase 2 comprises the western part of the 
site south of the access road and it is intended that it will provide 70 extra care 
dwellings.  An application in respect of this part site has been submitted to the 
Council, but has not yet been determined.  The area to the west of the Phase 3 
land is identified for employment purposes.  Neither this, nor the Phase 2 land 
is owned by the appellant.  

5. Appeal A relates to the northern part of the wider site adjacent to the Riddy 
Brook, and is known as Phase 3.  It adjoins phase 1and proposes 14 dwellings. 
Appeal B includes some of the land within Phase 1 in addition to the land within 
Phase 3.  

6. Both sites adjoin Old Mill House, a Grade II listed building.  This forms part of a 
group of listed buildings, including Hauxton Watermill Bridge, Hauxton 
Watermill and the milestone at Hauxton Mill Bridge.  Section 66(1) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires  that 
when considering whether to grant planning  permission  for development 
which affects a listed building or its setting that special regard should be given 
to the desirability  of preserving the building or its setting or any features  of 
special architectural or historic interest. 

7. In respect of Appeal B, the fifth reason for refusal, stated that there was 
insufficient information submitted to demonstrate that renewable energy 
measures would provide 10% of the energy requirements for the development 
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in accordance with condition 8 of the outline planning permission.  During the 
course of the Hearing the Council accepted that the revised energy statement 
approved by the Council SCDC on 3 August 2015, provided sufficient 
information in relation to this matter and that this reason for refusal had been 
adequately addressed.  I share this view. 

8. At the Hearing the appellant submitted additional information in relation to the 
sixth reason for refusal.  This stated that there was insufficient information to 
demonstrate that the proposal would accord with the previously approved 
remediation strategy for the site. The evidence was of a technical nature and 
the Council was provided with an opportunity to seek professional advice on 
this matter.  The Council subsequently confirmed, by letter dated 25 April 
2016, that this matter could be addressed by way of a suitably worded 
condition.  In the light of the evidence submitted to the Hearing I have no 
reason to reach a different conclusion. 

9. The appellant submitted a number of additional plans and documents prior to, 
and at, the Hearing.  The Council was concerned the late submission of some of 
these documents could be prejudicial to its case. The matters addressed in the 
Heritage Statement were directly relevant to the matters in dispute between 
the parties.  It provided an assessment of the impact of Appeal B on the setting 
of the listed building, and aside from some historic maps, did not include any 
substantive new evidence.  The matters addressed within it were matters that 
the Council would reasonably be expected to address at the Hearing, namely 
the significance of the setting of the heritage asset and the effect of the 
proposal on that asset.  Therefore I do not consider that the Council would be 
prejudiced by the submission of this document. 

10. The appellant submitted three street elevations, namely plans number: 15006 
(B) 505 rev A,  5006 (B) 510 rev A and 15006 (B) 500 rev A 1. These show the 
proposals in context and views through the proposal towards Old Mill House.    
I appreciate that the elevations in relation to the extra care housing are based 
on an application which has yet to be determined..  Notwithstanding this, the 
plans were submitted for illustrative purposes and do not alter the nature of 
the submitted scheme, as such they are not prejudicial to the Council.  I have 
taken all of the above information into account in reaching my decision.  

11. Further information was submitted in relation to the open space and play areas 
on the appeal site, including details of the landscape management proposals 
(approved by the Council on 6 November 2015).  This information had all 
previously either been submitted to, or seen by the Council and therefore it 
would not be prejudicial to the Council.  

Main Issues 

Appeal A  

12. I consider the main issues to be :  
 

 Whether the proposal would provide the high quality public realm sought by 
development plan and national planning policies, with particular regard to 
the layout of the site and views of Old Mill House;  

 Whether the proposal would provide satisfactory living conditions for future 
occupants with particular regard to privacy and overlooking; and 
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 Whether the proposal would make satisfactory provision for children’s play 
space.  

Appeal B  

13. I consider the main issues to be:  
 

 The effect of the proposal on the setting of Old Mill House; 

 Whether the proposal would deliver the high quality design sought by 
development plan and national planning policies, and its effect on the 
character and appearance of the surrounding area; 

 Whether the proposal would provide satisfactory living conditions for future 
occupants with particular reference to outlook, sunlight and amenity space;  

 Whether the proposal would make satisfactory provision for parking; and  

 Whether the proposal would make satisfactory provision for children’s play 
space.  

Reasons 

Appeal A 

Design 

14. The site is located towards the north western part of the site, adjacent to Riddy 
Brook and to the west of Old Mill House.  The proposal is for two storey 
dwellings similar in style to the dwellings under-construction on Phase 1.  It is 
a roughly triangular site and fronts the main estate access road, Riddy Brook, 
and an internal estate road.  Dwellings 9 & 10 would face towards the main 
estate road and are situated forward of the building line of the proposed 
dwellings on plots 5-8.   

15. The proposed estate road and footpath show a uniform alignment along the 
majority of their length and this is reflected by the proposed dwellings at plots 
39-42 and 5-8.  The proposed dwellings 9 and 10 would be no closer to the 
highway than the previously permitted apartment block B which is situated 
immediately to the south of unit 39.  Due to the alignment of the road Old Mill 
House would be a focal point in views from the south.  The proposed dwellings 
on plots 9 and 10 would not obstruct these views. 

16. The flank elevation of dwelling 9 would be noticeable in views from along the 
length of the access road.  Dwellings 9 and 10 would be of an Arts and Craft 
style design, with a varied roof form.  The flank elevation would be relieved by 
the proposed windows, and brick detailing to the ground floor, as well as the 
porch area to dwelling 9.  The arrangement of the buildings would be 
consistent with the masterplan submitted at the time of the outline application.  
This shows a varied building line along this part of the access road in a manner 
that is not dissimilar from the proposed layout. 

17. The proposed parking would be located to the side and rear of dwellings 9 and 
10 and would allow a more substantial area of landscaping to the front of these 
dwellings.  It would therefore provide some visual relief from the frontage 
parking which characterises the proposed dwellings to the south.  The Council 
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suggest that this arrangement is inconsistent with the Design and Access 
Statement (DAS) which accompanied the outline application.  Amongst other 
matters this sought to ensure that Old Mill House could be viewed from central 
locations within the development and that proposals respected the alignment of 
Mill Lane and the access to the Mill and Riddy Brook Bridge.   

18. The alignment of the access road is similar to that shown on the masterplan 
within the design and access statement.  The principal difference is that the 
turning head and access to the employment site has enabled the most northern 
part of the access road to align with Riddy Brook Bridge.  The alignment of the 
access road would permit views of Old Mill House from the central part of the 
overall site in a similar manner to that shown on the masterplan.   

19. The flank elevation of dwelling 14 would face towards Riddy Brook.  This 
boundary would be enclosed by way of a brick wall and the submitted 
landscape scheme indicates substantial landscaping in this area. The Council 
approved a similar arrangement in respect of dwelling 103 which forms part of 
Phase 1.  In my view this dwelling would not contribute to a poor urban 
environment.  

20. The vehicular access to dwellings 1-4 would also extend along the boundary 
with the public open space adjacent to Riddy Brook.  The parking spaces and 
garages associated with these dwellings would be set back behind the 
dwellings.  An area of landscaping would separate the access from the footpath 
by a distance of between 3 and 6 metres.  The submitted landscape scheme 
includes planting to this frontage and would separate it from the wildflower 
area adjacent to the brook.  Therefore whilst the access road and parking areas 
may be noticeable from the footpath, it would not be unduly dominant.  
Moreover, I note that the Council has approved a similar arrangement in 
several other locations throughout the development, including at units 15-19. 

21. The Council consider that the parking spaces and garage between units 4 and 5 
are not well integrated with the street scene.  The boundaries between the rear 
gardens of these properties and the street would be enclosed by a brick wall.  
The proposed landscaping adjacent to unit 5 would be modest in extent.  
Notwithstanding this, these dwellings would be situated opposite a terrace of 4 
dwellings, and when viewed in the context of the street scene as a whole, 
including the area of landscaping adjacent to dwelling 15, I consider that the 
proposal would provide a satisfactory public realm.   

22. I conclude that the proposal would provide the high quality public realm as 
sought by policy DP/2 of the South Cambridgeshire Local Development 
Framework Development Control Policies DPD (adopted 2007) which seeks a 
high quality of design in all new development, and the National Planning Policy 
Framework(NPPF). 

Living Conditions 

23. The Council is concerned that future occupants of the proposed dwellings would 
be subject to an unacceptable degree of overlooking and poor levels of privacy 
due to inadequate back to back distances between some of the dwellings.  

24. Amongst other matters, policy DP/3 requires proposals to avoid harm to 
residential amenity.  More detailed guidance is provided by paragraph 6.68 of 
the District Design Guide: High Quality and Sustainable Development in South 
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Cambridgeshire Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (adopted 2010) 
specifies a minimum distance of 25 metres between rear or side building faces 
containing habitable rooms.  It explains that this distance can be reduced 
where the alignment of opposing windows is significantly off-set. 

25. The distance between dwellings 10 and 1 would be about 21 metres.  Whilst 
this falls short of the requirement specified within the SPD, these dwellings are 
significantly off-set from each other and direct views would be mitigated to 
some extent by the intervening garage to unit 1.  Dwellings 8 and 2 would be 
separated by a distance of about 23 metres, but would be significantly off-set 
from each other, and would therefore comply with the guidance within the SPD.  
I am satisfied that there would be sufficient separation to ensure that the 
future occupants of these dwellings would enjoy an acceptable standard of 
privacy. 

26. The SPD specifies a minimum separation of 12 metres between any blank walls 
and any neighbouring windows that are directly opposite.  Dwelling 11 would 
face towards the end of the rear garden of number 1, whilst dwelling 12 would 
be separated from the flank elevation of the single storey garage of the same 
property by a distance of 10.4 metres.  Whilst this falls short of the standard 
within the SPD, having regard to the pitched roof of the garage there is no 
evidence to suggest that this arrangement would give rise to any significant 
loss of privacy to the occupants of either dwelling. 

27. Whilst in some instances the proposal would fail to achieve the separation 
distances recommended by the SPD, the proposed dwellings would 
nevertheless accord with its aim in that future occupants would benefit from an 
acceptable level of privacy.  I therefore conclude that he proposal would 
provide satisfactory living conditions for future occupants and would not conflict 
with policy DP/3. 

Appeal B 

28. Appeal B is put forward as an alternative to part of phase 1 and phase3.  
Together with the dwellings in the remainder of Phase 1 there would be a total 
of 285 dwellings. 

Effect of the proposal on the setting of the listed building 

29. Old Mill House dates from about 1700.  It is a two storey, L- shaped building 
with an attic.  The significance of the building is derived from its 18 century 
vernacular architecture and its historical interest as part of the group of 
buildings which include the mill race and river.  It is these buildings and 
features that make the greatest contribution towards the setting of the 
building. 

30. Historically the Mill House would have been viewed in the context of the 
farmhouse and farm buildings on the site, and it is probable that these would 
have screened views of the building from the south.  These buildings were 
replaced by the chemical works which were in place from about the 1940s until 
recently.  Based on historical photographs, it would seem that the chemical 
works included a number of large buildings, many of which had the appearance 
of industrial sheds.  A tarmac parking area extended up to the main elevation 
of the listed building.  Whilst these buildings would have replaced the historic 
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setting building and would have has a considerable negative effect on its 
setting, they have been removed as part of the redevelopment of the site.  

31. At the present time the appeal site is a cleared site.  Whilst it permits views 
towards the listed building, it does not contribute to its architectural or historic 
significance. 

32. The appeal scheme proposes 4 blocks of flats, each 3 storeys high and 
arranged either side of the access road.  The proposed apartments would be 
located between 40 -60 metres to the south of the building.  The intervening 
area to the east would be occupied by an area of open space, whilst to the 
west the area would be occupied by employment land.  The arrangement of the 
buildings would provide a vista towards Old Mill House. 

33. Due to the position of the blocks and their size, the open space would not form 
part of the vista and would only be apparent in closer views.  The scale of the 
buildings would greatly exceed that of Old Mill House.  Due to the height, 
length and massing of the proposed buildings they would dominate views from 
Old Mill House.   

34. Notwithstanding this, due to the trees adjacent to the Riddy Brook and those of 
the north side of the brook, the proposed flats would not have a significant 
effect on the setting of the listed mill building.  The open space and the 
footpath to the south east of Old Mill House would considerably enhance views 
of the listed building from the proposed footpath adjacent to the brook and 
from the existing public footpath adjacent to Riddy Brook.     

35. Whilst the proposed buildings would not be sympathetic in scale to the listed 
buildings, they would represent a significant enhancement by comparison with 
the building previously on the site and the site at the present time.  It would 
not harm the historic or architectural significance of the building.  Having 
regard to the proposed open space and the distance of the flats from the listed 
buildings, I consider that overall the proposal would enhance the setting of the 
listed buildings by comparison with the existing situation, or the previous 
chemical works.  I therefore conclude that the proposal would not harm the 
setting of Old Mill House. 

Design  

36. The proposal would comprise 4 ‘L-shaped’  blocks arranged in a rectangular 
formation thereby forming a semi-enclosed courtyard area which the Council 
describe as a ‘hollow square’.  Blocks A and B would be separated from C and D 
by an estate road which would provide access to the future employment land.  
A footpath would provide a pedestrian link with Riddy Brook Bridge.  The blocks 
would be located to the north of the access road and would extend from 
Cambridge Road (the A10) up to the proposed public open space adjacent to 
Riddy Brook. 

37. The blocks would be 3 storeys high with curved aluminium roofs and brick and  
render elevations.  They would incorporate projecting balconies and roof 
detailing at the corners which would provide visual interest and reduce the bulk 
of the buildings.  Parking would be located within a semi-basement area.  A 
single storey cycle storage building would be used to link blocks A and B and a 
further cycle store would link blocks C and D.  The cycle stores would screen 
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views of the access to the parking area and the surface parking from outside of 
the development. 

38. The proposal would be substituted for part of Phase 1, the remainder of which 
comprises predominantly 2 and 3 storey detached houses.  The appeal site 
would be separated from these dwellings by the play area and ecological area, 
and would be located to the north of the access to the site.  It would be 
adjoined by phase 2, which it is intended would provide extra care housing.  

39. There is an application before the Council in relation to this part of the site, 
which shows a part 3/part 4 storey high, linear building, similar in style to the 
appeal scheme.  Whilst the weight to be afforded to this current application is 
limited, in that there is no certainty that it will be approved, given the nature of 
the proposed use, the outline permission for the site, and the requirement 
within the s106 to provide 70 extra care dwellings, I consider that it is probable 
that any scheme in relation to the extra care housing is likely to be 3 or more 
storeys high. 

40. The Council consider that the appeal site occupies a sensitive rural location 
close to the Green Belt, and due to the contemporary style of proposed 
apartments would not relate to Phase 1 or the existing development within 
Hauxton Village. Policy DP/2 seeks a high quality of design in all development, 
including a good interrelationship between buildings, routes and spaces.  I 
consider this approach to be consistent with paragraph 57 of the NPPF which 
confirms that it is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development, including individual buildings, 
public and private spaces and wider area development schemes.  Whilst 
amongst other matters paragraph 58 states planning decisions should aim to 
ensure that developments should establish a strong sense of place, using 
streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and comfortable places to live, 
work and visit; and  are visually attractive as a result of good architecture and 
appropriate landscaping. 

41. Whilst the wider site extends close to the village boundary, the appeal site is 
separated from the village by a considerable distance.  Having regard to the 
intervening dwellings which comprise part of Phase 1, I consider that the 
proposal would have no appreciable impact on the character or setting of 
Hauxton Village and therefore in this regard it would not conflict with policy 
DP/3.  Having regard to the previous development on the site, and the DAS I 
do not consider that the appeal site occupies a particularly sensitive location.  
It would be separated from the houses to the south by the play area and 
access road.  I therefore consider that a change in the scale and form of 
development on this part of the site is not unacceptable in principle, provided it 
delivers the high quality design sought by policy DP/2 and the NPPF.  

42. Although blocks A and B would have a combined length of 85 metres, in views 
from the A10, due to the separation provided by the cycle store, they would 
appear as two distinct blocks.  The splayed corner feature to each block would 
reduce the apparent length of the blocks as perceived from the A10.   

43. The corner of Block C would extend almost up to the footpath adjacent to Riddy 
Brook.  The ground floor of this block would be elevated above the ground 
level, nevertheless, I consider that the height and proximity of block C to the 
footpath would provide an uncomfortably close relationship for both the 
occupants of these dwellings and those using the footpath.  Through the 
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creation of a pinch point block C would interrupt the natural flow of the 
surrounding open space, and would appear as a cramped form of development.  
It would significantly impair the quality of the proposed public open space 
adjacent to Riddy Brook.  

44. The arrangement of the blocks would provide external elevations towards Old 
Mill House, Riddy Brook, the A10 and the housing development to the south.  
The area enclosed by the blocks would provide the amenity area for future 
occupants, and would be bisected by the estate road.  This arrangement would 
provide views towards Old Mill House and the future employment area.  Whilst 
these views would add interest, access to the car parks, the courtyard parking 
and bin stores would detract from these views.  These elements appear to be 
unrelated to the form or layout of the proposal rather than an integral part of 
the design.  Overall, the proposal by virtue of scale and arrangement of the 
blocks the proposal would provide a poor quality public realm and amenity 
space.  

45. I therefore conclude that and would fail to deliver the high quality public realm 
sought by the NPPF and policy DP/2.  

Living Conditions 

46. The opposing north-south windows within this courtyard would face towards 
each other, but would be separated by a distance of about 50 metres, whilst 
the east –west windows would be separated by a distance of about 68 metres.  
In both cases this would considerably exceed the separation distance specified 
by the SPD and occupants of these flats would not be subject to overlooking 
from windows opposite.  Due to the form of the individual blocks there is 
potential for some overlooking between flats, however, the internal the 
arrangement of the flats and the interruption to views provided by balconies 
would avoid any casual overlooking between dwellings. 

47. The floor level of the ground floor flats would be elevated above the courtyard 
level by about half a storey.  Therefore anyone approaching the flats on foot 
would not have a view into the ground floor dwellings.   

48. The majority of the proposed flats would be single aspect.  A number of the 
flats within Blocks A and B would face towards the A10.  However beyond the 
A10 the occupants of these dwellings would overlook open land.  The outlook 
from these dwellings would be comparable with some of the previously 
approved dwellings in Apartment block A and would provide an acceptable level 
of amenity. 

49. The flats facing towards the courtyard would be separated from the proposed 
parking area by a distance of between 7 metres and 16 metres, although in 
some cases there would be intervening refuse storage buildings.  The access to 
the potential employment land would also pass between the proposed blocks. 

50. A number of the proposed dwellings would be north facing, with an outlook 
towards the courtyard, employment land or open space.  Due to the height of 
the proposed buildings, some of the amenity areas and dwellings would be  
overshadowed for a significant amount of the day.   

51. Overall, the scheme would fail to provide an adequate visual or recreational 
amenity area for future residents.  I acknowledge that north facing dwellings 
are not unacceptable in principle.  Nonetheless, many of the proposed 
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dwellings are single aspect, and the poor outlook and aspect of some of these 
dwellings, and together with the overshadowing to the amenity areas would 
combine to provide unsatisfactory living conditions.   

52. For the most part there would be sufficient space around the outer elevations 
of the proposed buildings to provide an adequate standard of privacy for those 
wishing to use their balconies, although in some instances it may be necessary 
to modify the landscape scheme in order to provide an appropriate buffer.  
However, the corner of Block C would extend very close to the proposed public 
footpath and the pinch point created by the footprint of the building would be 
likely to significantly impair the privacy and amenity of the occupants of these 
flats.   

53. I therefore conclude that the proposal would fail to provide satisfactory living 
conditions for future occupants and would conflict with NPPF paragraph 57 
which seeks a high quality and inclusive design for all development, including 
public and private spaces. 

Parking 

54. DPD Policy DP/3 requires car parking appropriate to the nature, scale and 
economic viability of the proposal to be kept to a minimum.  Policy TR/2 
requires parking to be provided in accordance with maximum standards, which 
in the case of the appeal scheme would require an average of 1.5 spaces per 
dwelling and would equate to 198 spaces as against the 170 currently 
proposed.  

55. The Council consider that the site is poorly located in terms of services and 
facilities and does not benefit from good transport links.  Therefore it submits 
that provision should be made for 183 parking spaces together with an 
additional allowance for visitors.  

56. The appeal site is situated on the edge of a village, a short distance from the 
Trumpington Park and Ride.  The appeal scheme includes provision for a cycle 
route to the Park and Ride.  In addition, the s106 Agreement in relation to the 
outline permission provides for a subsidised shuttle bus service from the appeal 
site to the Park and Ride site.  The service will operate until late evening 
Monday to Saturday.  There is a shop and primary school within the village, 
and provision for a potential shop within the appeal scheme.  There will also be 
future employment opportunities on the wider site, within the employment land 
area and also within the extra care housing.  I therefore do not consider the 
site to be particularly isolated from services, facilities or employment.  The 
location of the site, together with the shuttle bus service will promote 
sustainable patterns of travel and future residents will not be reliant on the use 
of a car for their journeys. 

57. The proposal would not provide the maximum level of parking sought by policy 
TR/2, however, paragraph 29 of the NPPF states that the transport system 
needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a 
real choice about how they travel.  In my view the location of the appeal site, 
together with the shuttle bus, would provide future residents with a range of 
sustainable travel choices.  I therefore conclude that the proposal would make 
adequate provision for parking and would be consistent with the aim of policy 
DP/3 and the NPPF. 
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Play Space 

58. The Council considers that neither proposal makes adequate provision for 
children’s play space.  Policy SF/11 and Local Development Framework Open 
Space in New Developments SPD (Adopted 2009) both set out requirements for 
the provision of open space.  Policy SF/11 requires the provision of 0.8 
hectares of children’s play space per 1,000 people, whereas the requirement 
within the SPD is based on the size of the dwelling and gives rise to a higher 
overall requirement by comparison with policy SF/11.   

59. An SPD can be used to provide further guidance on particular issues, such as 
the provision of open space.  It is therefore capable of being a material 
consideration in planning decisions.  Nevertheless, an SPD is not part of the 
development plan and the policies and guidance within it should not conflict 
with the development plan.  Therefore the open space requirements within the 
SPD cannot replace those within the adopted Local Plan. 

60. The Council’s play space requirement is based on the size of the proposed 
dwellings, whereas the appellant’s calculations are based on the level of 
provision set out at Local Plan policy SF/11.  For the reasons given above, I 
prefer the appellant’s calculations.  

61. The appellant’s calculations indicate that Appeal A would require the provision 
0.268 hectares of children’s play space in respect of the 14 dwellings proposed.  
When taken together with the previously permitted dwellings on the wider site 
the requirement would increase to 0.4303 hectares.  Appeal B would require 
the provision of 0.1422 hectares for the proposed flats.  Together with the 153 
dwellings on Phase 1 there would be an overall requirement for 0.4938 
hectares.   

62. The open space plans submitted by the appellant indicate that a total of 0.5636 
hectares would be provided in the case of scheme A and 0.98 hectares in the 
case of scheme B.  In both cases the level of provision exceeds that required 
by the development plan. 

63. The Council is also critical of the quality of the play space provided.  The play 
area within scheme A is located adjacent to Riddy Brook and adjoins the play 
space provided within Phase 1.  It is overlooked by family dwellings and is 
linked by a footpath to the equipped play area (LEAP) and the kick-about area.  

64. In terms of scheme B, the play area would wrap around the proposed flats.  I 
agree with the Council that the areas adjacent to blocks A and B would not 
provide good quality play space due to their size, proximity to the A10, the 
access road to the development and the employment land.  Nonetheless, even 
if these areas are excluded from the appellant’s calculations the proposed play 
space would still substantially exceed the requirements of policy SF/11. 

65. The majority of the play space would wrap around blocks C and D.  They would 
be generous in size and would include an informal beach area adjacent to Riddy 
Brook.  It would relate well to the play space provided within Phase 1 and other 
recreational land close to the appeal site.  The Council suggest that the area is 
not overlooked by family dwellings, however the proposal includes a number of 
two bedroom flats and the proposed play space would meet the needs of 
children within these flats as well as other children within the development. 
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66. Overall, I conclude that both schemes would make satisfactory provision for 
children’s play space and would comply with Local Plan policy SF/11. 

 Overall Conclusion - Appeal A  

67. I have found the appeal proposal to be acceptable in terms of design and 
layout, living conditions for future occupants.  The proposal would also make 
acceptable provision for children’s play space.  I conclude that the proposal 
would comply with the development plan as a whole and would be consistent 
with the outline permission.  I therefore conclude the appeal should be allowed. 

 Overall Conclusion - Appeal B 

68. The proposal would not harm the setting of Old Mill House.  It would also make 
adequate provision for car parking and children’s play space.  As acknowledged 
by the Council, it would make satisfactory provision for renewable energy.  The 
proposal would also deliver benefits in terms of additional housing and would 
permit the completion of development on a site that requires substantial 
remediation.  These considerations add weight in favour of the proposal.  

69. However, the proposal would fail to deliver the high quality design sought by 
national and local planning policies and would not provide satisfactory living 
conditions for future residents.  Furthermore, the delivery of housing and the 
remediation works could be provided by an alternative scheme which would not 
give rise to the harm identified above.  

70. The NPPF sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  
Paragraph 6 explains that regard must be had to the Framework as a whole in 
determining what the concept of sustainability means in practice.  The appeal 
site is accessible to a range of services and facilities, and residents would not 
be unduly reliant on the use of their cars.  The proposal would also allow the 
completion of development on a site which requires remediation, and would 
contribute to the supply of housing.   

71. Economically, the development would bring short-term advantages in respect 
of jobs.  In the longer term it would increase household spending in the area, 
and would support economic growth through the provision of housing and the 
creation of jobs in local services to meet the additional demands arising from 
the development. 

72. The proposal would contribute to the social role of sustainability through the 
through the provision of open space.  Notwithstanding this, the NPPF is clear 
that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from 
good planning and should contribute positively to making places better for 
people.  For the reasons given above, the proposal would fail to deliver a high 
quality public realm sought by local and national planning policies.  

73. The Council acknowledges that it is unable to demonstrate a five year supply of 
housing land.  In these circumstances paragraph 49 of the NPPF states that the 
relevant policies for housing should not be considered up to date.  However, in 
the case of the appeal proposal, the principle of the residential development of 
the site is acceptable and there is no alleged conflict with policies for the supply 
of housing.   

74. The NPPF is clear that permission should be refused for development of poor 
design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character 
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and quality of an area and the way it functions.  Looked at in the round, I 
conclude that the proposal does not represent sustainable development. 
Therefore the presumption in favour of sustainable development at paragraph 
14 of the NPPF does not apply. 

75. Taking account of all relevant material considerations, including that the 
housing land supply situation, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.  

Conditions  Appeal A 

76. I have considered the suggested conditions in the light of discussions at the 
Hearing, the advice at paragraphs 203 and 206 of the NPPF and the PPG.  I 
agree that the parking and turning areas should be provided before the 
dwellings associated with them are occupied in order to ensure adequate 
parking provision within the development.  In the interests of sustainability I 
agree that the cycle parking should be provided prior to the occupation of the 
dwellings.  A Construction Method Statement is required in order to limit the 
impact of the proposed construction works on the surrounding area, including 
the highway network. 

77. Plan numbers 15006(D) 048 rev B, 15006(D) 073 rev B and 15006(D) 075 do 
not reflect the changes to the layout of the site.  Therefore with the exception 
of plan number 15006(D) 048 rev B, which is a coloured version of the layout, 
a condition is necessary to require the elements shown on these plans, namely 
the boundaries plan and the parking plan to site to accord with the revised 
layout.   

78. Details of the proposed materials are shown on the submitted plans therefore 
as separate condition requiring the submission of these details is not 
necessary.  I have included a condition specifying the relevant drawings as this 
provided certainty. 

Conclusion 

Appeal Ref A : APP/W0530/W/16/3141984 

79. For the reasons given I conclude that the appeal should succeed. 
 
Appeal B Ref: APP/W0530/W/16/3142753 

80. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

Lesley Coffey  
INSPECTOR 
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B 
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Plan No 15006(D) 056A  Back to Back distances ( Phase 1)  
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Appeal Ref A : APP/W0530/W/16/3141984 

Schedule of Conditions 
 
 

1) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans: 15006(D) 040 Rev B, 15006(D) 
041,15006(D) 047 Rev F, 15006(D) 074 Rev B, 15006(D) 077 Rev D, 
15006(D) Rev, 15006(D) 078 Rev D, 15006(D) 080 Rev D, 15006(D)200 
Rev C,15006(D)  1050 Rev A, 15006(D) 1053 Rev A, 15006(D) 1054 Rev 
A, 15006(D) 3127 Rev A, 15006(D)  3131 Rev A, 15006(D) 3140 Rev A, 
15006(D) 3141 Rev A, 15006(D) 3142 Rev A, 15006(D) 4080 Rev A, 
15006(D) 4081 Rev A, 15006(D) 4082 Rev A , 11-0515/INF/85 Rev P2 
and 11563 

2) The buildings, hereby permitted, shall not be occupied until parking and 
turning space has been laid out within the site in accordance with Plans 
ref: 15006(D)047 Rev F. 

3) No development shall commence until a method statement has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority 
detailing the process for construction and any effects this may have on 
the adopted public highway.  Details shall include: 

 A scheme for the control, of mud, debris, dust on the adopted 
highway; 

 Pedestrian and vehicle movements and the control of contractors 
parking; 

 A routing agreement for site deliveries; 
 Timing of deliveries to the site; 
 Location of storage materials; and 
 Point of access to the site (for construction purposes). 

 

The development shall thereafter be constructed and completed in 
accordance with the approved method statement unless otherwise agreed 
in writing with the Local Planning Authority. 

4) Notwithstanding the details shown on plans 15006(D) 073 Rev B and 
15006(D) 075, the layout of the scheme shall accord with layout shown 
on plan number 15006(D)047 Rev F. 

5) The buildings, hereby permitted, shall not be occupied until covered and 
secure cycle parking has been provided within the site in accordance with 
Plan refs: 15006(D) 047 Rev F and 15006(D) 1054 Rev A  

 



 
 

 

 
 
 

 www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk 
 

Chief Executive Gillian Beasley 
 

 
 

 
 

 
HIGHWAYS 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To  : James Stringer 
   Asset Information Definitive Map Officer  
From  : Richard Lumley 
   Assistant Director, Highways 
Date  : 12/09/18 
Reference  : P079 
SUBJECT : Proposed diversion of Public Footpath No. 5 Hauxton  
 
With reference to your report of 11th September, I agree with your recommendation that the proposed 
diversion of Public Footpath No. 5 Hauxton is acceptable to Cambridgeshire County Council as Local 
Highway Authority.  
 
This approval should be reported to South Cambridgeshire District Council as Local Planning Authority 
for a final decision. 
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Stringer James

From: Kumar, Krishnaraj <Krishnaraj.Kumar@atkinsglobal.com>
Sent: 16 May 2018 05:38
To: Stringer James
Subject: No Objection: Proposal to Divert Public Footpath No. 5 Hauxton
Attachments: 1133990-517299.pdf; 2017-07-21 Hauxton 5 Plan.pdf; 2018-05-15 Consultation - 

Utilities.pdf

ꢀ
ꢀ
DearꢀSirs,ꢀ
 

NewꢀRoadsꢀandꢀStreetꢀWorksꢀActꢀ1991ꢀ
StoppingꢀUpꢀOrderꢀ/ꢀFootpathꢀDiversionꢀ/ꢀExtinguishmentꢀ/ꢀGatingꢀOrderꢀ

ꢀ
NoꢀObjectionꢀ

ꢀ
Weꢀreferꢀtoꢀtheꢀbelowꢀorꢀattachedꢀorderꢀandꢀconfirmꢀthatꢀweꢀhaveꢀnoꢀobjectionsꢀ

ꢀ
PleaseꢀemailꢀStoppingꢀUpsꢀtoꢀosm.enquiries@atkinsglobal.comꢀ

Toꢀenableꢀusꢀtoꢀprocessꢀyourꢀapplicationꢀasꢀquicklyꢀasꢀpossible,ꢀpleaseꢀensureꢀyouꢀincludeꢀGridꢀReferences.ꢀ
ꢀ
AꢀcopyꢀofꢀtheꢀCableꢀandꢀWirelessꢀprocessꢀ4461ꢀ'SpecialꢀRequirementsꢀrelatingꢀtoꢀtheꢀexternalꢀplantꢀnetworkꢀofꢀCableꢀandꢀWirelessꢀUKꢀServicesꢀLtd'ꢀisꢀavailableꢀ
onꢀrequest.ꢀTheꢀprocessꢀprovidesꢀguidanceꢀonꢀworkingꢀinꢀtheꢀvicinityꢀofꢀCableꢀandꢀWireless'sꢀapparatus.ꢀ

 
IMPORTANT - PLEASE READ = Your Next Step?:- 
Where apparatus is affected and requires diversion, please send all the scheme related proposals that affects the Vodafone Network to 
c3requests@vodafone.com with a request for a 'C3 Budget Estimate'.  Please ensure you include a plan showing proposed works.  (A 
location plan is insufficient for Vodafone to provide a costing).  These estimates will be provided by Vodafone directly, normally within 
20 working days from receipt of your request.  Please include proof of this C2 response when requesting a C3 (using the ‘forward’ 
option).  Diversionary works may be necessary if the existing line of the highway/railway or its levels are altered.  ꢀ
 
 
Plant Enquiries Team 
T: +44 (0)1454 662881 
E: osm.enquiries@atkinsglobal.com 
ꢀ

ATKINS working on behalf of Vodafone: Fixed  
 
This response is made only in respect to electronic communications apparatus forming part of the Vodafone Limited 
electronic communications network formerly being part of the electronic communications networks of Cable & Wireless 
UK, Energis Communications Limited, Thus Group Holdings Plc and Your Communications Limited. 

PLEASE NOTE: 

The information given is indicative only.  No warranty is made as to its accuracy.  This information must not be solely relied upon in the 
event of excavation or other works carried out in the vicinity of Vodafone plant.  No liability of any kind whatsoever is accepted by 
Vodafone, its servants, or agents, for any error or omission in respect of information contained on this information.  The actual position 
of underground services must be verified and established on site before any mechanical plant is used.  Authorities and contractors will 
be held liable for the full cost of repairs to Vodafone's apparatus and all claims made against them by Third parties as a result of any 
interference or damage. 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mailꢀ
ꢀ
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From:ꢀStringerꢀJamesꢀ[mailto:James.Stringer@cambridgeshire.gov.uk]ꢀꢀ
Sent:ꢀ15ꢀMayꢀ2018ꢀ17:04ꢀ
Subject:ꢀProposalꢀtoꢀDivertꢀPublicꢀFootpathꢀNo.ꢀ5ꢀHauxtonꢀ
ꢀ
DearꢀSirꢀorꢀMadam,ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
CambridgeshireꢀCountyꢀCouncilꢀisꢀconsultingꢀonꢀaꢀproposalꢀtoꢀdivertꢀPublicꢀFootpathꢀNo.ꢀ5ꢀHauxton.ꢀThisꢀ
proposalꢀisꢀbeingꢀconsideredꢀunderꢀsectionꢀ257ꢀofꢀtheꢀTownꢀandꢀCountryꢀPlanningꢀActꢀ1990.ꢀPleaseꢀfindꢀ
attachedꢀaꢀconsultationꢀletterꢀandꢀproposalꢀplans.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
Pleaseꢀletꢀmeꢀknowꢀanyꢀcommentsꢀbyꢀ12thꢀJuneꢀ2018.ꢀIfꢀthisꢀtimescaleꢀcausesꢀyouꢀdifficultyꢀthenꢀpleaseꢀ
contactꢀme.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
KindꢀRegards,ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
JamesꢀStringerꢀ
AssetꢀInformationꢀDefinitiveꢀMapꢀOfficerꢀ
AssetꢀInformation,ꢀBoxꢀNo.ꢀSTA2101,ꢀCambridgeshireꢀCountyꢀCouncil,ꢀStantonꢀWayꢀDepot,ꢀHuntingdon,ꢀ
PE29ꢀ6PYꢀ
DirectꢀDial:ꢀ01223ꢀ715520ꢀ/ꢀContactꢀCentre:ꢀ0345ꢀ045ꢀ5212ꢀ

ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
Theꢀinformationꢀinꢀthisꢀemailꢀisꢀconfidentialꢀandꢀmayꢀbeꢀlegallyꢀprivileged.ꢀItꢀisꢀintendedꢀsolelyꢀforꢀtheꢀaddressee.ꢀIfꢀ
youꢀreceiveꢀthisꢀemailꢀbyꢀmistakeꢀpleaseꢀnotifyꢀtheꢀsenderꢀandꢀdeleteꢀitꢀimmediately.ꢀOpinionsꢀexpressedꢀareꢀthoseꢀ
ofꢀtheꢀindividualꢀandꢀdoꢀnotꢀnecessarilyꢀrepresentꢀtheꢀopinionꢀofꢀCambridgeshireꢀCountyꢀCouncil.ꢀAllꢀsentꢀandꢀ
receivedꢀemailꢀfromꢀCambridgeshireꢀCountyꢀCouncilꢀisꢀautomaticallyꢀscannedꢀforꢀtheꢀpresenceꢀofꢀcomputerꢀvirusesꢀ
andꢀsecurityꢀissues.ꢀVisitꢀwww.cambridgeshire.gov.ukꢀꢀ
 

 
This email and any attached files are confidential and copyright protected. If you are not the addressee, any dissemination of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. Unless otherwise expressly agreed in writing, nothing stated in this communication shall be legally binding. The ultimate parent company of the 
Atkins Group is SNC-Lavalin Group Inc. Registered in Québec, Canada No. 059041-0. Registered Office 455 boul. René-Lévesque Ouest, Montréal, 
Québec, Canada, H2Z 1Z3. A list of Atkins Group companies registered in the United Kingdom and locations around the world can be found at 
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/site-services/group-company-registration-details 
 
Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to. 



Plant Protection 
Cadent 
Block 1; Floor 1 
Brick Kiln Street 
Hinckley 
LE10 0NA 
E-mail: plantprotection@cadentgas.com 
Telephone: +44 (0)800  688588 

 
National Gas Emergency Number: 

0800 111 999* 
 

National Grid Electricity Emergency Number: 
0800 40 40 90* 

* Available 24 hours, 7 days/week. 
Calls may be recorded and monitored. 

 
www.cadentgas.com 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National Grid is a trading name for: National Grid is a trading name for: Cadent is a trading name for: Cadent Gas Limited 
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James Stringer 
Cambridgeshire City Council 
Stanton Way Depot 
Huntingdon 
PE29 6PY 
 
 
 
 

Date: 22/05/2018 
Our Ref: EA_TE_Z5_3FWP_041304 
Your Ref: P079 (cjb) 
RE: Formal Enquiry, CB22 5HT, The Mill House, Off A10, Hauxton 
 
Thank you for your enquiry which was received on 15/05/2018. 
Please note this response and any attached map(s) are valid for 28 days. 
 
An assessment has been carried out with respect to Cadent Gas Ltd, National Grid Electricity Transmission 
plc's and National Grid Gas plc's apparatus. Please note it does not cover the items listed in the section "Your 
Responsibilities and Obligations", including gas service pipes and related apparatus. 
For details of Network areas please see the Cadent website (http://cadentgas.com/Digging-safely/Dial-before-
you-dig) or the enclosed documentation. 

Are My Works Affected? 

Searches based on your enquiry have identified that there is apparatus in the vicinity of your enquiry which 
may be affected by the activities specified. 
Cadent and/or National Grid therefore formally objects to these activities pending further 
consultation. 

Cadent and/or National Grid objects to the Order on the grounds that the level of protection currently afforded 
to the apparatus it has in the subject land may be diminished notwithstanding Paragraph 4, Schedule 12, Part II 
of the Highways Act, 1980. 
See Assessment section below for details of how to deal with Cadent and/or National Grid's 
objection. 



Due to the presence of Cadent and/or National Grid apparatus in proximity to the specified area, the contractor 
should contact Plant Protection before any works are carried out to ensure the apparatus is not affected by 
any of the proposed works. 

Your Responsibilities and Obligations 

The "Assessment" Section below outlines the detailed requirements that must be followed when planning or 
undertaking your scheduled activities at this location. 

It is your responsibility to ensure that the information you have submitted is accurate and that all relevant 
documents including links are provided to all persons (either direct labour or contractors) working for you near 
Cadent and/or National Grid's apparatus, e.g. as contained within the Construction (Design and Management) 
Regulations. 

This assessment solely relates to Cadent Gas Ltd, National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) and 
National Grid Gas plc (NGG) and apparatus. This assessment does NOT include: 

● Cadent and/or National Grid's legal interest (easements or wayleaves) in the land which restricts 
activity in proximity to Cadent and/or National Grid's assets in private land. You must obtain details of 
any such restrictions from the landowner in the first instance and if in doubt contact Plant Protection. 

● Gas service pipes and related apparatus 
● Recently installed apparatus 
● Apparatus owned by other organisations, e.g. other gas distribution operators, local electricity 

companies, other utilities, etc. 

It is YOUR responsibility to take into account whether the items listed above may be present and if they could 
be affected by your proposed activities. Further "Essential Guidance" in respect of these items can be found 
on the National Grid Website (http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=8589934982). 

This communication does not constitute any formal agreement or consent for any proposed development work; 
either generally or with regard to Cadent and/or National Grid's easements or wayleaves nor any planning or 
building regulations applications. 

Cadent Gas Ltd, NGG and NGET or their agents, servants or contractors do not accept any liability for any 
losses arising under or in connection with this information. This limit on liability applies to all and any claims in 
contract, tort (including negligence), misrepresentation (excluding fraudulent misrepresentation), breach of 
statutory duty or otherwise. This limit on liability does not exclude or restrict liability where prohibited by the 
law nor does it supersede the express terms of any related agreements. 

If you require further assistance please contact the Plant Protection team via e-mail (click here) or via the 
contact details at the top of this response. 

Yours faithfully 

Plant Protection Team 
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ASSESSMENT 

Affected Apparatus 
The apparatus that has been identified as being in the vicinity of your proposed works is: 

● Low or Medium pressure (below 2 bar) gas pipes and associated equipment. (As a result it is highly 
likely that there are gas services and associated apparatus in the vicinity) 

How to deal with Cadent and/or National Grid's objection 

There are two ways of removing this objection for Gas Apparatus: 

1. By granting Cadent and/or National Grid an easement over the affected main(s). To do this you must send a 
cheque for £1,000 + VAT to cover the internal assessment costs. In addition, you will also be responsible for 
paying for the legal fees in connection with completing our standard Deed of Easement. Please inform us of 
your solicitor's contact details. Your solicitor will be advised of Cadent and/or National Grid's legal fees and will 
be required to provide a solicitors undertaking for costs. Please make the cheque payable to Cadent Gas Ltd 
and send to the address above. Upon receipt I will forward your Notice and a copy of this letter to our 
Easement Service Provider who will arrange for the easement to be processed. The objection will only be 
lifted upon completion of the easement. 

2. Alternatively you can request that the affected main(s) are diverted or isolated. These works will be fully 
chargeable. Please send through your development plans so that we can send these off to our diversion team 
to issue you the budget estimate for any necessary works. The objection will only be lifted upon 
completion of these works. 

 

Requirements 

BEFORE carrying out any work you must:

● Carefully read these requirements including the attached guidance documents and maps showing the 
location of apparatus. 

● Contact the landowner and ensure any proposed works in private land do not infringe Cadent and/or 
National Grid's legal rights (i.e. easements or wayleaves). If the works are in the road or footpath the 
relevant local authority should be contacted. 

● Ensure that all persons, including direct labour and contractors, working for you on or near Cadent 
and/or National Grid's apparatus follow the requirements of the HSE Guidance Notes HSG47 - 
'Avoiding Danger from Underground Services' and GS6 – 'Avoidance of danger from overhead electric 
power lines'. This guidance can be downloaded free of charge at http://www.hse.gov.uk 

● In line with the above guidance, verify and establish the actual position of mains, pipes, cables, 
services and other apparatus on site before any activities are undertaken. 
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GUIDANCE 

Excavating Safely - Avoiding injury when working near gas pipes: 
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/2D2EEA97-B213-459C-9A26-
18361C6E0B0D/25249/Digsafe_leaflet3e2finalamends061207.pdf 

Standard Guidance 

Essential Guidance document: 
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=8589934982 

General Guidance document: 
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=35103 

Excavating Safely in the vicinity of gas pipes guidance (Credit card): 
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/A3D37677-6641-476C-9DDA-
E89949052829/44257/ExcavatingSafelyCreditCard.pdf 

Excavating Safely in the vicinity of electricity cables guidance (Credit card): 
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/35DDEC6D-D754-4BA5-AF3C-
D607D05A25C2/44858/ExcavatingSafelyCreditCardelectricitycables.pdf 

Copies of all the Guidance Documents can also be downloaded from the National Grid Website: 
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Gas/Safety/work/downloads/ 
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ENQUIRY SUMMARY 

Received Date 
15/05/2018 
 
Your Reference 
P079 (cjb) 
 
Location 
Centre Point: 543211, 252575 
X Extent: 40 
Y Extent: 131 
Postcode: CB22 5HT 
Location Description: CB22 5HT, The Mill House, Off A10, Hauxton 
 
Map Options 
Paper Size: A4 
Orientation: LANDSCAPE 
Requested Scale: 1250 
Actual Scale: 1:1250 (GAS) 
Real World Extents: 361m x 196m (GAS) 
 
Recipients 
pprsteam@cadentgas.com 
 
Enquirer Details 
Organisation Name: Cambridgeshire City Council 
Contact Name: James Stringer 
Email Address: James.Stringer@cambridgeshire.gov.uk 
Telephone: 0345 045 5212 
Address: Stanton Way Depot, Huntingdon, PE29 6PY 
 
Description of Works 
SU. Town & Country Planning Act, Section 257. DB 
 
Enquiry Type 
Formal Enquiry 
 
Activity Type 
Highways 
 
Notice Types 
Notice Type: Section Notice (Town & Country Planning Act, Section 257) 
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Stringer James

From: >Plant Enquiries Team <PlantEnquiriesTeam@virginmedia.co.uk>
Sent: 30 May 2018 15:33
To: Stringer James
Subject: RE: Proposal to Divert Public Footpath No. 5 Hauxton    VM.1106771
Attachments: VM.1106771.pdf; AFFECTED TEMPLATE VM.1106771.doc

ꢀ
ꢀ
DearꢀSir/Madam,ꢀ
ꢀ
Thankꢀyouꢀforꢀyourꢀrecentꢀenquiryꢀregardingꢀtheꢀaboveꢀlocation.ꢀ
ꢀ
TheꢀPlantꢀEnquiriesꢀTeamꢀhasꢀnowꢀcompletedꢀyourꢀsearch,ꢀandꢀtheꢀresultsꢀareꢀattached.ꢀPleaseꢀnoteꢀthatꢀweꢀtryꢀtoꢀ
provideꢀmapsꢀwhereꢀeverꢀavailable.ꢀꢀOnꢀoccasionsꢀwhereꢀourꢀrecordsꢀshowꢀtheꢀareaꢀisꢀnotꢀaffected,ꢀyouꢀmayꢀ
receiveꢀaꢀmapꢀshowingꢀapparatusꢀinꢀtheꢀcloseꢀproximity.ꢀ
ꢀ
Shouldꢀyouꢀrequireꢀanyꢀfurtherꢀassistanceꢀinꢀthisꢀmatter,ꢀpleaseꢀemailꢀ‐ꢀplant.enquiries.team@virginmedia.co.ukꢀ
orꢀcall:ꢀ0870ꢀ888ꢀ3116ꢀ(Optionꢀ2)ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ

 

Alason Jennifer Nathan | Field Service Administer 
Virgin Media | Plant Enquiries |  
Mayfair Business Park, Broad Lane, Bradford, BD4 8PW 
T 0870 888 3116 Opt 2 
Plant.enquiries.team@virginmedia.co.uk  
 

ꢀ
ꢀ
From: Stringer James [mailto:James.Stringer@cambridgeshire.gov.uk]  
Sent: 23 May 2018 16:07 
To: >Plant Enquiries Team 
Subject: RE: Proposal to Divert Public Footpath No. 5 Hauxton VM.1106771 
ꢀ
DearꢀStephy,ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
TheꢀnearestꢀgridꢀreferenceꢀisꢀTLꢀ43199ꢀ52659,ꢀpostꢀcodeꢀCB22ꢀ5FP.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
PleaseꢀnoteꢀthatꢀthisꢀconsultationꢀisꢀregardingꢀtheꢀlegalꢀdiversionꢀofꢀaꢀPublicꢀRightꢀofꢀWay.ꢀItꢀisꢀnotꢀaꢀconsultationꢀofꢀ
anyꢀphysicalꢀworksꢀorꢀconstruction.ꢀThereforeꢀyouꢀresponseꢀshouldꢀnoteꢀwhetherꢀtheꢀdiversionꢀwillꢀimpactꢀyouꢀinꢀ
termsꢀofꢀaccessꢀtoꢀundergroundꢀcables/pipesꢀandꢀwhetherꢀeasementsꢀand/orꢀwayleavesꢀareꢀaffected.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
Thanks,ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
JamesꢀStringerꢀ
AssetꢀInformationꢀDefinitiveꢀMapꢀOfficerꢀ
AssetꢀInformation,ꢀBoxꢀNo.ꢀSTA2101,ꢀCambridgeshireꢀCountyꢀCouncil,ꢀStantonꢀWayꢀDepot,ꢀHuntingdon,ꢀ
PE29ꢀ6PYꢀ
DirectꢀDial:ꢀ01223ꢀ715520ꢀ/ꢀContactꢀCentre:ꢀ0345ꢀ045ꢀ5212ꢀ

ꢀ
ꢀ
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From:ꢀ>PlantꢀEnquiriesꢀTeamꢀ[mailto:PlantEnquiriesTeam@virginmedia.co.uk]ꢀꢀ
Sent:ꢀ21ꢀMayꢀ2018ꢀ11:53ꢀ
To:ꢀStringerꢀJamesꢀ<James.Stringer@cambridgeshire.gov.uk>ꢀ
Subject:ꢀRE:ꢀProposalꢀtoꢀDivertꢀPublicꢀFootpathꢀNo.ꢀ5ꢀHauxtonꢀ
ꢀ
Hi,ꢀ
ꢀ
Manyꢀthanksꢀforꢀyourꢀemail,ꢀ
ꢀ
Wouldꢀyouꢀpleaseꢀhelpꢀusꢀwithꢀtheꢀpostꢀcodeꢀandꢀgridꢀreferenceꢀforꢀtheꢀbelowꢀenquiry,ꢀsoꢀthatꢀitꢀwillꢀbeꢀhelpfulꢀforꢀ
usꢀtoꢀsendꢀyouꢀtheꢀresults.ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ

 

Stephy Jaison 
Virgin Media | Plant Enquiries |  
Mayfair Business Park, Broad Lane, Bradford, BD4 8PW 
T 0870 888 3116 Opt 2 
Plant.enquiries.team@virginmedia.co.uk  
 

ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
From: Stringer James [mailto:James.Stringer@cambridgeshire.gov.uk]  
Sent: 15 May 2018 12:34 
Subject: Proposal to Divert Public Footpath No. 5 Hauxton 
ꢀ
DearꢀSirꢀorꢀMadam,ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
CambridgeshireꢀCountyꢀCouncilꢀisꢀconsultingꢀonꢀaꢀproposalꢀtoꢀdivertꢀPublicꢀFootpathꢀNo.ꢀ5ꢀHauxton.ꢀThisꢀ
proposalꢀisꢀbeingꢀconsideredꢀunderꢀsectionꢀ257ꢀofꢀtheꢀTownꢀandꢀCountryꢀPlanningꢀActꢀ1990.ꢀPleaseꢀfindꢀ
attachedꢀaꢀconsultationꢀletterꢀandꢀproposalꢀplans.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
Pleaseꢀletꢀmeꢀknowꢀanyꢀcommentsꢀbyꢀ12thꢀJuneꢀ2018.ꢀIfꢀthisꢀtimescaleꢀcausesꢀyouꢀdifficultyꢀthenꢀpleaseꢀ
contactꢀme.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
KindꢀRegards,ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
JamesꢀStringerꢀ
AssetꢀInformationꢀDefinitiveꢀMapꢀOfficerꢀ
AssetꢀInformation,ꢀBoxꢀNo.ꢀSTA2101,ꢀCambridgeshireꢀCountyꢀCouncil,ꢀStantonꢀWayꢀDepot,ꢀHuntingdon,ꢀ
PE29ꢀ6PYꢀ
DirectꢀDial:ꢀ01223ꢀ715520ꢀ/ꢀContactꢀCentre:ꢀ0345ꢀ045ꢀ5212ꢀ

ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
ꢀ
The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the 
addressee. If you receive this email by mistake please notify the sender and delete it immediately. Opinions 
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expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinion of Cambridgeshire County 
Council. All sent and received email from Cambridgeshire County Council is automatically scanned for the 
presence of computer viruses and security issues. Visit www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk  
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Virgin Media will never ask for account or financial information via email. If you are in receipt of a 
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Hauxton FP5 – Current Route 

 

Photo A – Point B looking south-west towards Point A.  

 

 

Photo B – Looking towards Point A and egress onto Cambridge Road 



Subject area Criteria
Maximum 
available 

score
Scheme Notes

No. Item
(SOA = Statement of Action in ROWIP) Hauxton 5

Consultations 1 Pre-application consultations have been carried
out with the prescribed bodies. Pass or Fail Pass Pre-app undertaken in June 2017

Consultations 2

The existing route is available for use and any
‘temporary’ obstructions have been removed, in
order to allow a comparison to be made. Any
request for exemption will be decided by the
Director Highways & Access as to whether or not
that is appropriate.

Pass or Fail Pass The existing route is current open and 
available for public use. Redrow have erected 
fencing along the route to keep users out of 
the adjacent building site

Consultations 3

No objections are received to the proposals during
the statutory consultation period prior to making
an order. However, the County Council will review
this criterion in individual cases in light of
objections and potential public benefit of the
proposal. If the County Council consider the
objection to be irrelevant, this will class as a
pass.  

Pass or Fail Pass A objection was received from the British 
Horse Society to the proposed route. 
However following a site meeting between 
Redrow and the BHS, their objection was 
withdrawn

Width 4

A minimum width of 2m is provided for a diverted
footpath, and a minimum width of 4m for a
diverted bridleway. In exceptional cases, e.g.
cross-field paths, the County Council may, taking
into account all the available facts, require such a
width as it considers reasonable and appropriate.

Pass or Fail Pass

The proposed route will be 2 metres wide 
throughout

Maintenance & 
Financial 5

If maintenance liability is significantly greater than
existing, the landowner has agreed to undertake
or fund future maintenance. 

Pass or Fail Pass The proposed route will be constructed to the 
County Council Highway Specification

Equalities impact 
- Gaps & Gates 6

The proposed route would have no stiles or gates,
or allows for access for people with mobility
issues.

Pass or Fail Pass
No gates or stiles are proposed

Equalities impact 7 Significant negative impact on a class of user - 
Equalities Act -2 0 There are no gates, stiles, large gradients or 

any other impediment proposed

Equalities impact 8 Significant increase in accessibility - Equalities 
Act 2 1

The proposed route will be of a bound 
construction. This will provide a smooth 
surface which would be an improvement on 
the unbound surface of the existing route

Maintenance & 
Financial 9 Resolves long-term maintenance problems 3 0

There is no known maintenance issues with 
the existing route that would be resolved by 
this proposal 

Maintenance & 
Financial 10 The proposed new route is not less convenient for 

maintenance than the original. 2 2

The proposal built to the County Council's 
Highway Specification should provide the 
County Council with a route with a lifespan of 
several decades. It is envisaged that minimal 
maintenance  

Use of Land 11
The effect the order would have on the land
served by the existing path and also the land
across which the new path would run.

2 2 This diversion is required to allow Redrow to 
deliver approved planning permission 

Connectivity 12 The proposed new route is substantially as
convenient to the public as the original. 3 3

The proposed route would follow broadly the 
same route to the existing plan. The two 

termination points would remain unchanged

Connectivity 13 User enjoyment is similar to the existing route or is 
enhanced by the proposal 3 3

The existing route previously run adjacent to 
an industrial chemical site. The route would  
follow the adopted footway around the 
residential and commercial development. It is 
therefore not considered that user enjoyment 
will be affected by this proposal.

Connectivity 14 There are no other reasonable or viable 
alternatives 2 2 The approved planning layout does not allow 

for any reasonable or viable alternative route
Connectivity & 

Enjoyment 15 A suitable alternative path is provided for every 
path that is to be diverted. 1 1

Connectivity & 
Enjoyment 16 The proposal maintains or improves usefulness of 

the Rights of Way Network 2 1 The alignment is broadly unchanged as our 
the termination points. 

Total Score out of 20  (Pass mark 70% ie 14) 20 15

Scoring notes: A scheme must reach the threshold of 70% of maximum score in order to be adopted. However, schemes will still have to undergo their relevant 
legal process e.g. Public Path Orders through the formal consultation process, and may later be abandoned in accordance with the Council's Public Path Order 
Policy.

There are six Pass/Fail criteria relating to County Council requirements that must be met in order for an application to be considered. If an application fails one of 
these criteria, it fails regardless of its numerical score. Officers will then revert to the applicant to discuss their options. 

For the numerically scored criteria, a 70% threshold must be met in order for an application to be taken forward. If an application passes the Pass/Fail criteria but 
fails the 70% numerical threshold, it will not proceed and officers will revert to the applicant to discuss their options.

If the maintenance liability incurred would be significantly greater than the existing, an application may still pass if a solution is agreed, such as a commuted sum or 
an agreement for a third party to maintain the route instead.

Non-Motorised User Routes Adoption Criteria - Public Path Diversion Applications under S119 Highways Act 1980 and S257 Town and County Planning 
Act 1990


