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Notes: 
 
This Application has been reported to the Planning Committee for determination 
because the Parish Council objects, contrary to the Officer recommendation and due 
to the receipt of further relevant information following consideration of the proposal at 
the July 2007 Committee meeting. 
 

Update: 
 
1. Members will recall resolving to refuse this application at the July 2007 Planning 

Committee Meeting. The July report is attached as electronic appendix 1. 
 
2. The decision has not been issued since the developers have advised me that 

discussions had already taken place with the Environment Agency over finished floor 
levels and the EA’s requirement to set the levels at no lower than 7.20m above 
Ordnance Datum Newlyn (ODN) had already been agreed. 

 
3. The developers accepted that this information had not been included with the 

application submission and the EA’s original comments, included within the July 
report, were based on the information sent to it as a result of the consultation 
process.  This information was not available to Committee at the July meeting. 

 
4. In view of this new information I considered it necessary to ask Members to 

reconsider the proposal. 
 
5. The developers have now produced a plan showing the revised ground and floor 

levels (7.20m) which has been sent to the Parish Council as additional information. 
 
6. The site lies at a generally lower level to the adjacent already developed areas to the 

south east.  To achieve the 7.20m minimum will require the raising in height of the 
ground level. However, the new plan also shows that the newly constructed dwellings 
to the south east are of a similar height above ODN (inferred from annotated spot 
measurements) and I do not therefore consider the new dwellings will be out of 
character with the remainder of the site or appear incongruous in the street scene. 

 
7. In my opinion the above addresses Members principle concern. However there were 

other reasons given for refusal of the application and concerns that I would also like 
to address. 
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Car Parking 

8. Each dwelling has a single parking space in a garage and one in front of the garage 
with the exception of plots 9 and 18 which each have two parking spaces and parking 
for two cars in garages. In addition the vast majority of garages are set well back 
allowing for additional space on driveways for short-term parking by service vehicles, 
salesmen and some visitors. In total the scheme provides 54 dedicated parking 
spaces for 25 dwellings with space for short-term parking. 

 
9. The Council’s car and cycle parking standards are contained within Policy TR/2 of the 

Local Development Framework Development Control Policies January 2007.  This 
states: 

 
1. Car parking should be provided in accordance with the maximum 

standards set out in Appendix 1, to reduce over-reliance on the car and to 
promote more sustainable forms of transport.   

 
2. In some locations, such as those with good accessibility to facilities and 

services, and served by High Quality Public Transport, the Council will seek 
to reduce the amount of car parking provided.  Where opportunities arise, 
for example, on mixed-use sites, shared use parking and car pooling will be 
encouraged to minimise provision.   

 
3. Cycle parking should be provided in accordance with the minimum standards 

set out in Appendix 2 to ensure the provision of adequate secure parking. 
 
10. The maximum car parking standards for dwellings is contained within Appendix 1 of 

the Local Development Framework Development Control Policies 2007.  This states 
the following: 
 

“Average of 1.5 spaces per dwelling across the district (up to a maximum of 
2 per 3 or more bedrooms in poorly accessible areas.” 
 
NOTE: 
 
Garages are counted as parking spaces. 
 
In addition to the above, provision for short-term parking generated by 
service vehicles, salesmen and some visitors will need to be incorporated 
into residential developments.” 

 
11. Appendix 2, referred to in the policy, states that provision for bicycle storage for 

dwellings can be within garages. 
 
12. From the above it is clear to me that the submitted scheme contains sufficient parking 

in accordance with the Council’s policy. I would strongly recommend that Members 
agree that the scheme is fully in compliance with Council policy and do not come to 
the view that the scheme is deficient in parking provision.  To do this would amount to 
an objection to the Council’s own policy.  

 
13. I am confident that an Appeal Planning Inspector would not uphold a reason of 

refusal based on inadequate parking provision. 



 
Foul sewage disposal 

14. At the July meeting objection was raised to the proposal based on the inadequacy of 
Anglian Water’s infrastructure to accommodate the number of dwellings proposed. 

 
15. This application is for reserved matters only and is to consider the detail of some of 

the 500 dwellings already granted planning permission. 
 
16. When the 500 dwellings were granted planning permission conditions were imposed 

to make provision for foul water disposal. Those condition have recently been 
discharged following assurances from Anglian Water that adequate treatment works 
and network capacity to enable all dwellings on the site to be connected to the public 
foul sewer as and when they are ready for occupation shall be provided. Attached as 
appendix 2 is the letter dated 15 January 2007 from Anglian Water confirming this. 

 
17. In my opinion a reason for refusal based upon the current state of the sewage 

network capacity would not be valid. To refuse to grant consent for these Reserved 
Matters when the proper time for such consideration is at the Outline stage, and such 
consideration took place and conditions imposed, and those conditions are now 
discharged would be wrong and would not be upheld by an Appeal Planning 
Inspector.  The Council would be at risk of costs being awarded against it by 
“unreasonably refuse to grant permission for reserved matters to pursue issues 
settled at outline stage (DOE Circular 8/93, “Awards of costs incurred in planning and 
other proceedings”. 

 
18. The developers need to work closely with Anglian Water and I understand they are in 

regular communication. 
 

Timing of the bypass 
19. Again, this was an issue of concern raised at the July meeting, although Members 

were advised at the meeting not to refuse the application for these concerns. 
 
20. As I understand it, the concern is that if the developers are allowed to build more than 

250 dwellings in advance of the completion of the bypass, they will want to sell them 
in breach of the condition on the Outline planning permission and to enforce the 
condition would not be possible as it would mean displacing people from their homes. 

 
21. Attached as appendix 3 is a letter from the Deputy Managing Director of David Wilson 

Homes which sets out their position in this regard and explains the timing of the 
bypass. 

 
22. An informative, as recommended in the July report, to remind the developer of their 

responsibility with regard to limiting occupation would seem appropriate. In addition I 
intend to closely monitor the occupation rates and seek from the developers of the 
whole site a timetable of build and occupation to be considered alongside the 
timescale for the bypass. If necessary the Council can consider an injunction to 
prevent occupation should there be evidence that such a breach of the restrictive 
condition and obligation in the S106 Legal Agreement is likely to occur. 

 
Consultation 

 
23. Longstanton Parish Council comments in relation to the amended plan considered 

by Members at the July committee (amendment involved the moving away of plots 1, 
2 and 3 from the rear garden boundary of No. 30 Duddle Drive): 
 



”Concerns that some houses may be at risk from flood. It is not clear if more homes 
are planned for this area. Plot 1, on the proposed development area has the side of 
its house backing directly onto the back garden of a house that was built in an earlier 
phase. The typical arrangements is for plots to back onto each other garden to 
garden providing greater separation between dwellings. This seems to be the 
exception. The result is that the existing home will have its amenity severely disrupted 
by the awkward position of Plot 1.” 

Representations 

24. One further verbal representation has been received from the occupiers of No. 26 
Duddle Drive. They are concerned about the potential for disturbance during 
construction and the use of Duddle Drive for construction vehicles. 

25. The developers have confirmed that they will be using Duddle Drive but also the new 
road into Phase 3B if this is granted planning permission (see item on this agenda). 
They state that: 

a. “My understanding is that we will certainly need to use the existing 
access from the KingsOak development to service Phase 2.  It may be 
that we are able to use the access road to Phase 3 once it has been 
constructed, but we will want to run both projects together. 

b. I am not sure where No. 26 is but the occupiers should not expect any 
significant increase in construction traffic than experienced with the 
KingsOak development.” 

26. The use of roads by construction traffic was not limited in the extant consent which 
includes 18 dwellings on the application site. I do not consider it would be reasonable 
to attempt to restrict the use of roads for the additional development of 7 dwellings. 
The occupies of No. 26 Duddle Drive will have to experience more construction traffic 
in any event which is regrettable but unfortunately cannot be avoided when new 
developments are partially constructed and occupied. The situation is of course 
temporary. 

Recommendation 
 

27. Approval as amended by plan ref. DWSM2 SL.1 Rev D (repositioning of plots 1, 2 
and 3) subject to conditions to require the submission of a revised layout plan 
showing dimensions of carriageways and 1.8m footways, the minimum finished floor 
levels of dwellings to be set at 7.20m above ODN and other safeguarding conditions. 

Background Papers: the following background papers were used in the preparation 
of this report:  

 
• Reserved Matters Application File Ref S/2069/04/RM 
• Outline Planning Permission Decision Notice Ref. S/0682/95/O 
• South Cambridgeshire Local Development Framework Development Control 

Policies Development Plan Document 2007. 
 
Contact Officer:  Nigel Blazeby – Area Planning Officer 

Telephone: (01954) 713165 
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