
Meeting: Planning Committee 
Time:  2:00 pm 
Date: Wednesday 5 August 2026 
Venue: Council Chamber, The Grange, Nutholt Lane, Ely, CB7 4EE 

Enquiries regarding this agenda: Patrick Adams 
Telephone: (01353) 616298 
Email: patrick.adams@eastcambs.gov.uk 

Committee membership 
Quorum: 5 members 

Conservative and Independent members 
Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith 
Cllr Lavinia Edwards  
Cllr Mark Goldsack (Vice Chair) 
Cllr Martin Goodearl 
Cllr Bill Hunt (Chair) 
Cllr Alan Sharp 

Conservative and Independent substitutes 
Cllr Lee Denney 
Cllr Keith Horgan 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott 

Liberal Democrat and Independent 
members 
Cllr Christine Colbert 
Cllr James Lay 
Cllr John Trapp 
Cllr Ross Trent 
Cllr Christine Whelan (Lead Member) 

Liberal Democrat and Independent 
substitutes 
Cllr Chika Akinwale 
Cllr Kathrin Holtzmann 
Cllr Mary Wade 

Lead Officer:  David Morren, Strategic Planning and DM I Manager

11 am Planning Committee members meet at The Grange reception for site visit. 

AGENDA 

1. Apologies and substitutions [oral] 
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2. Declarations of interests [oral] 
To receive declarations of interests from Members for any items on the agenda in
accordance with the Members Code of Conduct.

3. Chair’s announcements [oral] 

4. Minutes

To confirm as a correct record, the minutes of the meetings held on 3 June 2026 and 10
June 2026.

5. 25/01073/FUM – Millstone Park, Newmarket Road, Burwell

Location: Phase 6 Millstone Park, Newmarket Road, Burwell CB25 0BA
Applicant: This Land Development Limited
Public access link: https://pa.eastcambs.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=T3GN96GGJ8X00

Residential development of land at Millstone Park, Burwell (Phase 6) to provide 60
dwellings with associated landscaping, access, drainage and related infrastructure.

6. 26/00636/FUL – Wisbech Road, Littleport

Location: One Stop Shop, 1-3 Wisbech Road, Littleport, Ely CB6 1PR
Applicant: InPost UK
Public access link: https://pa.eastcambs.gov.uk/online-
applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
Retrospective application for siting an InPost parcel locker

7. Planning performance report – May 2026

8. Planning performance report – June 2026

Exclusion of the public including representatives of the press 
That the press and public be excluded during the consideration of the remaining items because it 
is likely, in view of the nature of the business to be transacted or the nature of the proceedings, 
that if members of the public were present during the items there would be disclosure to them of 
exempt information in categories 1, 2 and 7 of Part I Schedule 12A to the Local Government Act 
1972 (as amended). 

9. Quarterly performance in resolving planning enforcement cases
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Notes 
1. Members of the public are welcome to attend this meeting. Please report to the main

reception desk on arrival at The Grange.  Visitor car parking on-site is limited to 1h but
there are several free public car parks close by (https://www.eastcambs.gov.uk/parking-
open-spaces-and-toilets/car-parks/car-parks-ely).  The maximum capacity for meetings in
the Council Chamber has been set by the Fire Officer at 100 persons.  Allowing for
Member/Officer attendance and room layout constraints this will normally give a capacity
for public attendance of 30 seated people and 20 standing. Public access to the Council
Chamber will be from 30 minutes before the start of the meeting and, apart from for
registered public speakers, is on a “first come, first served” basis.

The livestream of this meeting will be available on the committee meeting’s webpage
(https://www.eastcambs.gov.uk/node/3507). Please be aware that all attendees, including
those in the public gallery, will be visible on the livestream.

2. The Council has a scheme to allow public speaking at Planning Committee
(https://www.eastcambs.gov.uk/public-participation-meetings/speak-committee-meeting).  If
you wish to speak on an application being considered at the Planning Committee please
contact the Democratic Services Officer for the Planning Committee
democratic.services@eastcambs.gov.uk, to register by 10am on Tuesday 4 August.
Alternatively, you may wish to send a statement to be read at the Planning Committee
meeting if you are not able to attend in person. Please note that public speaking, including
a statement being read on your behalf, is limited to 5 minutes in total for each of the
following groups:

• Objectors
• Applicant/agent or supporters
• Local Ward Councillor
• Parish/Town Council
• County Councillors
• National/Statutory Bodies

3. The Council has adopted a ‘Purge on Plastics’ strategy and is working towards the removal
of all consumer single-use plastics in our workplace. Therefore, we do not provide
disposable cups in our building or at our meetings and would ask members of the public to
bring their own drink to the meeting if required.

4. Fire instructions for meetings:
• if the fire alarm sounds, please make your way out of the building by the nearest

available exit, which is usually the back staircase or the fire escape in the Chamber
and do not attempt to use the lifts

• the fire assembly point is in the front staff car park by the exit barrier
• the building has an auto-call system to the fire services so there is no need for

anyone to call the fire services
• the Committee Officer will sweep the area to ensure that everyone is out

5. Reports are attached for each agenda item unless marked “oral”.

6. If required, all items on the agenda can be provided in different formats (such as large type,
Braille or audio tape, or translated into other languages), on request, by calling main
reception on (01353) 665555 or e-mail: translate@eastcambs.gov.uk
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7. If the Committee wishes to exclude the public and press from the meeting, a resolution in
the following terms will need to be passed:

“That the press and public be excluded during the consideration of the remaining item
no(s). X because it is likely, in view of the nature of the business to be transacted or the
nature of the proceedings, that if members of the public were present during the item(s)
there would be disclosure to them of exempt information of Category X of Part I Schedule
12A to the Local Government Act 1972 (as amended).”
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Minutes of a Meeting of the Planning Committee  
Held at The Grange, Nutholt Lane, Ely, CB7 4EE at 2:00pm on 
Wednesday 3 June 2026 
Present: 
Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith 
Cllr Christine Colbert  
Cllr Martin Goodearl (Vice-Chair) 
Cllr Keith Horgan 
Cllr Bill Hunt (Chair)  
Cllr Alan Sharp 
Cllr Ross Trent 
Cllr John Trapp 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott 
Cllr Christine Whelan 

Officers: 
Patrick Adams – Senior Democratic Services Officer 
Olivia Akroyd – Planning Officer 
Kevin Breslin – Locum Planning Lawyer 
Rachel Gordon – Planning Team Leader 
Shayleen Kirkland – Locum Planning Lawyer 
Yole Medeiros – Major Projects Officer 
David Morren – Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager 
Charlotte Sage – Planning Officer 
Christopher Smith – Environmental Health Officer 
Gavin Taylor – Major Projects Officer  

In attendance: 
Cllr Lorna Dupré, as local member 
Cllr Mark Hugo of Haddenham Parish Council 
Cllr Gareth Wilson, as local member 
ECDC Comms 
Members of the public 

1. Apologies and substitutions

Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Lavina Edwards, Cllr Mark
Goldsack and Cllr James Lay. Cllr Keith Horgan substituted for Cllr Goldsack
and Cllr Lucius Vellacott substituted for Cllr Edwards.
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2. Declarations of interest

None.

3. Minutes

The Minutes of the meeting held on 6 May 2026 were agreed as a correct
record. The exempt minutes of the meeting held on 6 May 2026 were also
agreed as a correct record.

4. Chair’s announcements

The Chair noted that the Committee had shrunk in size following Annual Council
and he thanked Cllr Chika Akinwale for her work on the Committee over many
years and her intelligent comments during debates.

5. 24/00757/FUM – Wisbech Road, Littleport

This item was discussed after agenda item 6. Rachel Gordon, Planning Team
Leader, presented a report (AB6, previously circulated) recommending
approval for the retention of a building, erection of extensions and proposed
external crane rails.

The Committee received the following statement from objector Peter Preston,
read out by the Senior Democratic Services Officer.
“Residential Households located close to the proposed developments covered
by the above planning application respectfully request that the following
statement be read out at this Planning Committee Meeting. This statement is
supported by all the households shown below. We all object to this Planning
Application being approved by the Committee and request that Members take
careful notice of the following matters before they vote in the Decision.

“For some reason, not clear to residents, the Council’s Local Planning Authority
(LPA) allows this developer carte-blanche to build anything at this site without
planning permission (there are at least five previous examples). No
enforcement action is ever taken, and the Council simply goes on to
recommend retrospective approval. At some point the Planning Committee
needs to draw a line in the sand and ask this developer and the LPA to respect
a planning process that seems to apply to everybody else.

“It is not clear why the LPA chose to change the, more reasonable, description
of this application from that given by the developer on their application form.
This submission does not concern retention; it concerns authority to build a
factory on former agricultural land. Also, because of the passage of time and
the LPA’s decision not to invoke any enforcement action in light of the
unapproved construction works, the whole of this Planning Application is
Retrospective – not just part retrospective.

“Residents are advised that approval of this scheme on a “drop in” basis
potentially would be contrary to planning case law and, if approval is granted,
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is likely to result in a judicial review in the High Court if Residents decide to 
invoke such action. 

“Councillors will need to be mindful of the fact that residents’ specialist legal 
advice that the Council was previously pursuing an illegal course in respect to 
the 16/01121/FUL application. This ultimately resulted in the Council having a 
previous approval at this site quashed and significant costs awarded against 
the Council. 

“Specialist advisors seem confident that a case would be successful in Court, 
and we anticipate that residents would be supported on a no win/no fee basis. 
The financial risk of losing in Court therefore would sit with the Council in that 
scenario. 

“The LPA previously recommended refusal of a scheme for a smaller factory at 
this site on noise grounds under the original 16/01121/FUM proposals. This 
never came to fruition due to lack of an up-to-date agreement date for the 
application determination date and was followed by an immediate appeal on 
grounds of non-determination. The appointed Planning Inspector devoted a 
whole day to consideration of numerous specialist submissions and 
assessments of the noise impact leading to strict planning conditions. Despite 
this, no serious analysis has been commissioned by the LPA into the noise 
disturbance likely to be caused by this factory twice the size and with external 
gantry cranes. 

“Objectors point out that there are numerous legitimate grounds to refuse this 
application including: 

• Approval would be potentially contrary to Planning Case law.
• The scheme does not comply with several aspects of the Local Plan.
• It will cause substantial noise nuisance to residents and to recreational

users of the area.
• It is indisputable that the proposed building will have (in fact already has)

a grotesque visual impact.

“Residents believe and submit that there are serious errors in the LPA’s 
published August 2024 EIA Screening Opinion. Not least that further 
information (e.g. noise impacts) has since been provided by the Applicant and 
Residents that should be reflected in the Opinion. 

“The extended lighting of the much greater building extends the impact of light 
pollution far beyond that previously approved by the Planning Inspector. The 
building changes the character of the landscape from agricultural to industrial. 

“The impact on recreational amenity, far beyond that envisaged by the Planning 
Inspector, is extremely significant. NB the Appeal Planning Inspector identified 
the area just beyond the site as a recreational amenity area that the original 
16/01121/FUM proposal would impinge on the quiet enjoyment these areas 
provide. This area is similarly related to the current application under 
consideration. 
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“The existence of a previous approval, with conditions, for a smaller building on 
a similar site does not imply something larger and completely different in nature 
should also be approved. 

“The best course of action would be to refuse the application and (realistically) 
anticipate the developer to appeal. This would enable them to justify to the 
Planning Inspector why the Secretariat’s previous decision has been 
disregarded.  

“Signed Peter Preston 

“Supported by residents at: Marefen Farm and First Bungalow, Little Marefen 
Drove; Horseshoe Farm, Mare Fen; Foxwood Lodge and Broad Piece, Mare 
Fen; Red Lodge and Silver Birches, Wisbech Road.” 

The Committee received the following statement from Paul Hamill, Estates 
Director for the applicant FP McCann. 
“Thank you chair and committee members for allowing me to present to you 
this afternoon. My name is Paul Hamill; I am the Estates Director for FP 
McCann. I have been involved with our Littleport site since it was purchased 
from Aggregate Industries back in 2013. I acted as agent for the parent 
application which was submitted in 2016 and was later approved following a 
non-determination appeal. 

“We very much welcome the officer’s recommendation and we thank the 
planning team for their efforts in preparing our application for presentation 
today. As witnessed during your visit, the development is located entirely within 
an existing operational area. The overall site was approved for B2 uses 
following that appeal decision in 2021. The application before you today relates 
solely to alterations to the production building itself, all other aspects remain 
unchanged. 

“The Committee will know that the site has already been the subject of a 
detailed assessment by the Council, in its own preparation of the Local Plan. 
Following this assessment, part of the development site, along with other lands, 
were identified as a suitable location for employment. To our knowledge there 
were no concerns raised by neighbours or consultees at that time and the lands 
were subsequently allocated for employment uses. 

“As outlined by the planning officer, the principle of a large production building 
has already been established by the previous application. The key issue for 
consideration here is the extent of the proposed amendments to the production 
building. 

“Aspects relating to highways, visuals, ecology, noise and drainage have been 
assessed again in detail and no significant impacts have been identified. Expert 
consultees such as Environmental Health and the Lead Local Flood Authority 
have been duly consulted and have raised no objections or concerns, subject 
to appropriate conditions. On this basis, the planning officer has made a 
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balanced, professional judgement and has concluded that the proposal 
accords with all relevant policies and would not result in unacceptable harm. 

“As voiced by the previous speaker, a small number of residents remain 
opposed to our plans, and indeed to our very existence at Littleport. For more 
than 10 years, there has been an orchestrated campaign of opposition from a 
few individuals who claim to represent the wider community. The same 
objectors were involved with the 2016 application. This is why we were forced 
to take that application to the Planning Inspectorate – at considerable cost to 
both FP McCann and the Council. We have tried (in vain) to engage these 
individuals on a number of occasions. From the latest submissions you will see 
accusations of collusion, negligence and lies. This has been a common theme 
over many years, an attempt to frustrate the process and to deter the Planning 
Department from making a decision. 

“It should be noted however, that the objectors do not speak for everyone in 
the community. Littleport Town Council supports our application and letters of 
support have been submitted by other local residents. Steve Barclay MP also 
previously visited the site to show his support, following the appeal decision. It 
is notable that the neighbour list for this application is some 17 pages long and 
it contains more than 100 addresses, all of whom were invited to provide 
comment. Many of these properties sit much closer to the proposed 
development and yet their owners were not inclined to comment, let alone 
object to the application. 

“In conclusion, the proposed development fully accords with the requirements 
of the Local Plan and National Policy and uses lands which have been 
specifically identified by the Council for this purpose. The wider site already 
benefits from planning permission, and the potential impacts of the proposed 
amendments are not judged to be significant, either by the planning officer or 
the expert consultees. In these circumstances, it is difficult to identify any valid 
planning reason to refuse this application. 

“The proposed development, if permitted, will enable the continued operation 
of an established business, a business which makes positive contributions to 
the area in terms of employment and the wider economy. The changes 
proposed here relate solely to the operational requirements of the applicant; 
the increased demand for off-site concrete products and a wider push to use 
low-carbon ingredients in our manufacturing processes. 

“On balance, I would suggest that the significant benefits here, far outweigh 
any negative impacts and I would respectfully ask that the Committee agrees 
with the officer’s recommendation to approve this application.” 

Councillors were invited to ask questions to Paul Hamill. 

In reply to Cllr Martin Goodearl, Paul Hamill explained that the application in 
2016 was undecided, then unanimously approved, after it sat undecided for four 
years. The reasons for change were related to mitigation. 
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The Chair stated that the fact that the application was retrospective was 
irrelevant in planning terms and should not be considered by the Committee. 

In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Paul Hamill admitted that it would have been better 
if the 2016 application had included concrete pipes and converts in the plans. 
In the meantime, the modular system had been purpose built. 

In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, Paul Hamill explained that the proposed 
application would allow for additional operational facilities, which were not 
included in the original application. The improvements in technology had 
allowed concrete to be reinforced in ways that were not readily available in 
2016. This was why the application included the need for overhead cranes and 
changes to the structure of the building. 

In reply to Cllr Christine Whelan, Paul Hamill stated that this application was 
the result of enforcement action. The variations could have been applied for 3-
4 years ago. 

The Chair invited comments from officers. 

David Morren, the Strategic Planning and Development Management 
Manager, stated that retrospective planning applications should be assessed 
on their planning merits exactly like any other planning application. 

Councillors were invited to ask questions to the officers. 

In reply to Cllr Martin Goodearl, Rachel Gordon, Planning Team Leader, 
explained that the lighting on the wider site already had approval. A condition 
would be included for the lighting in the application. 

In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, the Planning Team Leader explained that all the 
issues raised by the consultees’ assessments could be mitigated by conditions. 

The Committee moved into debate. 

Cllr Keith Horgan understood that there was a demand for lower carbon 
concrete and this business was satisfying this demand. It was regrettable that 
it was a retrospective application but this made no difference to the planning 
rules. He proposed that the Committee agree the application, in line with the 
officer’s recommendations. 

Cllr Martin Goodearl supported the application, as the business brought 
employment to the area and he seconded Cllr Horgan’s proposal. Cllr Bill Hunt 
agreed and stated that the main objections appeared to be on the fact that this 
was a retrospective application and this was not relevant. 

Cllr Lucius Vellacott supported the application. He noted that retrospective 
planning applications would come under more scrutiny when the Government’s 
new National Development Planning Framework came into force, but this was 
not relevant to this application. 

Page 10



PL030626 Minutes - page 7 

Cllr Alan Sharp raised a concern about the lighting on the wider site and the 
survey which detailed the effect that this could have on bats. However, this did 
not relate to this application and so he would be supporting it. 

Cllr Keith Horgan proposed and Cllr Lucius Vellacott seconded the 
recommendation in the report with the updated plans condition. A vote was 
taken and it was unanimously agreed to 

resolve to: 

approve the application, subject to the conditions set out in 
Appendix 1 and the updated plans condition, as presented at the 
meeting. 

6. 25/01320/FUM – De Freville Farm, Aldreth

This Item was discussed before agenda item 5.

Gavin Taylor, Major Projects Officer, presented a report (AB7, previously
circulated) on an application for a change of use, extension, alteration and part-
demolition of buildings for offices, laboratories, staff facilities for research and
development, manufacturing facilities and new vehicle access with associated
parking, hard and soft landscaping and a sustainable drainage system. The
report recommended refusal on the grounds that it was contrary to policies EMP
2, EMP 3, EMP 4, COM 7 and ENV 2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan
2015 and policies HAD1 and HAD4 of the Haddenham and Aldreth
Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031.

Mike Wells, Chair of the Aldreth Community Association, spoke as an objector
to the application and made the following statement:
“I am Mike Wells an Aldreth resident and chairman of Aldreth Community
Association, here to voice residents’ and my objections to the proposed
development.  I find it hard to believe that consideration is being given to moving
a factory to the heart of probably the smallest hamlet in East Cambridgeshire.
A hamlet of less than 100 houses that residents cherish for its peace and
tranquillity. This development goes against our neighbourhood plan which was
democratically voted for by the residents to protect our local amenity. This
development would change Aldreth dramatically with noise, odour, traffic and
lighting.

“When the site was a farm, agricultural machinery was used intermittently and
primarily during seasonal periods such as harvest. Such activity is part and
parcel of living in a rural farming community. An industrial factory, however, is
a fundamentally different proposition. Its scale, intensity and pattern of
operation is not inherent to the countryside and would be completely out of
keeping with the character of this rural hamlet. We have a strong local
community that got together to buy our old disused chapel and turn it into our
village centre that provides community events and a regular playgroup on
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Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays. This is heavily subscribed, no doubt you 
witnessed that on today’s visit, with parents bringing their children from 
Haddenham as well as being attended by our Aldreth youngsters. The prospect 
of ten HGV tankers a day thundering in and out of the hamlet with young 
children walking the footpaths is concerning. Many residents have expressed 
concern over the noise, odour, traffic increase, and disruption of our amenity by 
the factory. 
 
“We received no initial contact or notice from the applicant. When we organised 
a meeting to discuss the application and invited the applicant to attend, more 
than 100 residents came to express their views, concerns, and objections. As 
the number of objections on the planning website shows, local opposition is 
significant. 
 
“On a personal note, I live next to the proposed site. My 120-year-old house 
has shallow foundations, so I am worried about tankers using the new access 
road just 5 metres away. Similar factories are usually located at least 500 
metres from residential properties and are typically built on business parks. 
Why is this proposal so close to homes and treated as an exception? For the 
past 15 months, this application has been a constant source of worry for my 
wife, me, and many of our neighbours. It dominates local conversation. We 
spend a great deal of time in our garden, which would be affected by the noise 
of forklift alarms, HGVs, staff traffic, odour and intrusive lighting. We are also 
concerned about the proposed SUDS lake, - the long stretch of stagnant water 
running the length of my property on the clay soil. 
 
“A lot of residents chose Aldreth as a tranquil place to live and to retire to enjoy 
nature and peace, not to be an annex to a factory. I urge you to support the 
planning officer’s recommendation to refuse this application and allow us to 
return to normal life.” 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to Mike Wells. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Colbert, Mike Wells explained that the factory was 
currently operating in Chittering and so there would not be any employment 
opportunities for Aldreth residents, as the expectation was that the workers 
would transfer to the new factory. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Mike Wells stated that in comparison to the 
expected level of factory traffic, the farm vehicles that had operated on the site 
was negligible. Farm traffic was expected in rural areas, especially during the 
harvest. Factory traffic was not and would be constant. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith, Mike Wells explained that there was 
no through route through Aldreth, which added to its tranquillity. He doubted 
that housing would be built on the site, due to the lack of facilities and services 
in Aldreth. The Major Projects Officer clarified that the old farmhouse was within 
the village envelope, whilst the buildings to the rear of the site were not. 
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In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Mike Wells explained that his main concern was the 
noise, light and smells from the industrial site and the detrimental effect that this 
would have on the tranquil village. 
 
In reply to Cllr Bill Hunt, Mike Wells explained that the cars parked on the High 
Street, seen by councillors on their site visit, belonged to parents whose 
children were using the nursery in the community building. 
 
Aalbert Remijn made the following statement on behalf of the applicant: 
“We bought De Freville in early 2024 and spent the following 14 months 
preparing our planning application to convert the derelict farm buildings into 
what we hope will become the next home for our business.  
 
“We are a family business, with the next generation already involved, and we 
would like to move from rented premises into premises that we own. We provide 
high-quality employment for 25 families, more than half of whom live within a 
10-mile radius of Aldreth. 
 
“We are opening two new manufacturing units overseas in the coming year, but 
the UK will remain our main technical hub, as the expertise needed to analyse 
and design flavours is concentrated in only a few locations worldwide. 
 
“We have already sympathetically restored the farmhouse and would now like 
to restore the brick buildings and barns, creating a smart, campus-style site. 
This approach has been strongly supported by the Conservation Officer. The 
plans will enhance biodiversity and deliver a highly sustainable and energy-
efficient development. 
 
“Over the last year, we have addressed all the requirements raised by the 
planning officers and relevant agencies, and we have received no objections 
from any of the statutory consultees. 
 
“I understand that people are concerned about change and the unknown. 
However, traffic generation would be much more modest than some residents 
fear, a point that has been accepted by Highways. 
 
“We want to be part of the community as good neighbours, and I hope your 
decision will help us all move forward in a positive and constructive way.” 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to Mr Remijn. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Aalbert Remijn stated that the site would receive 
3-4 lorries a day and the business would have a car park for 17-25 spaces for 
employees. In reply to Cllr John Trapp, he explained that the delivery vehicles 
would be a mixture of articulated lorries and fixed axel transit vans. In reply to 
Cllr Christine Colbert, he stated that if an HGV vehicle needed to stay overnight, 
it would remain on site and not on the road. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Aalbert Remijn stated that the amount of noise 
generated by the factory was negligible, as it would be a well-insulated building. 
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He would be prepared to mitigate any traffic noise. He would prefer to have 
used the current entrance to the site, but the Highways Authority had ruled 
against this. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, Aalbert Remijn explained that the current factory 
was not fit for purpose, whilst the new factory would be state of the art, which 
would ensure that noise or odour would be controlled. He expected that 
operating hours would be 8 am to 4 pm Monday to Thursday and 7:30 am to 2 
pm on Fridays. In reply to Cllr John Trapp he stated that not all staff would start 
work at 8 am. In reply to Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith he explained that he did 
not want staff to work long hours.  

 
Cllr Bill Hunt expressed concern that the entrance of the site was very close to 
the community centre, which provided childcare to the local community. 
  
The following statement was made by Haddenham Parish Councillor Mark 
Hugo: 
“I am Mark Hugo, a parish councillor and one of your district councillors from 
2015 to 2019. I am speaking on behalf of Haddenham Parish Council to 
object to this application for a chemical processing factory in Aldreth. Our 
Chairman and Clerk are here today as well. 
 
“Haddenham Parish Council support the planning officer’s recommendation 
for refusal. At the heart of this case is a very simple issue: 

• This development is in the wrong place. 
• The site lies outside the Development Envelope, hence in the 

countryside, as defined in both the Local Plan and the Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

 
“Therefore, this application conflicts with Policies HAD1 and GROWTH 2. 
These permit development in the countryside for agriculture, equestrian or 
forestry or uses that can clearly demonstrate a need to be in the countryside. 
This chemical factory does not fall into any of these categories. Other more 
suitable sites do exist - such as Haddenham Business Park or Lancaster 
Way. Our research shows that all other flavouring chemical factories in the UK 
are on business parks or industrial sites. 
 
“This Parish Council has a strong track record of working with ECDC to 
improve life for residents. That partnership has delivered real outcomes – 
including: Affordable CLT homes for local families, new recreation and football 
facilities and most importantly the recent Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
“Approving this application would undermine such work with ECDC going 
forward and would set a dangerous precedent. As you all know, but it’s worth 
emphasising, this Neighbourhood plan required a democratic vote of residents 
to approve it. 
 
“The impact on residents’ amenity would be significant. Aldreth is a small rural 
hamlet of just 90 houses. Industrial activity of this nature with associated 
noise, very substantial odour (as is quite clear from visiting their existing site) 
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and heavy extra traffic does not belong in this setting - particularly where that 
activity involves chemical processing and HGV (indeed tanker) movements in 
very close proximity to homes. The company currently operates on a business 
park where the nearest properties are approximately 500m away. Almost all 
properties in Aldreth are within 400m of this site and over 50% are within 
150m. 
 
“The proposed factory entrance is less than 5m from a house over 120 years 
old with shallow foundations. As the officer has stated this would introduce an 
unacceptable urban form into the rural street scene. There are a substantial 
number of objections from residents, with real concerns about their daily lives 
being affected. Indeed over 50% of Aldreth homes have sent written 
objections with real planning issues. 
 
“Noise projections indicate a doubling of decibel levels compared to the 
existing measured 20db baseline. This is a 100-fold increase in sound 
intensity which translates to roughly 400% increase in perceived sound level. 
A significant and harmful change! 
 
“The proposal would be a clear intensification of use. This is not just reusing 
farm buildings. It introduces machinery, more traffic, more staff, deliveries, 
loading, lighting - a completely different level of activity from farming. 
The character of the village would be fundamentally altered by introducing a 
chemical factory in the centre of the hamlet. The roads in both Aldreth and 
Haddenham, through which all traffic must go to get to Aldreth, are 
constrained and residential in nature and include a 20 mph zone and are in 
many places very close to houses with narrow or no pavements. This zone 
was introduced recently to mainly reroute HGVs away from Haddenham. It is 
not adequate for frequent HGV movements and there is no alternative 
suitable routing plan that avoids this 20mph zone. The road into Aldreth is 
narrow and an HGV and a car cannot pass without mounting the verge in 
places. In Aldreth itself, the proposed new road entrance is opposite the 
Village Centre which is mainly used as a regular pre-school, meaning cars are 
often parked all along the high street with parents delivering young and 
unpredictable children who would have to negotiate frequent HGVs (including 
tankers with possible hazardous contents) arriving and then turning using both 
carriageways. 
 
“The application also presents an inaccurate picture of sustainability. It 
suggests good cycle routes and public transport. In reality, Aldreth has no 
cycle routes and only one bus a week on Thursdays…. at 10am! This means 
the development would rely heavily on private vehicles - which conflicts with 
the national policy of sustainability. 
 
“No external security lighting plan has been submitted. Clearly there would 
need to be some and it’s difficult to see how that would not conflict with the 
Neighbourhood Plan’s dark skies policy. 
 
“Finally, a previous Section 106 agreement required a building on the same 
site to cease operation specifically to protect nearby residents from noise 
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pollution. This proposal would introduce a chemical factory on that same site - 
with greater noise, activity, and disturbance than the use that was previously 
told to stop. That directly undermines the purpose and spirit of that 
agreement. 
 
“Haddenham Parish Council strongly supports the officer’s refusal as this plan 
would ruin the lives of many people sitting here and many others back in 
Aldreth. We urge you to support the officer and reject this plan.” 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith, Mark Hugo stated that the 
technology restricting odour in the factory was untested and it would be 
difficult to enforce if it proved unsuccessful. The officer had stated this in the 
report. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Mark Hugo explained that the community hall had 
many users and so having a condition restricting traffic to the factory to certain 
times would not solve the safety issue. Cllr Trapp suggested that a car park 
for the village hall should be considered. 
 
Cllr Gareth Wilson, ward councillor, explained that Aldreth was different to 
Haddenham, which had large houses and an industrial site. The application 
was better suited for Lancaster Way, Haddenham. The problem was that the 
well-meaning applicant was putting the factory in the wrong place. Aldreth 
was not a suitable location for this factory. If the business was successful, it 
will grow in size and more staff will be driving to the site, as there was no 
proper bus service or cycle route. The people in Aldreth want it to remain a 
quiet place and nobody there wants a factory. The building plans were 
acceptable as was the use of the barns but the plans were not right for this 
area, it was the wrong place and will create a real problem if it goes ahead. 
The area will become an industrial site, with permission for 70 car parking 
spaces. The area will become an industrial site forever. This would not be 
right. This place was a hamlet, so he urged the Committee to refuse the 
application and ask the applicant to find a different site. 
 
Officers were invited to make any additional comments. 
 
Gavin Taylor, Major Projects Officer, stated that the Highways Authority were 
concerned that the current agricultural access was a bridleway and in close 
proximity to adjacent accesses and therefore not suitable as access for a 
factory site. The applicant’s transport assessment had predicted a 29% 
increase in traffic, which equated to 166 movements a day, with staff arriving 
during peak hours and HGVs operating outside peak hours. He warned that 
any condition on restricting the hours of traffic would be difficult to enforce. It 
would not be reasonable to give planning permission and then make it difficult 
to operate by imposing such a condition.  
 
Members of the Committee were invited to ask questions to officers. 
 
Cllr Alan Sharp asked how effective the mitigation equipment would be at 
restricting odour, as the report implied that it was untested. Chris Smith, the 
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Environmental Health Officer, assured the Committee that the actual mitigation 
process was not new and the extract filtration system would prevent odours 
from being emitted by the factory. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, the Major Projects Officer explained that the 
applicant had put forward a drainage strategy, including storage tanks to 
address the concerns of the Internal Drainage Board, subject to a final drainage 
design which could be secured via planning condition. In reply to Cllr John 
Trapp, the Major Projects Officer stated that the drainage strategy would need 
to store surface water, regardless of whether the hardstanding was permeable 
or not. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, the Major Projects Officer explained that the 
bulk of the development was outside the village envelope and so would have 
to be considered to be an exception in order to comply with HAD 1 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
The Committee moved into debate. 
 
Cllr Keith Horgan stated that the Committee need to balance the benefits of 
redeveloping a derelict site and the resulting economic development against 
the harmful effects that the increase in traffic and the development itself would 
have on the character of a rural village. He proposed that the Committee agree 
with the officer recommendation and reject the application. 
 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott stated that the Internal Drainage Board and the Highways 
Agency had concerns and that it was contrary to policies in the Neighbourhood 
Plan. Whilst he saw merit in the application, he recognised that that it was not 
suitable for such a rural setting and so contravened policy Growth 2 of the Local 
Plan. He seconded the proposal to agree with the officer recommendation and 
so reject the application. 
 
Cllr Bill Hunt stated that he had been the County Councillor for Aldreth for about 
20 years and he knew that people lived there to enjoy the peace and quiet of 
the rural setting. He supported the officer recommendation to reject the 
application. 
 
Cllr John Trapp praised the application and its imaginative plans but he stated 
that it was in the wrong location. He was concerned about the amount of traffic 
and the access issue for the site. 
 
Cllr Alan Sharp stated that this was not an easy decision to make. It was unclear 
what impact the increase in traffic would have on the village. He recognised 
concerns about the location of the factory and the odours it might emit. He 
supported the officer’s recommendation to refuse the application. 
 
Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith agreed with Cllr John Trapp regarding the high 
quality of the plans in the application. She suggested that those who lived in the 
village had an exaggerated fear of something new that they did not recognise. 
However, areas do change and she felt that given time, this new business could 
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find a place in the community. She supported the planning application, which 
would replace a derelict building and she warned that if the application was 
refused, something else might be built in its place that was far worse for the 
area. 
 
Cllr Christine Whelen stated that she had concerns about the safety of the 
village’s residents due to the increase in traffic, the access to the site and its 
proximity to the community centre. She supported the officer recommendation 
to refuse the application.  
 
Cllr Keith Horgan proposed and Cllr Lucius Vellacott seconded that the 
application be refused, as recommended by the officer. A vote was taken and 
with 8 votes in favour, 1 against and 1 abstention it was agreed 
 

to resolve to refuse the application, for the reasons set out in the report. 
 
7. 25/01097/MPO – Garden Close, Sutton 

This item was discussed after agenda item 11.  
 
Gavin Taylor, Major Projects Officer, presented this report (AB8, previously 
circulated), which recommended that the Committee refuse the application for 
the modification of planning obligation 17/01445/OUM for outline planning 
application for erection of up to 53 houses to include public open space and 
details relating to access. 
 
Conor Gallagher stated that he was the Director of Abbey Investors and he 
asked the Committee to give permission to build on the site without delay. He 
explained that there had been a market shift, which made it unviable to deliver 
the agreed number of affordable homes. The application proposed a commuted 
sum of £310,000 towards off-site affordable homes provision. He reported that 
the site could deliver 26 bungalows and 21 further homes. He warned that there 
was evidence that the local authority did not have a five-year land supply and 
there clearly was a shortage of homes. He hoped that an appeals process could 
be avoided. He concluded that in the opinion of officers, this application was 
finely balanced and he respectfully requested that councillors use their 
discretion to agree the application and so deliver beautiful homes for the local 
area. 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to Conor Gallagher. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Conor Gallagher explained that a profit of under 
9.5% for the project was not viable and so it was not possible to deliver 30% 
affordable homes on the site, as home prices had stagnated over the last three 
years, whilst building costs had greatly increased. He also explained that due 
to independent research, he believed that the authority did not have a five-year 
land supply and so a Planning Inspector would probably give permission for the 
development.  
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In reply to Cllr Bill Hunt, Conor Gallagher stated that delivering affordable 
housing with Homes England funding had not been considered for this site. 
 
In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, Conor Gallagher explained that larger sites, such 
as the development in Littleport, could deliver more affordable homes than this 
proposed development in Sutton. He reiterated that an increase in the cost of 
building supplies, combined with the stagnation of house prices, had made 30% 
affordable homes unviable. 
 
In reply to Cllr Ross Trent, Conor Gallagher was unable to give an exact figure 
of what 9.5% profit represented in cash term but he explained that a third party 
assessor agreed with the 9.5% profit figure for a project to be viable. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, Conor Gallagher explained that he represented a 
business and if the project was not viable it would not be built. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Conor Gallagher explained that the cost of the land 
was not relevant to the viability of the project and the reduction of the number 
of homes from 53 to 47 had only a marginal impact. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith, Conor Gallagher stated that any 
alternative developer would face the same profit margins and so the same 
issues on this site. 
 
In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, Conor Gallagher explained that building costs had 
been 40% cheaper in 2020, but the developer had been unable to progress the 
site until the appeal in 2024 had been heard. 

 
Cllr Lorna Dupré spoke to the Committee, as local ward member, with the 
support of Cllr Mark Inskip the other member for the Sutton ward. She 
supported the recommendation to refuse this and the subsequent application. 
Sutton Parish Council had accepted 25 bungalows on the site as part of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. This was to allow older people to downsize. The proposal 
to have a greater number of homes on a larger site was refused by the 
Committee but then granted on appeal. The site was sold to Abbey Homes and 
the reserved matters application was eventually approved by the Committee. 
The process had taken so long because the development was larger than 
originally proposed. The Parish Council had objected, as all affordable housing, 
which is sorely needed in Sutton, had been removed. The proposed commuted 
sum would do little to help. Cllr Dupré hoped that the Committee would agree 
with the officer recommendation to refuse planning permission. However, if the 
Committee did approve the application, she hoped that some of the homes 
would be sold at less than market value. 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to Cllr Lorna Dupré. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Cllr Dupré explained that the local needs 
assessment had identified the need for affordable housing in Sutton and 30% 
of affordable homes on the proposed site would be very welcome. 
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In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, Cllr Dupré urged the Committee to stand by its 
principles and insist that affordable housing be built on sites such as this. 
 
Officers were invited to comment. 
 
The Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager stated that if 
necessary, the Council would robustly defend its five-year land supply and it 
was clear from a recent decision taken at Stretham, the Planning Inspectors 
recognised the importance of affordable housing, so the Committee should take 
this seriously. 
 
There were no questions for officers and so the Committee moved into debate. 

 
Cllr Christine Whelan proposed that the Committee refuse the application, in 
line with the officer recommendation. Cllr Christine Colbert seconded this 
proposal. 
 
Cllr Keith Horgan understood the financial pressures faced by the applicant, 
however the whole country needed more affordable homes and he did not 
want to set a precedent by agreeing such a reduction in affordable housing. 
He therefore agreed with the officer recommendation to refuse the application. 
 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott said that to deliver virtually no affordable housing was 
contrary to the Local Plan and so he was going to vote to refuse the 
application. Cllr John Trapp agreed, stating that the building of affordable 
housing was the main issue. 

 
Cllr Christine Whelan proposed and Cllr Christine Colbert seconded that the 
application be refused, as recommended by the officer. A vote was taken and 
the Committee unanimously 

 
resolved: 
 
 to refuse the application and to determine that, in accordance with 

Section 106A, paragraph (6)(a) of The Town and Country Planning Act 
1990, as amended, the planning obligation shall continue to have effect 
without modification, for the reasons set out at paragraph 7.33 of the 
report. 

8. 25/00667/VARM – Gardon Close, Sutton 

Gavin Taylor, Major Projects Officer, presented this report (AB9, previously 
circulated), which sought to vary Condition 1 (Approved Plans) of application 
22/00057/RMM approved at appeal APP/V0510/W/23/3328203 for Reserved 
Matters for appearance, landscaping, scale and layout for the erection of 47 
homes including public open space of previously approved outline planning 
application 17/01445/OUM for erection of up to 53 houses to include open 
space and details relating to access. 
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Conor Gallagher explained that the application included a clause for a 
commuted sum of £310,000 towards off-site affordable homes provision and 
two bed homes below the national average cost. 
 
The Committee had no questions. 
 
Cllr Bill Hunt proposed and Cllr Martin Goodearl seconded that the application 
be refused, as recommended by the officer. A vote was taken and the 
Committee unanimously 
 

resolved: 
 

  to refuse the application for the reasons laid out in the report. 
 

9. 25/00966/VAR – Land Near Hill Farm, Reach 

This item was discussed before agenda item 7. Olivia Akroyd, Planning Officer, 
presented this report (AB10, previously circulated), which sought to vary 
condition 11 (width of access) of previously approved 18/01397/OUT for 
demolition of existing agricultural buildings, construction of two detached 
bungalows, associated parking and infrastructure. 
 
The following statement from Ben Elvin, on behalf of the applicant, was read 
out by the Senior Democratic Services Officer: 
 
“This written submission is made in support of the officer recommendation to 
approve application 25/00966/VAR, which seeks to vary Condition 11 of outline 
planning permission 18/01397/OUT by reducing the minimum width of the 
access track from 5 metres to 3.5 metres.  
 
“The two dwellings permitted under this consent are nearing completion. 
Indeed, one is now occupied. During construction, it became apparent that the 
earth banks flanking the existing Byway - which would need to be removed to 
achieve the original 5-metre width - provide critical structural support to the 
historic outbuildings of Hill Farm immediately adjacent to the access. Removal 
of those banks risks undermining the shallow foundations of those buildings, 
several of which are already in a fragile condition. As such, this request to vary 
the condition is not simply a commercially convenient change of mind. It is a 
genuine structural constraint identified on site, evidenced by a Structural 
Inspection Report prepared by J P Chick & Partners Ltd. The report confirms 
that widening to 5 metres would undermine Buildings 1 and 2 - the structures 
closest to Fair Green - and that vehicular surcharging from a wider road would 
place further loading on the walls and foundations of Buildings 2, 3 and 4, where 
level differences of up to 1.77 metres exist. In simple terms, there are reasons 
for seeking the variation of the condition that go well beyond a desire, and which 
arise from a sound understanding of the technical issues that have resulted 
during the physical process of construction that were not recognised at the time 
of the original permission being sought.  
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“The revised width of 3.5 metres has been assessed in a Highway Technical 
Note prepared by Civilistix. The note demonstrates that the access continues 
to comply with the visibility splay requirements set out in the Manual for Streets 
(2.4m x 43m for a 30mph road), and swept path analysis confirms that 
emergency vehicles including fire tenders can safely navigate the Byway. The 
Local Highway Authority has reviewed this information and raises no objection. 
It acknowledges that whilst two vehicles cannot pass simultaneously within the 
Byway, the forward visibility available means drivers can observe the Byway 
before entering and wait safely on Fair Green if necessary. Given that the 
access serves only two dwellings, the LHA considers the proposal would not 
result in any significant adverse impact on the public highway. The NPPF is 
clear that development should only be refused on highway grounds where 
impacts would be unacceptable or severe - that threshold is not met here.  
 
“The outbuildings of Hill Farm are curtilage-listed structures forming part of the 
Grade II listed Hill Farmhouse. The Council's Conservation Officer and the 
County Archaeology Team both support the proposed variation precisely 
because maintaining the earth banks - and keeping the access as narrow as 
feasible - protects the structural integrity of these designated heritage assets. 
The NPPF requires great weight to be given to the conservation of designated 
heritage assets, and the proposed variation actively serves that objective.  
 
“Every technical and statutory consultee - the Local Highway Authority, the 
Conservation Officer, the County Archaeology Team, the Ecologist, the Waste 
Strategy Team and the Definitive Map Officer - has either raised no objection 
or actively supported the variation. 
 
“The concerns raised by the Parish Council and Ward Councillor are noted and 
understood, but the LHA as the relevant highway expert has addressed those 
concerns on their merits and found the proposal acceptable.  
 
“In summary, this variation is sought because the original condition cannot 
safely be complied with. The reduced width satisfies the relevant highway 
safety standards, has been confirmed acceptable by the Local Highway 
Authority, and protects listed heritage assets. The recommendation to approve 
this application is well-founded, and Members are respectfully invited to support 
it.” 
 
The following statement from the neighbour Hannah Jackson, was read out by 
the Senior Democratic Services Officer: 
“I speak as the intended occupier and beneficiary associated with plot 1, and 
therefore I am directly affected by the completion and compliance issues 
relating to this development. 
 
“I wish to make clear that my concern has never been opposition to a 
reasonable solution regarding the access width itself. I recognise the heritage 
and structural concerns identified in the officer report. 
 
“However, I do wish to highlight the importance of ensuring that the remaining 
planning conditions are properly complied with and completed. The committee 
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report appears to confirm that this application relates only to varying the width 
requirement, and that the requirement for the access to be metalled to County 
Council specification remains in force. I believe it is important that this 
distinction remains clear. 
 
“I should also make clear that I do not have direct control over how these 
planning conditions are implemented or discharged, as those matters are being 
managed by the trustees and applicants rather than myself. As the future 
occupier of plot 1, I therefore rely upon the council to ensure that these 
conditions are properly monitored, enforced and completed. 
 
“I also note that the report acknowledges that one dwelling is already occupied, 
despite the original condition requiring the access works to be completed prior 
to first occupation. 
 
“Given the lengthy history of this matter, and given that future occupation of plot 
1 remains linked to completion of these works, I would respectfully ask the 
committee to ensure that: 

• the revised conditions remain enforceable; 
• the required access works are completed within the stated timeframe; 

and 
• the remaining planning obligations and conditions associated with the 

development are properly monitored, verified and formally discharged 
where required through to completion. 

My intention is not to obstruct the process, but to ensure that the development 
is ultimately completed lawfully, consistently and fairly in accordance with the 
planning permissions and conditions.” 
 
Officers were invited to make any additional comments. 
 
The Planning Officer stated that that outline conditions were listed in appendix 
1 and condition 2 took the occupation of a plot into account. 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to officers. 
 
In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, the Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager acknowledged Cllr Horgan’s concerns regarding access 
of Fire and Rescue vehicles to the site. However, he advised that the 
Committee should not consider matters controlled by other building regulations 
and legislation. Building control had signed off the plans. He added that there 
had been no objection from the Highways Authority to the proposed application. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, the Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager explained that his concerns regarding the sturdiness of 
the nearby Grade 2 listed building was outside the remit of the application. 
 
The Committee moved into debate. 
 
Cllr Keith Horgan explained that he was concerned that Fire and Rescue vehicles 
would be unable to gain access to the site and so he could not support the application. 
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Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith suggested that a Fire and Rescue vehicle would be able 
to force access to the site in an emergency. Cllr John Trapp stated that metalling on 
either side of the road would increase the width to the 3.7 metres required for Fire and 
Rescue vehicle access. 
 
Cllr Alan Sharp expressed concern regarding the retrospective nature of the 
application but he supported the officer recommendation to approve it. 
 
Cllr Bill Hunt proposed and Cllr Lucius Vellacott seconded the recommendations in the 
report. A vote was taken and with 7 votes in favour, 1 against and 2 abstentions 
 

    it was resolved: 
To approve the application because the approved variation to the 
wording of condition 11 which seeks to amend the width of the 
access track is not considered to result in significant and 
demonstrable harm to highway safety. Furthermore, it is 
considered that it has been adequately justified that the widening 
of the access as previously agreed could not be achieved without 
risking the structural integrity of the Grade II Curtilage Listed 
Building at Hill Farm to the north west, and national planning 
policy requires that “when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, 
great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation” (NPPF, 
Paragraph 212).  

 

10. 25/01223/RMM – Saxon Business Park, Littleport 

The Planning Officer, Olivia Akroyd, presented this report, (AB11, previously 
circulated) regarding a reserved matters application seeking approval of 
appearance, landscaping, layout and scale for 197 dwellings and 20 self-build 
plots pursuant to hybrid planning permission 20/01238/FUM (as varied by 
20/01238/NMAA and 20/01238/NMAB) Phase 2. It was noted that Members 
had an update sheet, amending the proposed conditions. 
 
Jessica Groome, made the following statement on behalf of the applicant: 
“My name is Jessica Groome, Senior Planner for Barratt David Wilson Homes 
Anglia. Thank you for the opportunity to speak today in support of the Officer’s 
recommendation for approval. The officer’s report and presentation are both 
very comprehensive and so I will focus only on a few key points.   
 
“At Barratt David Wilson, we pride ourselves on building high quality homes and 
place customer satisfaction at the heart of everything we do. This commitment 
is reflected in our recent award of 5 stars from the Home Builders Federation 
for a record 17 years running.  
 
“Our success is rooted in a comprehensive and thoughtful approach to design 
and planning. This enables us to bring forward schemes that reflect local need 
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and deliver on quality and we are confident that this is what has been achieved 
with the application before you today.   
 
“Turning to the application, the site is allocated for residential development in 
the adopted Local Plan and already benefits from Outline Planning Permission, 
where the principle of Development was firmly established. This Reserved 
Matters for Phase 2 delivers 197 high-quality homes and 20 self-build plots, 
providing a good mix of house types and sizes and making a meaningful 
contribution to local housing supply.  
 
“The quantum and mix of the affordable housing has been verified by a viability 
review, in line with the S106 agreement linked to the outline permission. The 
Council’s Strategic Housing Team supports the provision of 20% affordable 
housing equating to 43 dwellings, which will deliver a balanced mix and help 
meet identified needs both locally and across the district.  
 
“The design has been informed by the principles established in Phase 1 which 
we understand has been well received. This ensures cohesion between the two 
phases, in the interests of good place-making.  
 
“In preparing this application, we have engaged extensively with the Council, 
and I would like to thank officers for their collaborative approach, which has 
undoubtedly added a lot of value to the proposals. These have also been 
informed by feedback received through the conversations with Littleport Town 
Council and other key consultees. This process has helped shape the 
application before you today, resulting in several refinements, including the 
introduction of bay windows and amendments to parking layouts and corner 
plots. 
 
“The development is supported by a comprehensive landscape strategy, with a 
central area of public open space and an additional play area complementing 
the 3 to be provided in Phase 1.  
 
“We are committed to building energy efficient homes, all designed to achieve 
an EPC rating of B or above. A combination of solar panels, energy efficiency 
measures and responsible resource management will reduce carbon emissions 
and ensure that sustainability is embedded throughout the development.  
 
“All homes have been designed using a fabric-first approach optimising 
insulation, airtightness and natural ventilation. Water efficiency measures will 
ensure consumption levels remain well below building regulation requirements. 
In addition, all homes will benefit from their own dedicated electric vehicle 
charging point or access to EV capable parking alongside a Full Travel Plan to 
further promote sustainable modes of travel. 
 
“Finally, whilst these matters do not form part of today’s application, we are 
aware of concerns raised by the Town Council regarding access via Woodfen 
Road, and I would like to clarify and hopefully provide some reassurance.   
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“Access to the site is via the new roundabout off the A10 only, and there is no 
vehicular connectivity through the development to or from Woodfen Road. The 
20 Self-Build plots do have access from Woodfen Road; however, these are 
unlikely to come forward for a further two to three years due to the required 
marketing period. By that time, the S278 highway improvement works along 
Woodfen Road will be in place.  
 
“Our technical team has been working closely with Cambridgeshire County 
Council Highways and the detailed technical drawings for Woodfen Road have 
now been agreed as acceptable. The remaining actions primarily relate to the 
S278 legal agreement and largely sit with the Highway Authority.  
 
“In the meantime, we remain committed to minimising disruption as far as 
possible and are actively exploring options for the provision of a temporary 
footpath to ensure safe pedestrian access to and from Woodfen Road until the 
final works have been completed.  
 
“As noted in the Officer’s report, the Highways Authority reviewed the proposals 
and raised no objections at the time of assessing the offsite works as part of 
the hybrid application.  
 
“In summary, this is a policy-compliant, landscape-led, sustainable 
development that responds to local needs and national priorities. There are no 
objections from Statutory Consultees. It delivers much needed homes and 
community benefits on an allocated site in a way that respects the site context.  
 
“As we have heard, there are no planning reasons as to why planning 
permission should not be granted. I therefore respectfully ask that you approve 
this application in line with your officer’s recommendation. 
 
“I thank you again for your time and we’d be pleased to answer any questions.” 
 
Members were invited to ask questions to Jessica Groome. 
 
In reply to Cllr Martin Goodearl, Jessica Groome explained that the first 
occupation had taken place a week ago. The Section 106 payment to the 
County Council for a bus stop would be paid this week. The proposed traffic 
calming measures for Woodfen Road had been approved by the Highways 
Authority. Cllr Goodearl stated that the speed limit was 60mph and this should 
be reduced. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Whelan, Jessica Groome explained that three play 
areas would be delivered in Phase 1, the plans had not yet been finalised and 
would be informed by advice from officers. Cllr Christine Colbert hoped that 
there would be a sensory area in the play area. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Whelen, Jessica Groome explained that mitigation 
procedures were in place to control the dust caused by soil removal. 
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In reply to both Cllr Bill Hunt and Cllr Keith Horgan, Jessica Groome stated that 
the site was viable, the affordable homes would be built to the same standard 
as market homes and there was no need to make additional savings during 
construction. 

In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Jessica Groome noted his concerns regarding the 
narrowness of the road leading to self-build plots, especially for bin lorries, but 
explained that the Highway’s Authority had approved the plans. 

Officers were invited to make comments. 

Yole Medeiros, Major Projects Officer, stated that the speed limit on Woodfen 
Road was not part of this application and would require a Section 278 
agreement. The Section 106 Agreement would ensure play equipment in phase 
1 and phase 2, which would include different play equipment for different ages. 
There were four access points to self-build homes, which had been agreed with 
the outline planning permission. 

The Committee were invited to ask questions to officers. 

In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, the Major Projects Officer confirmed that the 
forms of affordable housing in the application complied with the Council’s 
policies. 

In reply to Cllr Martin Goodearl, the Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager explained that the Council had no control over 
arrangement that the County Council had with the developer over the payment 
of the Section 106 funds to build the bus stop. 

In reply to Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith, the Strategic Planning and 
Development Management Manager stated that the internal furnishing of the 
affordable homes was not a matter for the Committee but these houses would 
be built to the same standards as the market homes. The Major Projects Officer 
added that the layout of the affordable homes would meet the same national 
standards. 

The Committee moved into debate. 

Cllr Martin Goodearl stated that the proposed calming measures on Woodfen 
Road had allayed his fears regarding road safety. He proposed that the 
Committee agree the application in line with the officer’s recommendation. Cllr 
Christine Ambrose Smith seconded this proposal. 

Cllr Alan Sharp accepted that the concerns raised by the Committee were 
outside the remit of the application, which he supported.  

Cllr Christine Whelan suggested that there should be an additional condition on 
dust control during development. Cllr Martin Goodearl assured the Committee 
that he lived adjacent to the site and the developer looked after it properly. The 
Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager stated that 
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ensuring dust from the site was controlled was a condition that would be 
monitored. 
 
Cllr Martin Goodearl proposed and Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith seconded that 
the application be approved, with the conditions listed above. A vote was taken 
and it was unanimously agreed  
 

    to resolve: 
To approve the application subject to the recommended planning 
conditions set out in Appendix 2 (as amended in the update 
sheet), for the following reason: 
the proposals form the reserved matters details for the second 
phase of the development following outline consent ref.: 
20/01238/FUM, aligning with this consent, and in the absence of 
significant adverse impacts in terms of visual and residential 
amenity, highway safety and all other relevant material planning 
considerations. 

 
 

11. 26/00032/FUL – Willow Cottage, Upend 

Charlotte Sage, Planning Officer, presented this report (AB12, previously 
circulated) on the erection of stables and associated stores and wash bay. 
Construction of a fenced outdoor arena with secure gated entrances and 
associated works. Installation of a surface water drainage grid, associated 
infrastructure, and solar lighting and creation of a new vehicle access with a 
gate. 
 
Simon Davies made the following statement, as an objector: 
“My name is Simon Davies. I live at Walnut Tree Cottage, which is across the 
road from the application site. 
 
“The majority of residents strongly object to this application, demonstrated by 
the number of objections submitted and the number of residents here today.  
 
“Why is Upend a conservation area? Upend is characterised by a beautiful and 
unchanging street scene of historic buildings, trees, high hedges, green space, 
tranquillity and dark skies. The residents chose to and enjoy living here for all 
of these reasons. 
 
“We do not object to the applicant keeping a horse on their paddock and 
building stables of an appropriate scale, but we do object strongly to this 
proposal. 
 
“The site in question is right in the very heart of the hamlet, surrounded by 
houses, and is effectively the village green. 
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“The proposal is to build a large floodlit arena, with permission to use the 
floodlights for 15 hours per day, between 6am to 9pm, every day. Even with 
low-spill lights you would be approving a huge glowing box of light right in the 
centre of a dark village.  If the lighting is bright enough to safely ride a horse, 
there is no way this is not creating significant light pollution. 
 
“There are no conditions to prevent music playing. We requested a condition 
and were ignored. A muck heap has been sited as close as possible to my 
house, which will smell. We requested relocation and were ignored. This 
proposal is not compliant with Policy ENV9 which requires all development 
proposals to minimise light and noise pollution. This proposal is not compliant 
with Policy ENV 1 which states any permission must protect the Nocturnal 
character of rural areas from light pollution. This proposal is not compliant with 
Policy EMP5 which states the amenity of nearby residential properties must not 
be adversely affected, for example, in relation to floodlighting, changes in levels 
or noise and disturbance. 
 
“The proposal is to build a stable block measuring 14.4m x 9.2m containing 3 
stables, 4 other separate rooms and a wash bay, so 8 areas in total. All of this 
for 1 horse and a companion pony. The stable block is larger than most houses 
in Upend. Both the arena and stable block are similar in size to those found in 
a commercial setting. The stable block and arena are at the top of the sloping 
site, with floodlights on 5m poles. It will be highly visible, prominent location in 
the heart of the village, especially in winter when there are no leaves on the 
trees and a new entrance is created. 
 
“This proposal is not compliant with Policy EMP5 which requires that new 
buildings for horse-related activities including stables should be no larger than 
is essential. This proposal is not compliant with Policy EMP5 all requires the 
development is not sited in a prominent or isolated location away from existing 
buildings. The proposed stable block is larger than essential for a domestic 
setting and sited in a prominent position. 
 
“Finally, this proposal neither preserves or enhances the character and 
appearance of the Upend conservation area and the impact has not been 
adequately assessed by the conservation officer or the planning officer. The 
proposed development harms the character and appearance of Upend. 
Significant Engineering works are planned as large areas of the existing sloping 
site need to be excavated and levelled for the stables and arena. There are no 
details on final levels. Unwanted soil will be used to create a ridge that spans 
the whole paddock, but there is no detail on this. Therefore, the impact on the 
conservation area cannot have been assessed. A 4m section of historic hedge 
will be removed to provide a new steep entrance whose appearance is largely 
undefined. This will have significant impact on the street scene. 
 
“For the reasons just stated we request that this application is refused. 
However, if the Committee will not refuse the application, we urge you to defer 
rather than approve, for the following reasons. The application has not been 
properly assessed in relation to the statutory requirement to preserve and 
enhance the character and appearance of the conservation area. The 
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Conservation officer responded within 13 minutes of the initial consultation and 
in a follow up email stated that listed buildings were his priority. 
 
“Whilst I have sympathy for resourcing levels, this response is not adequate 
and leaves any approval open to a successful legal challenge.  
 
“The application has been subject to 4 sets of amendments, but the cumulative 
effect of significant engineering changes has not been re-considered. As a 
result of highways objecting to the original proposal, the applicants have 
squeezed in a steep 1:6 drive which we do not believe any large vehicle will 
actually use in reality. No detail on final land levels. No details on the spoil heap 
that will span the entire paddock, or the resulting drainage impact. Insufficient 
detail on the proposed entrance design, which could have significant impact on 
the street scene and the character of the conservation area. 
 
“Policy EMP 5 states ‘Particular regard will be had to the cumulative effect of 
proposals’. I would like to thank the Committee for listening and hope that you 
will refuse or at the very least defer.” 
 
Members of the Committee were invited to ask questions. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Simon Davies explained that the hedges did not 
screen the site, as it could be viewed via the entrance and the hedges would 
provide less cover in winter. 
 
In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, Simon Davies stated that he believed that the flood 
lights on the arena would cause light pollution despite the claims that these 
were downward facing. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, Simon Davies stated that the applicants had made 
no effort to speak to the residents about their planning application. 
 
Dr Sarah Burley made the following statement, as the applicant: 
 
“Good afternoon. I'm Sarah, the applicant, and I live opposite the paddock at 
Willow Cottage with my partner Mike.  
 
“I'd like to briefly tell you who we are and why this application matters to us.  
Horses have always been part of my life — alongside a career in neuroscience, 
never as a business or profession. I met my horse Oscar in Scotland and he's 
travelled the country with me ever since — most recently to Cambridge, and 
now hopefully to Upend. He isn't just a hobby. He's been my closest companion 
through years of living and working away from home, and he matters to us 
deeply.  
 
“When Mike and I decided to find a permanent home together, we spent two 
years specifically searching for somewhere Oscar could finally be at home with 
us. We chose Newmarket because it felt like the right place — one of the most 
renowned equine places in the world, where horses have shaped the 
landscape, the economy and the identity of the area for centuries. We found 
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Willow Cottage, with a paddock already in equestrian use directly opposite the 
front door. It felt like exactly what we'd been looking for.  
 
“This application is the final step to properly housing Oscar and his companion 
on our own land, right where we live. So I would like to be clear about what that 
means in practice — and equally clear about what it does not mean. This is 
entirely for private use. No commercial activity, no competitions, no events, no 
amplified noise, no HGV deliveries, no toilet facilities or foul sewage, one horse 
box parked permanently at Willow Cottage, no vehicles parked on site or on the 
grass verges.  
 
“The site has been in continuous equestrian use for many years and sits behind 
an exceptionally high hedgerow that provides a complete year-round screen 
from the road.  
 
“The stable block has three stalls — two for our horses and one isolation stall, 
which is a welfare requirement to manage the risk of infectious disease. 
Connemara ponies require restricted grazing to prevent laminitis — a serious 
and painful condition caused by excess grass — making the arena essential 
both as an exercise space when the ground is too hard or wet to ride on, and 
as a safe turnout area when grass levels need to be managed for their health.  
The new access exists because without it, our vet, farrier and equestrian 
services would have to drive across open grazing land from the existing 
entrance at the far end of the paddock — impractical in wet conditions, and 
unsafe when horses are turned out. It also ensures the site is fully and safely 
accessible for a disabled member of my immediate family. Every element is 
there because it genuinely needs to be — this is confirmed by the British Horse 
Society as meeting the required standards for horse welfare.  
 
“We've engaged specialists at every stage to make sure we get it right, and 
every consultee has supported us or raised no objection. Our lighting scheme 
was designed by equestrian lighting experts and confirmed by your council's 
own ecologist as fully compliant with ILP 2023 guidance — directional, solar 
powered, with zero light spill above the horizontal, protecting both the dark skies 
and any protected species in the boundary trees. Our drainage scheme was 
reviewed in full by the Lead Local Flood Authority, who raised initial concerns 
which we addressed with a full day site visit by a Flood Officer on the 23rd April, 
revised drawings, and a full drainage model — they have formally lifted their 
objection and are fully supportive. The Highways Authority raised a concern 
about the access gradient, which we resolved through technical drawings, and 
they have confirmed full compliance. The Tree Officer, the Conservation Officer 
and the council's ecologist have all either supported the application or raised 
no objection.  
 
“Our biodiversity net gain stands at over 25%, more than double the mandatory 
10% threshold. We are reseeding the paddock with an enhanced grass mix, 
planting a wildflower meadow, planting a new native hedgerow, and installing 
bat boxes, bird boxes and hedgehog habitats. The land will be left in a 
measurably better state for local wildlife than it is today.  
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“Throughout this process we have followed the planning officer's advice from 
our very first pre-application meeting in June 2025. Every concern raised — by 
statutory consultees, by residents and at the Parish Council meeting we 
attended — has been responded to with amendments, additional surveys or 
further evidence. We haven't dismissed concerns, we've addressed them. The 
planning officer has conducted a thorough and detailed assessment and has 
recommended approval. Every statutory consultee is either supportive or has 
no objection. The proposal is fully compliant with Policy EMP5 for equine 
development, and all other relevant planning policies. We genuinely understand 
why some of our neighbours have concerns. We share the same hamlet, the 
same dark skies, and the same appreciation for what makes Upend special. 
This application has never been about changing that character — it's about 
allowing us to care properly for our horses on land we own, which has been in 
equestrian use for many years and will remain so. We respectfully ask the 
committee to follow the planning officer's recommendation.” 
 
Committee Members were invited to ask questions to Sarah Burley. 
 
In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, Sarah Burley explained that she would be using 
the arena for a maximum of 1 hour in the morning and 2 hours in the evening. 
The lights would not be required in the summer. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Sarah Burley stated that construction could start 
immediately, providing that the ground was dry. Pat Burley stated that the 
construction could be completed in 25 days. 
 
In reply to Cllr Bill Hunt, Sarah Burley stated that she had moved to the property 
last year and she had two horses. She considered that the site only had the 
capacity for two horses. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith, Sarah Burley understood that the 
application proposed a change in the area, but it would have little visual impact 
on the neighbours as the arena was lower than the hedge. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Sarah Burley explained that the horse manure would 
be put in a receptacle with enclosed sides and a roof and so the neighbours 
should not be affected by odours and the lights had zero up spill. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, Pat Burley explained that she had spoken to the 
clerk of the Parish Council about the application. Ad hoc conversations had 
been had with the neighbours. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Colbert, Sarah Burley stated that the arena would not 
be used for dressage with accompanying music. It would only be used for 
exercising her horse. 
 
Comments were invited from officers. 
 
The Planning Officers stated that according to the British Horse Standards the 
site was only suitable for two horses. 
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The Committee moved into debate. 
 
Cllr Alan Sharp stated that in his view the development would cause some 
peripheral light pollution. He expressed concerns about the removal of the 
hedge and considered that the gradient of the slope to access the site was too 
steep. He could not support the 15 hours a week of use of the arena, with lights 
and so he proposed that the Committee reject the application as it contravened 
policy EMP 5, due to a negative accumulation on the area and EMP 9 due to 
the light pollution. This proposal did not have a seconder and so it fell. 
 
Cllr Alan Sharp suggested that a condition should be amended to restrict use 
of the lights from 6 pm to 9 pm to 5 pm to 8 pm. This amendment was not 
supported, as it was seen as too inflexible for the applicant and that the noise 
and light resulting from the development would be minimal. 
 
Cllr John Trapp stated that the visual impact of the site was mitigated by the 
hedge, the access slope was on a gradient acceptable for a wheelchair and the 
15 hours of use a week only equated to 2-3 hours a day. He proposed that the 
Committee agree the application, in line with the officer’s recommendations. 
Cllr Bill Hunt stated that he considered the application to be compatible with the 
area and so he seconded this proposal. 
 
Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith stated that the condition allowing 15 hours of use 
a week allowed the applicant a reasonable degree of flexibility.  
 
Cllr John Trapp proposed and Cllr Bill Hunt seconded the recommendations in 
the report. A vote was taken and with 9 votes in favour, 1 against and 0 
abstentions 

 
    it was resolved: 

To approve the application subject to the recommended planning 
conditions set out in Appendix 1, for the following reason(s): 

a. The principle of constructing stables, an outdoor arena 
and associated works in this location is considered to be 
acceptable by virtue of compliance with Policy EMP 5.  

b. The proposals is not considered to result in a detrimental 
impact to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area or wider rural character of Upend. 

c. The proposal is not considered to create detrimental 
impacts to residential amenity.  

d. The proposal is considered to satisfy all other material 
planning considerations. 

12. EXT/00008/26 – Land between Burwell & Balsham 

The Major Projects Officer, Yole Medeiros, presented this report (AB13, 
previously circulated) on the Council’s response to the Development Consult 
Order relating to Kingways Solar Farm. 
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In reply to Cllr Keith Horgan, the Major Projects Officer explained that if the 
Planning Inspector agreed with the Council’s submission, the application may 
have to be resubmitted or the application could be rejected. The Strategic 
Planning and Development Management Manager reported that this was 
unlikely but it was important for the Council to register its opposition to the 
application early in the process. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, the Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager explained that the Planning Inspectorate was 
responsible for the timescales, but if these allowed, the matter would come back 
to the Committee.  Members and the three relevant parish clerks would be kept 
updated on this matter. 
 
Cllr Bill Hunt proposed and Cllr Keith Horgan seconded the recommendations 
in the report. A vote was taken and it was unanimously agreed 
 

    to resolve to: 
 

a. Approve ECDC’s draft response (Appendix 1), stating that the 
Applicants to the Development Consent Order, Kingsway 
Solar Farm Limited, have complied with Sections 42 and 48, 
however have not complied with Section 47 of the Planning 
Act 2008, for the reasons set out in the proforma;  

b. Delegate authority to the Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager to carry out minor amendments to the 
response post-committee decision if required; and 

c. Delegate authority to the Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager to submit the response on behalf of 
ECDC. 

 

13. Planning Performance Report April 2026 

This item was deferred until the next meeting. 
 

 
 

The meeting concluded at 7:41 pm. 

Chair……………………………………… 

Date…………………………………………… 
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Minutes of a Meeting of the Planning Committee  
Held at The Grange, Nutholt Lane, Ely, CB7 4EE at 2:00pm on 
Wednesday 10 June 2026 
Present: 
Cllr Chika Akinwale 
Cllr Christine Colbert  
Cllr Lavinia Edwards 
Cllr Martin Goodearl (Vice-Chair) 
Cllr Julia Huffer 
Cllr Bill Hunt (Chair)  
Cllr Alan Sharp 
Cllr Ross Trent 
Cllr John Trapp 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott 

Officers: 
Patrick Adams – Senior Democratic Services Officer 
Kevin Breslin – Locum Planning Lawyer 
Sophie Brown – Planning Team Leader 
Rachel Gordon – Planning Team Leader 
Daisy Hill – Senior Planning Officer 
Shayleen Kirkland – Locum Planning Lawyer 
Catherine Looper – Major Projects Planning Officer 
David Morren – Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager 
James Stringer – Highways Agency 
Gavin Taylor – Major Projects Officer  

In attendance: 
ECDC Comms 
Maria Socea – Bottisham Parish Councillor 
Members of the public 
 

14. Apologies and substitutions 

Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Christine Ambrose Smith, Cllr 
Mark Goldsack, Cllr James Lay and Cllr Christine Whelan. Cllr Chika Akinwale 
substituted for Cllr Whelan, Cllr Julia Huffer substituted for Cllr Ambrose Smith 
and Cllr Lucius Vellacott substituted for Cllr Goldsack. 
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15. Declarations of interest 

None. 
 

16. Chair’s announcements 

The Chair explained that agenda item 7, Planning Performance Report – April 
2026, had been deferred from the previous meeting on 3 June 2026. 
 

17. 25/01206/RMM – Land at High Flyer Farm, Ely 

Catherine Looper, Major Projects Planning Officer, presented a report (AB14, 
previously circulated) which recommended approval for a reserved matters 
application for layout, scale, appearance, access and landscaping for 536 
dwellings (Phase 3) following outline planning permission 11/01077/EDO. 

 
Tom Gillum-Webb made a statement, as an objector. He explained that he lived 
on Redman Close, which was close to the proposed development. Protected 
trees were on his property and when an extension to his home was built, he 
was prohibited from putting any building materials within 10 metres of the tree. 
However, he stated that the application proposed paving and tarmacking over 
the root protected area and he was concerned that this would damage his trees. 
He stated that pedestrians and cyclists currently used the track to the High Flyer 
Farm and he was concerned that increasing vehicles on this track would be a 
health and safety risk. 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to Tom Gillum-Webb. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Tom Gillum-Webb stated that he would be surprised 
if his were the only trees affected by the development. He explained that 
tractors and Heavy Goods Vehicles currently used the private road to High Flyer 
Farm and he was concerned about cyclists and pedestrians using this route. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Colbert, Tom Gillum-Webb explained that his property 
was located half-way between the entrance to the private High Flyer Road and 
the old RAF base. 
 
David Bainbridge made a statement on behalf of the applicant. He expressed 
his gratitude to officers for their assistance during the application process and 
for their detailed report. He stated that the outline application had been drawn 
up 11 years ago. The three house builders had 17 years’ experience and a five 
star rating on house building. The development would include fully equipped 
play areas and made good use of open space. It would deliver much needed 
housing to the area. The 20 planning conditions had been agreed with officers 
and would be adhered to. An extensive pre-application meeting had been held 
with the City of Ely Council. The access route to the cottages by High Flyer 
Farm would remain. An aboral impact assessment had been carried out to 
ensure that protected trees would not be harmed. He thanked officers and 
hoped that the Committee would agree the application.  
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Councillors were invited to ask questions to David Bainbridge. 
 
In reply to Cllr Chika Akinwale, David Bainbridge stated that the three play 
areas were larger than the minimum requirements. They would be wheelchair 
accessible and include items of inclusive play. In reply to Cllr Akinwale’s 
question regarding the provision of wet rooms, he explained that 23% of the 
properties would meet the criteria within the Habitineg Lifetime Homes 
Standard, regarding the need for adaptable homes. 
 
In reply to Cllr Chika Akinwale, David Bainbridge explained that providing 1 
visitor space per 5.3 dwellings, whilst not ideal, satisfied policy COM8. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, David Bainbridge believed that the loss of 
watercourse habitat could be minimised. In addition, whilst the Biodiversity Net 
Gain target was not mandatory, the decision had been taken to meet the target 
as if it was mandatory.  
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, David Bainbridge stated that no alternative access 
route to the site would be provided, the existing route to the farm would be used. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, David Bainbridge explained that discussions with 
the County Council were still ongoing regarding the provision of a primary 
school, which would be required when the 536 homes were occupied. 
 
In reply to Cllr Christine Colbert, David Bainbridge confirmed that the tree on 
the existing private road would not be disturbed. 
 
The Chair invited comments from officers. 
 
Kevin Drane, Trees Officer, stated that the roots of the tree on Redman Close 
only reached the edge of the construction area, as existing structures had 
restricted their growth. This meant that development was seen as acceptable. 
 
James Stringer, Highways Authority, stated that the track providing vehicular 
access to the existing cottage would remain. 

 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to the officers. 
 
David Morren, Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager, 
stated that whilst more shops were required, these would be located outside 
the site boundary and so were not part of this application. 
 
The Committee moved into debate. 
 
Cllr Julia Huffer stated that she was impressed with the application and its use 
of open space. She proposed that the Committee approve the application. Cllr 
Christine Colbert agreed, stating that she approved of the sensory provision in 
the play area. She seconded the proposal to approve the application. 
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Cllr John Trapp suggested that the play areas should be more centrally 
located and he expressed concern regarding pedestrians, cyclists and 
vehicles all using the same access road. 
 
Cllr Bill Hunt estimated that the track to High Flyer farm had been there for the 
last 200 years and was part of the area’s history. He felt reassured by the 
report from the Trees Officer. He had every confidence that the Planning 
Department would ensure that the conditions were met. 
 
Cllr Alan Sharp hoped that officers would prevent any damage to protected 
trees and make every effort to ensure that a primary school was built in good 
time. He supported the application. 

 
Cllr Julia Huffer proposed and Cllr Christine Colbert seconded the 
recommendation in the report with the updated plans condition. A vote was 
taken and with 9 votes in favour, 0 against and 1 abstention, it was agreed to 
 

resolve to: 
 

approve the application, subject to the conditions set out in 
Appendix 1. 

 

18. 25/01348/FUM – Bens Yard, Soham Road, Stuntney 

Rachel Gordon, Planning Team Leader, presented a report (AB15, previously 
circulated) on an application for a change of use to allow retail of goods, sale 
of food, hot drinks and other services and the resurfacing of an overflow car 
park. She explained that in Condition 6, E(c)(iii) the words needed to be 
amended from “Monday to Saturday” to “Daily”. 
 
Alistair Morbey made the following statement on behalf of the applicant. 
 
“My family are local, multi-generational farmers who have managed the 1,500-
acre Stuntney Estate for many years. Traditionally, the estate has produced a 
wide range of crops, including potatoes, wheat, oilseed rape and sugar beet. 
 
“However, like many farming businesses, we recognised that agriculture alone 
could no longer provide sufficient financial security for the long-term future of 
the estate. We therefore looked to diversify and create a sustainable new 
source of income that would support both the estate and the wider local 
economy. 
 
“Ben’s Yard was born from that vision. From the outset, our aim has been to 
create a vibrant, retail-led mixed-use village that offers quality, choice and 
convenience, while complementing rather than competing with nearby town 
centres. We have always sought to provide a distinct visitor experience that 
attracts people to the area and supports the wider district. 
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“The development was entirely funded by our family, and since opening in June 
2023 we have continued to own and actively manage the site, ensuring high 
standards are maintained and that Ben’s Yard remains a destination we can all 
be proud of. 
 
“As with many new enterprises, the first few years have provided valuable 
lessons. While Ben’s Yard has attracted many successful businesses, we have 
also experienced challenges, particularly with smaller start-up tenants. Several 
businesses have unfortunately been unable to survive beyond their first few 
years, resulting in vacant units, financial losses and reduced confidence among 
both visitors and prospective occupiers. 
 
“We remain fully committed to Ben’s Yard and to its role as an important 
employment hub, providing jobs and opportunities for local people. We continue 
to invest heavily in marketing, events and activities that drive footfall and 
support our tenants. 
 
“However, experience has shown that some of the restrictions attached to the 
original planning permission have limited our ability to respond quickly to 
changing market conditions. On several occasions, we have had to turn away 
high-quality businesses that would have strengthened the offer at Ben’s Yard 
and brought further investment into East Cambridgeshire. 
 
“For the past year, we have worked closely and constructively with your 
planning officers to identify the changes needed to secure the long-term 
success of the development. 
 
“Importantly, we are not proposing any significant physical expansion of Ben’s 
Yard. The appearance and scale of the development will remain largely 
unchanged. 
 
“What we are seeking is greater flexibility to: 

• respond more effectively to changing market demands; 
• attract larger, high-quality retailers and businesses that can strengthen the 

overall offer; and 
• make more efficient use of existing floorspace through the introduction of 

mezzanine levels where appropriate. 
 
“These changes will help ensure that Ben’s Yard remains vibrant, occupied and 
economically sustainable, protecting local jobs, encouraging further investment 
and securing the future of this important rural diversification project. 
 
“Finally, I would like to thank the planning officers for the considerable time and 
attention they have given to this application. Their assessment has been 
thorough and constructive, and we are grateful for their support. 
 
“We respectfully ask that you support this proposal. Approval will allow us to 
move forward immediately with prospective tenants, reduce vacancy levels and 
continue building a successful destination that benefits our existing businesses, 
local residents and the wider district.” 
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Councillors were invited to ask questions to Alistair Morbey. 
 
In reply to Cllr Chika Akinwale, Alistair Morbey stated that car park marshals 
would be appointed when there were special events, otherwise car parking 
would be managed through the existing car park provision. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Alistair Morbey explained that the site had employed 
50 people since 2023 but did have a peak of 100 employees and they wanted 
to maximise employment. He added that there were very few near neighbours 
to the site and the estate owned the farmhouse. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Alistair Morbey confirmed that the landscaping 
would be completed, as agreed in the original plan. 
 
Members of the Committee were invited to ask questions to officers. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, James Stringer, Highways Authority, stated that cars 
queuing on private land was not a Highways issue. He recognised that the road 
between Ely and Soham was a busy one, accommodating 19,000 cars a day, 
and this meant delays for vehicles entering and exiting the site. However, the 
installation of a roundabout or signalling was not practical and the Highways 
Agency had assessed the risk as acceptable. Cllr Colbert suggested that a safe 
area between the lanes was required. In reply to Cllr Julia Huffer, James 
Stringer confirmed that the area was not an accident hotspot, with only one 
incident since 2023. 
 
In reply to concerns about parking, David Morren, Strategic Planning and 
Development Management Manager, stated that a Travel Plan was one of the 
conditions, to ensure a safe flow of traffic on the highway. 
 
The Committee moved into debate. 
 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott stated that the conditions were sufficient to ensure safe 
travel to and from the site. He asserted that it was important to support 
employment in the area and proposed that the Committee approved the 
application. Cllr Julia Huffer agreed, stating that the retail industry was in 
particular need of support. She seconded the application. 
 
Cllr John Trapp, expressed his support for the application, as the site was 
located away from residential areas. 
 
Cllr Bill Hunt stated that he would vote for the application. The site was sensibly 
located away from neighbours and the local district and county councillors had 
raised no objections to the application. 
 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott proposed and Cllr Julia Huffer seconded that the 
application be approved, as recommended by the officer. A vote was taken and 
the Committee unanimously agreed 
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  to resolve  
 

to approve the application, subject to the conditions set out in 
Appendix 1 with the amendment of “Monday to Saturday” to 
“Daily” in paragraph E(c)(iii) in Condition 6. 

 
 
 
19. 25/01350/FUL – 56 High Street, Bottisham 

Daisy Hill, Senior Planning Officer, presented this report (AB16, previously 
circulated), which recommended that the Committee approve the application 
for the regularisation of the development, with the change of units 1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11 and 12 to Class E with accompanying ancillary storage area and 
associated works. 
 
Objector, Patricia Dalrymple made the following statement: 
 
“We do welcome the redevelopment of this site and the amenities it provides 
the village. We appreciate all the work that has gone into preparing the various 
reports, however little regard seems to have been paid to the internal anti-social 
noise created by the Barn Gym. Throughout the forty plus years we have lived 
next door to this site we have never had reason to complain about noise. We 
are now subject to the sound of loud music, bleeping machines, thumping 
treadmill and instructors shouting – occurring as early as 6am and as late as 
9pm. Unfortunately, our repeated requests to discuss this with the tenant have 
been ignored. We request that the Committee consider conditioning the 
requirement for additional adequate interior soundproofing and an agreed 
limited music volume.  We welcome the proposed reduced opening hours but 
feel the unlimited 7-day opening does not in fact safeguard our residential 
amenity but actually compromises our right to respect for private and family life. 
A return to the former weekend hours would at least provide us with some 
respite. 
 
“Because of its proximity to our house, the ADZ Takeaway has severely 
impacted us with regard to the cooking smells emitting from the recently 
installed chimney. We fully support the recommendations that this unit be 
treated individually and would hope the regulations regarding opening hours, 
cooking smells and noise will be vigorously enforced. 
 
“Any conditions applied to the whole of the site will require enforcement, which, 
given the Applicants proven history of ignoring Planning regulations gives us 
cause for concern.” 
 
Objector Nick Jerman made a statement to the Committee. He stated that he 
was not opposed to the businesses on the site, but he was concerned about 
the impact on the neighbourhood, though he welcomed the conditions in the 
report. He reported that historically, services on the site had not operated on a 
Sunday. He explained that he could hear the gym operating whilst the doors 
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were shut and he argued that there should be an additional condition to reduce 
the level of noise. He asserted that no vehicles should be reversing on or off 
the site. He suggested that the containers were too close to the site boundary 
and they should be moved back. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Nick Jerman explained that it was the loud 
music from inside the gym that was bothering residents, not external music. In 
reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, he agreed that internal insulation would help but no 
insulation was put in the roof of the building when the chimney was installed 
and it was single glazed. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Gemma Jerman stated that she was concerned that 
conditions would not be complied with and if necessary the applicant would 
simply apply for retrospective planning permission. 
 
Ian Coward made the following statement, on behalf of the applicant: 
 
“I am the agent and we welcome the recommendation to approve. We accept 
that this is a retrospective proposal. The owner was of the view that the site fell 
under the garage use which was primary light industrial and so that would have 
been class E. The history is more complicated than that and so this application 
is before you to regularise.  
 
“As advised, it does not include the vets in units 2-5 and seeks permission for 
class E across the remainder. The businesses are now getting established and 
in addition to the vets there is a café, gym, bathroom/flooring shop and barbers. 
They are in the heart of the village and provide local services that were not 
previously there. They bring money into the village, provide employment and 
serve the local population. It is all small businesses and always will be; it is also 
sustainable as it has reduced commuting. The storage containers at the rear of 
the site are ancillary to the units on site. The uses replace the garage, post a 
period of vacancy; this was partly controlled and partly not and we are not aware 
of any opening hours. The site needed a new use, and this is the optimum 
response.” 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to Ian Coward. 
 
In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, Ian Coward stated that any external noise 
should be measured and if necessary mitigated. He noted that the new National 
Planning Policy would weigh against retrospective planning permission.  
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Ian Coward explained that the planning history of 
the site was complicated. It was a garage with consent for retail and there was 
a credible argument that further planning permission was not required. He 
was unsure who was using the containers on the site. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, Ian Coward agreed that as the freeholder, the 
applicant was able to add additional sound proofing to the buildings being 
used by the tenant.  
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In reply to Cllr Bill Hunt, Ian Coward reported that he was not aware of any 
attempt to mitigate between the neighbours and the tenants in order to 
address concerns. 
 
Parish Councillor Maria Socea spoke to the Committee, as a representative of 
Bottisham Parish Council.  
 
“I am aware that the planning application is recommended to be approved and 
I respect that, but I need to represent the parish council’s continuing concerns 
and those of the neighbours. Let me be clear upfront, Bottisham Parish Council 
does not oppose these businesses. They have all become valued parts of 
village life and we recognise and appreciate their contribution. The tenant 
businesses have acted in good faith, occupying units made available to them, 
likely unaware of complex planning histories. At the same time, our 
responsibility as the Parish Council is to protect neighbourhood wellbeing. 
That's why we need individual assessments of each business and an 
assessment of cumulative impacts. They also operate together on one site. The 
cumulative impact affects residential tranquillity in ways a single business 
wouldn't. That's why blanket Class E is inadequate. It removes the ability to 
assess what combination of businesses operates and their combined impact 
on neighbours. We're requesting individual assessment with specific 
permissions - like the veterinary practice received - to protect both business 
and neighbourhood wellbeing.  
 
“With regards to the storage containers, paragraph 142 of the officer report 
states: ‘robust evidence has been received demonstrating that the storage 
containers are actively advertised in the local village magazine for independent 
hire’. The officer admits having robust evidence these containers are 
commercially let. Then paragraph 143 states: ‘the Local Planning Authority 
must determine the application as it stands on the submitted information—
which details the storage containers as ancillary storage’. Let me translate: ‘We 
know the application description is wrong, but we're approving it anyway and 
will deal with reality through enforcement later.’ This is backwards. Condition 
12 prohibits subletting to third parties. If they're already advertised commercially 
- which the officer confirms evidence of - an immediate breach of this condition 
is created. I formally request deferral until the applicant confirms in writing 
whether these containers are ancillary to on-site businesses only or available 
for commercial letting, with supporting evidence. Don't approve a description 
that you know is questionable.  
 
“With regards to Class E, this means businesses can change without 
permission. A gym can become a nursery. Lexi’s Café can become an office or 
medical centre, with no permission needed. That's how the law works. 
Condition 7 restricts to "Class E only" - but Class E includes shops, cafés, gyms, 
nurseries, offices, medical centres. That's not a restriction. You cannot write 
one set of conditions that works for all these uses. They have opposite needs 
with different operating times to ensure that they are viable. We know that last 
year the veterinary practice was granted specific Class E permission only. The 
officer report calls that approach ‘robust.’ Why are we taking a different 
approach for the rest of the site? Your own Environmental Health Officer has 
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stated that Class E is far more encompassing, and he was concerned about the 
residential amenity. That's why detailed conditions are needed, but again, they 
are not going to allow businesses to operate, as the business needs. Each 
business needs to be assessed individually. 
 
“With regards to biodiversity, the officer is right that Section 73A retrospective 
applications are exempt from the mandatory BNG (Biodiversity Net Gain) pre-
commencement condition. I accept that legal position, but the Environment Act 
says that if the site is cleared after February 2024 the baseline is its pre-
clearance state. This site was cleared in 2025 and 2026 - allotments, 
vegetation, mature hedgerows removed, replaced with hardstanding and 
containers, well after BNG became law. Under anti-avoidance rules, the 
biodiversity loss should still be compensated through Section 106 agreements, 
Local Plan Policy ENV7, or post-commencement enhancement conditions. The 
officer report uses none of these powers. It simply states 'retrospective, 
therefore exempt' and ignores actual environmental loss. The Council has 
power to require compensation.  
 
“What we are requesting is Class E subcategory restrictions per unit to mirror 
the veterinary practice control and prevent unassessed use changes. There 
should be a quarterly monitoring of what is happening on site and an 
enforcement commitment within 30 days, with actions with written timelines. 
Furthermore, there should be an annual review in 12 months. Paragraph 142 
should trouble you, as it admits robust evidence of misrepresentation, then 
recommends approval of that misrepresentation anyway. We want these 
businesses to succeed, as they've all become valued parts of village life. But 
we need planning control that protects both business vitality and resident 
wellbeing. We request refusal or deferral for accurate information. If you 
approve, impose the additional protections I've requested. Bottisham deserves 
planning control, not damage limitation. Thank you.” 
 
Councillors were invited to ask questions to Maria Socea. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, Maria Socea stated that the different tenants 
required different conditions, she suggested that later opening hours could put 
the gym out of business, whilst other tenants did not need sound insulation. 
 
The Senior Democratic Services read out the following statement from Cllr 
Charlotte Cane, local ward member: 
 
“The Old Garage Site in Bottisham housed some small businesses that 
operated within the normal day, produced little noise (the main noise, which 
was infrequent testing of petrol motors after repair, came from the garden 
machinery repair shop at the end which became Units 11 and 12); the others 
were a garage, and some very light industrial or R&D businesses. Ranks Petrol 
Station is now Unit 1 and it was open from 8am to 5pm Monday to Friday and 
8am to 1pm Saturday. It was closed on Sunday and Bank Holidays. It is 
estimated that it ceased trading about 30 years ago.  
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“It is good to see the site being used to provide local facilities and employment. 
However, this must not be at the loss of residential amenity to the many 
neighbours. So, I welcome the proposed conditions to restrict the hours, noise, 
smells and traffic movements of the units so that they don’t add significantly 
more disturbance to the residents next to and close to the site than was 
previously acceptable.  
 
“I also welcome the restrictions on the positioning, height and use of the storage 
containers. I welcome the clarity that they would need to seek Planning 
Permission should they wish to change this. I also welcome the clarity that this 
permission, if granted, would not cover the existing Takeaway business and 
that will follow its own enforcement/planning process if it wishes to remain on 
the site.  
 
“I am concerned about the impact on the Highway, especially from deliveries 
using large lorries. I therefore welcome the conditions covering parking spaces 
and the need to keep them free from any other use in perpetuity.  
 
“Allowing a blanket Class E use across the site provides flexibility for the site, 
but does carry risk for residential amenity, so I welcome the removal of 
permitted development rights, so that any significant proposed changes would 
need prior consent.  
 
“I think the recommendation, with the proposed conditions is a balanced 
approach to allowing the businesses to thrive and maintaining residential 
amenity. I think all the proposed conditions are critical to maintaining this 
balance.” 
 
Officers were invited to comment. 
 
David Morren, Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager, 
explained that there was a need to be flexible when agreeing conditions. 
Historically, businesses had not operated on Sunday, but it made sense to allow 
organisations the flexibility to be open for business all week. Any noise 
conditions would have to apply to all businesses on the site. He suggested that 
delegated authority could be given to him to liaise with Environmental Health 
and word an additional condition on noise nuisance. Condition 9 stated that 
cars must be allowed to enter and exit the site in forward gear. It was not 
possible to agree a condition that prohibited vehicles from reversing into the 
street. Enforcement action could be taken if containers were being used in a 
way that contravened existing agreements. 
 
Daisy Hill, Senior Planning Officer, explained that any complaints about odours 
would have to be investigated. It could be challenging to add a ventilation 
system to one of the units. David Morren, Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager assured the Committee that action would be taken if it 
was found that conditions had been breached. If a chimney flue needed to be 
installed at the restaurant, that would require an additional planning application.  
 
Members were invited to ask questions to the officers. 
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In reply to Cllr Lucius Vellacott, David Morren, Strategic Planning and 
Development Management Manager, explained that he would need to speak to 
an Environmental Health Officer to determine whether noise control was 
necessary and how noise could be mitigated. 
 
In reply to Cllr Alan Sharp, David Morren, Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager, stated that the gym could submit a Section 73 notice to 
alter their opening hours if they wished to open earlier than the time of 8:30 am 
set in the conditions to this application.  
 
In reply to Cllr Martin Goodearl, James Stringer, Highways Authority, explained 
that the level of traffic on this site was insufficient to justify the need to designate 
separate areas for pedestrians. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, the Strategic Planning and Development 
Management Manager stated that no additional external lighting was included 
in the application. The Committee could delegate the wording of a condition on 
noise control to him. There should be a reasonable degree of separation 
between the containers and the edge of the site. The application was technically 
exempt from Biodiversity Net Gain regulations and comments were still awaited 
from the ecologist. 
 
In reply to Cllr John Trapp, James Stringer, Highways Authority, stated that the 
largest vehicle visiting the site was likely to be a rigid lorry. There was a 
condition to ensure that vehicles could drive in and out of the site in forward 
gear. It was not possible to add a condition that would regulate driving 
behaviour. 
 
The Committee moved into debate. 

 
Cllr Bill Hunt stated that in his experience, all villages needed more facilities 
and residents lamented the closing of shops and facilities. He proposed that the 
Committee agree to approve the application with a condition to delegate 
authority to the Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager to 
limit the noise emitting from all the units, with advice from Environmental 
Services. Following a brief discussion it was agreed to include an amendment 
to Condition 10 to make it clear that the requirement applied to all parking and 
turning areas in the plan.  Cllr Lucius Vellacott seconded this proposal. 
 
Cllr Lucius Vellacott stated that this was an acceptable application, with 
sensible conditions to mitigate residents’ concerns. He recommended that the 
Committee approve the application. 
 
Cllr Julia Huffer supported a condition that would keep noise to acceptable 
levels. Cllr Alan Sharp agreed and hoped that efforts could be made to ensure 
that storage units were being used appropriately. 
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Cllr John Trapp supported the proposed blanket conditions for the site that all 
present and future tenants would have to abide by. The conditions needed to 
be monitored to protect the neighbours of the site. 
 
Cllr Bill Hunt proposed and Cllr Lucius Vellacott seconded that the application 
be agreed, as recommended by the officer with the agreed amendments to the 
conditions. A vote was taken and with 9 votes in favour, 0 votes against and 1 
abstention, the Committee  

 
resolved: 

 
To approve the application, subject to the conditions set out in 
Appendix 1, with the following amendments: 

1) The first sentence in Condition 10 to be amended to “All 
parking and turning areas shown on the approved plan 
‘S3717/012A Proposed Site Layout Rev A received 22 
April 2026’ shall be kept clear of obstructions and shall at 
no time be used for external customers seating, tables, 
outdoor displays, sales, or any other commercial or 
business activities.” 

2) To further delegate power to the Strategic Planning and 
Development Management Manager permitting liaison 
with the Environmental Health Officer in adding an 
additional condition directed at controlling the levels of 
noise emitting from all the units. 

20. Planning Performance Report – April 2026 

David Morren, Strategic Planning and Development Management Manager, 
presented a report summarising the performance of the Planning Department 
in April 2026.  
 
The Committee agreed  
 

    to resolve to note the report. 
 

 
 
 

 

The meeting concluded at 5:08 pm. 

Chair……………………………………… 

Date…………………………………………… 
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AGENDA ITEM 5 
 

 

25/01073/FUM 
 

Phase 6 Millstone Park 

Newmarket Road 

Burwell 

CB25 0BA 

 

 

Residential development of land at Millstone Park, Burwel (Phase 6) to provide 
60 dwellings with associated landscaping, access, drainage and related 

infrastructure. 
 

To view all of the public access documents relating to this application please use the 
following web address or scan the QR code: 

 
https://pa.eastcambs.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal 
=T3GN96GGJ8X00 
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AGENDA ITEM 5 
 

TITLE:  25/01073/FUM 
 
Committee:  Planning Committee 
 
Date:   5th August 2026 
 
Author: Planning Team Leader 
 
Report No: AB52 
 
Contact Officer:  Sophie Browne, Planning Team Leader 

sophie.browne@eastcambs.gov.uk  
01353 616483 
Room No 011 The Grange Ely 
 

Site Address: Phase 6 Millstone Park Newmarket Road Burwell CB25 0BA  
 
Proposal:  Residential development of land at Millstone Park, Burwell (Phase 6) to 

provide 60 dwellings with associated landscaping, access, drainage and 
related infrastructure 

 
Applicant: This Land Development Limited 
 
Parish: Burwell 
 
Ward: Burwell 
Ward Councillor/s:   David Brown 

 Lavinia Edwards 
 

Date Received: 21 October 2025 
 
Expiry Date: 20 January 2026 
Extension of Time Expiry Date:  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. Members are recommended to grant delegated authority to the Strategic Planning Policy 

and Development Management Manager to finalise the terms and completion of the s106 
legal agreement securing affordable housing, biodiversity net gain, public open space 
provision and maintenance, sustainable drainage delivery and maintenance, waste and 
recycling, and monitoring and legal costs,  and then APPROVE the application subject to 
the conditions set out in Appendix 1, or, in the event that the applicant does not agree to 
any necessary extensions to the statutory determination period to enable the completion of 
the legal agreement, to REFUSE the application on the grounds that the necessary legal 
agreement has not been entered into. 
 

2. The application is being heard by committee because it triggers the Councils Constitution 
in respect of being a full application for over fifty dwellings. 
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SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 

 
3. The majority of the application site lies within the Policy BUR1 housing allocation.  It is 

noted that, whilst this application is a stand-alone proposal separate to the previously 
approved phased development for the remainder of the BUR1 site (covered by outline 
permission15/01175/OUM), it is nevertheless referred to as Phase 6. 
 

4. The proposal is for the construction of sixty dwellinghouses with associated infrastructure.  
The proposed development would comprise a mixture of detached and semi-detached 
dwellinghouses with a small number of flatted maisonettes within the affordable housing 
element.  Access would be taken from the existing spine road that bisects the wider site on 
a north-south axis and lies along the western site boundary, with a secondary vehicular 
connection through the northern site boundary to a road permitted under the Phase 3 
reserved matters application.  The scheme would include open space with natural play 
equipment along the eastern site boundary and the housing would be separated from the 
permitted sports fields to the south by a tree-lined road. 

5. The full planning application, plans and documents submitted by the Applicant can be 
viewed online via East Cambridgeshire District Council’s Public Access online service, via 
the following link Simple Search. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 

6. Application site 

 
15/01175/OUM - Redevelopment of land at Newmarket Road, Burwell to provide up to 350 
dwellings (including affordable housing provision) with associated open space, sports 
provision, access and infrastructure.  Permitted 31.10.2019 
 

7. Across the wider BUR1 site 
 
20/01755/RMM - Reserved matters for internal access, layout, scale, appearance and 
landscaping for the provision of an internal spine road, landscaping and associated 
drainage and related infrastructure of previously approved 15/01175/OUM to provide up to 
350 dwellings (including affordable housing provision) with associated open space, sports 
provision, access and infrastructure.  Permitted 13.7.2021 
 
21/01508/RMM - Reserved matters infrastructure application (Phase 2) for internal access, 
layout, scale, appearance and landscaping for the provision of an internal spine road, 
landscaping and associated drainage and related infrastructure pursuant to approved 
application 15/01175/OUM for Redevelopment of land at Newmarket Road, Burwell to 
provide up to 350 dwellings (including affordable housing provision) with associated open 
space, sports provision, access and infrastructure.  Permitted 13.5.2022 
21/01771/FUL - Provision of a shared cycleway/footway west onto Ness Road, landscape, 
drainage, and associated infrastructure of previously approved 15/01175/OUM.  Permitted 
2.11.2022 
 
22/00420/RMM - Reserved matters comprising layout, scale, appearance and landscaping 
for 138 dwellings, internal roads, parking, open space, landscaping, associated drainage 

Page 54



Agenda Item 5 – Page 3 

and ancillary infrastructure for Phase 1 (Housing) pursuant to outline planning permission 
15/01175/OUM (as varied by 15/01175/NMAA and 15/01175/NMAB).  Permitted 
10.11.2023 
 
22/00479/RMM - Reserved matters for Layout, Scale, Appearance and Landscaping for 
Phase 2A for 133 dwellings, parking, internal roads, open space, landscaping, sustainable 
urban drainage and ancillary infrastructure pursuant to 15/01175/OUM (as varied by 
15/01175/NMAA and 15/01175/NMAB).  Permitted 10.11.2023 
 

24/00925/RMM - Reserved matters application of the approval of layout, scale, 
appearance and landscaping (Phase 4) in relation to the internal road layout and plot sub 
division of 18 development plots within a self-build zone, together with associated  
landscaping, drainage and ancillary infrastructure (including a substation), pursuant to 
15/01175/OUM to provide up to 350 dwellings (including affordable housing provision) with 
associated open space, sports provision, access and infrastructure (as varied by 
15/01175/NMAA and 15/01175/NMAB).  Permitted 15.5.2025 
 
24/00924/RMM - Reserved matters application of the approval of layout, scale, 
appearance and landscaping (Phase 3) comprising full details of the 61 dwellings including 
internal roads, parking, open space, landscaping, sustainable urban drainage and ancillary 
infrastructure pursuant to 15/01175/OUM to provide up to 350 dwellings (including 
affordable housing provision) with associated open space, sports provision, access and 
infrastructure (as varied by 15/01175/NMAA and 15/01175/NMAB).  Permitted 5.6.2025 
 
THE SITE AND ITS ENVIRONMENT 
 

8. The application site comprises approximately 2.6ha (6.4 acres), excluding access, located 
almost entirely within the Policy BUR1 housing allocation with a small area along the 
eastern edge of the site lying outside the allocation.  It is roughly rectangular in shape, 
bounded to the west by the spine road constructed to serve the housing already consented 
on the wider allocated site under permission 15/01175/OUM (as associated reserved 
matters applications), to the north by Phase 3 of the approved scheme, and to the south 
by the sports fields and associated infrastructure (‘the sports hub’) permitted as part of 
15/01175/OUM.  Open countryside lies to the east. 

9. The allocated BUR1 site is within the defined development envelope of Burwell.  There is 
belowground gas infrastructure within the easternmost part of the site.  The site is within 
an identified impact risk zone for Devil’s Dyke Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC). 
 
RESPONSES FROM CONSULTEES 
 

10. Responses were received from the following consultees.  These are summarised below 
and addressed in greater detail in the relevant section of the report where necessary.  The 
full responses are available on the Council's web site.  
 
Local Highways Authority (LHA) – 27 January 2026 
Following the submission of amended details, the LHA raises no objection subject to 
conditions. 
 
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) – 21 January 2026 
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Following an initial request for additional information, the LLFA confirms that it has no 
objection to the proposal subject to conditions and informatives. 
 
Cadent Gas Ltd - 31 October 2025 
Identifies high pressure pipelines in the area with associated easements and building 
proximity distances in place to safeguard this infrastructure.  No objection is raised subject 
to the inclusion of an informative in relation to this. 
 
Parish - 12 November 2025 
Objection raised on the following grounds: 
 
Proposal exceeds the 350 dwellings allocated under Policy BUR1.  
Concerns about NHS infrastructure to meet the needs of an increased number of 
residents. 
Concerns regarding impacts to road infrastructure, including congestion and safety 
concerns, particularly in relation to the junctions with Isaacson Road.  
Over development and reduction of space within the development.  
 
14 November 2025 
Follow-up comment requesting the application is heard by the Planning Committee. 
 
11 December 2025 
No further comment in response to re-consultation, previous objection maintained. 
 
Ward Councillors  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Anglian Water Services Ltd – 21 November 2025 
No objection. 
 
Enforcement Section  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Cambridgeshire Archaeology - 6 November 2025 
No objection. 
 
Cambs Wildlife Trust  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Cambridgeshire County Council Education  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Environment Agency  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Environmental Health Officer (domestic) - 27 October 2025 
No objection subject to conditions. 
 
Environmental Health Officer (scientific) – 14 November 2025 
No objection subject to condition. 
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Strategic Planning  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Cambridgeshire Fire And Rescue Service – 27 November 2025 
No objection subject to condition. 
 
CCC Growth & Development  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
County Highways Transport Team - 30 October 2025 
No objection subject to conditions. 
 
Housing Section 
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
The Ely Group Of Internal Drainage Board - 27 October 2025 
No objection. 
 
Minerals And Waste Development Control Team 
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
National Grid - Electricity  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Ambulance Service - 3 November 2025 
No objection.  Request made for financial contributions to offset increased local demand 
arising from the development and provision of defibrillators.   
 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough ICS (NHS England) - 23 October 2025 
No objection.  Acknowledges that the development is not of a size and nature that would 
attract a specific S106 planning obligation in relation to healthcare, request made for 
financial contribution via CIL funding. 
 
Parks And Open Space  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
Designing Out Crime Officer - 5 November 2025 
No objection subject to conditions. 
 
 
Community & Leisure Services – 19 March 2026 
‘No comment’ response. 
 
Head Of Strategic Planning  
No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
ECDC Trees Team – 1 December 2025 and 28 April 2026 
No objection.  Amendments and clarification required to some elements of the proposed 
planting scheme but this could be addressed by condition as there are no other tree 
related objections. 
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UK Power Networks - 23 October 2025 
No objection.  Assets in the vicinity noted and that it is the responsibility of the developer to 
engage with UKPN to ensure these are safeguarded during development. 
 
Waste Strategy (ECDC) - 3 November 2025 
No objection.  Financial contribution requested for the provision of domestic waste 
receptacles. 
 
Ecology – 9 June 2026 
No objection subject to conditions. 
 
Natural England – 22 June 2026 
No objection subject to conditions. 
 

11. A site notice was displayed near the site on 23 October 2025 and a press advert was 
published in the Cambridge Evening News on 30 October 2025. 
 

12. Neighbours – nineteen neighbouring properties were notified directly by letter.  No 
comments had been received at the time of writing. 
 

THE PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 
 

13. East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
 
GROWTH1 – Levels of housing, employment and retail growth 
GROWTH2 – Locational strategy 
GROWTH3 – Infrastructure requirements 
GROWTH4 – Delivery of growth 
GROWTH5 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
HOU1 – Housing mix 
HOU2 – Housing density 
HOU3 – Affordable housing provision 
ENV1 – Landscape and settlement character  
ENV2 – Design  
ENV4 – Energy and water efficiency and renewable energy in construction 
ENV7 – Biodiversity and geology 
ENV8 – Flood risk 
ENV9 – Pollution  
ENV14 – Sites of archaeological interest 
COM6 - Telecommunications 
COM7 – Transport impact 
COM8 – Parking provision 
BUR1 – Housing allocation, land of Newmarket Road 
 
 

14. Supplementary Planning Documents 
 
Developer Contributions SPD 
Design Guide SPD 
Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD 
Climate Change SPD 
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Contaminated Land SPD 
Hedgehog Recovery Design Guidance SPD 
Natural Environment SPD 
 
 

15. Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Strategy  
16. Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Local Nature Recovery Strategy (2025) 

 
17. National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) 

 
Chapter 2 - Achieving sustainable development 
Chapter 4 - Decision-making 
Chapter 5 – Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 
Chapter 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities 
Chapter 9 - Promoting sustainable transport 
Chapter 11 - Making effective use of land 
Chapter 12 - Achieving well-designed places 
Chapter 14 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
Chapter 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Chapter 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
 

18. Draft National Planning Policy Framework (December 2025) 
 
Chapter 3 - Decision-making policies 
Chapter 4 - Achieving sustainable development 
Chapter 5 - Meeting the challenge of climate change 
Chapter 6 – Delivering as sufficient supply of homes 
Chapter 12 - Making effective use of land 
Chapter 14 - Achieving well-designed places 
Chapter 15 - Promoting sustainable transport 
Chapter 16 - Promoting healthy communities 
Chapter 17 - Pollution, public protection and security 
Chapter 18 - Managing flood risk and coastal change 
Chapter 19 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Chapter 20 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
 
On 16 December 2025, the Government published a consultation on proposed reforms to 
the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). Whilst broad changes to the 
structure of the Framework are proposed as part of this consultation, these proposals 
could be subject to further change and can only be given very limited weight at this stage. 
Regard has therefore been had to the NPPF published in December 2024 in assessing the 
current application. 
 

19. Planning Practice Guidance 
 

PLANNING MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS AND COMMENTS 
(including reference to relevant and specific planning policies) 

 
 

20. Principle of Development 
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21. Local Plan Policy GROWTH1 sets out expected levels of growth during the plan period 
(2022 to 2031), including the delivery of 5,400 dwellings.  Policy GROWTH4 sets out site 
allocations within the Local Plan to support the delivery of the required levels of growth 
and Policy GROWTH3 sets out the expectation that there should be appropriate physical, 
social and green infrastructure in place to serve the needs of new development within the 
District, including the expectation that proposals make contributions towards relevant 
infrastructure via both the CIL mechanism and planning obligations secured by S106 legal 
agreement as appropriate. 
 

22. Local Plan Policy GROWTH2 sets out the locational strategy for the District, setting out 
inter alia that housing proposals within defined development envelopes will normally be 
permitted, provided there would be no significant adverse impacts on the character and 
appearance of the area and the all other material planning considerations are satisfied. 
 

23. Local Plan Policy BUR1 allocates approximately 20 hectares of land off Newmarket Road 
for residential development of approximately 350 dwellinghouses.  It requires the approval 
of a masterplan for the whole site as part of an outline application and the policy wording 
contains a number of requirements that proposals for the site are expected to include.  
Whilst it is accepted that Policy BUR1 allocates the wider site for approximately 350 
dwellings only, and the current proposal would take the number of dwellings across the 
allocated site as a whole to 410, it is noted that reserved matters applications for the other 
phases of the site have been approved with no concerns regarding the density and layout.  
On this basis, it is clear that the allocated 350 dwellings have been comfortably 
accommodated within the other areas of the allocated site.  It is therefore reasonable to 
assess the principle of the current proposal against both the locational policies of the Local 
Plan and the criteria of Policy BUR1. 
 

24. As set out above, the majority of the application site lies within the BUR1 allocation and 
therefore within the development envelope of Burwell.  Development on the peripheral 
eastern parts of the site that lie outside the development envelope would be limited to 
public open space, sustainable drainage development, and children’s play equipment.  
Given this, the principle of the development is supported under Policy GROWTH2, subject 
to compliance with other relevant policies and material considerations. 
 

25. In relation to the requirements of Policy BUR1, the requisite masterplan was approved 
under application reference 15/01175/OUM and the current proposal aligns with this, 
insofar as the masterplan shows the application site supporting residential development 
with a similar street layout to the proposed. 
 

26. The remaining criteria of Policy BUR1 relate to the provision of an appropriate mix of 
dwelling types and sizes (including affordable housing and an element of self-build), on-
site provision of public open space, play areas, outdoor sports provision (with associated 
facilities and parking), appropriate site layout, building height, soft landscaping, and use of 
landscape buffers to minimise visual impacts, provision of appropriate evidence in relation 
the archaeological potential and significance of the site, provision of specified footpath and 
cycle linkages, and the provision of safe vehicular access from Newmarket Road (and 
emergency vehicle access from Ness Road) and other necessary highway improvements 
and traffic management measures.  A number of the requirements of Policy BUR1 have 
been fully addressed under the existing outline and reserved matters permissions for the 
wider site, such as the minimum on-site public open space, play area, and sports provision 
requirements along with the footpath and cycle links and vehicular accesses.  Assessment 
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of the compliance of the current proposal with the relevant Policy BUR1 criteria, as well as 
with other relevant Local Plan policies and material considerations, will be undertaken in 
the relevant sections below.  Subject to this, it is considered that the overarching principle 
of the development can be supported in accordance with the locational and growth 
delivery strategies for the District. 
 

27. Housing mix and tenure 
 

28. Local Plan Policy HOU1 seeks to secure an appropriate mix of dwelling types and sizes to 
meet current and future needs in response to the most recent available evidence, and that 
developments of over fifty dwellings will provide a proportion of dwellings that are suitable 
or easily adaptable for occupation by the elderly or those with disabilities. 

29. Local Plan Policy HOU3 sets out expectations in relation to affordable housing provision 
on sites proposing ten or more dwellings, seeking 40% affordable housing in the south of 
the District. 

30. Local Plan Policy BUR1 includes criteria requiring the provision of affordable housing in 
accordance with Policy HOU3, along with the inclusion of a mix of dwelling types and sizes 
to reflect current evidence of need within Burwell. 

31. The proposed development includes twenty four affordable housing units which equates to 
40% of the total number of sixty homes.  These would be a mix of one, two, three, and four 
bedroom homes in a percentage mix compliant with the 2021 ‘Housing Needs of Specific 
Groups’ report by GL Hearn, which is the most up-to-date data currently available.  
Similarly, the percentage mix of two, three, and four/five bedroom market dwellings 
accords with the needs projected in the 2021 report and all dwellings are proposed to 
comply with Part M4(2) of the Building Regulations, ensuring future accessibility and 
adaptability.  On this basis it is considered that the proposal accords with the relevant 
requirements of Local Plan Policies HOU1, HOU3, and BUR1. 

32. Unit size 33. 1 bed 34. 2 bed 35. 3 bed 36. 4 and 5 
bed 

37. Number of Market 38. 0 39. 9 40. 16 41. 9 and 2 

42. % Market 43. 0 44. 25 45. 45 46. 30 

47. Number of Affordable 48. 4 49. 10 50. 8 51. 2 

52. % Affordable 53. 17 54. 42 55. 33 56. 8 

 

57. Residential Amenity 

58. Local Plan Policy ENV2 seeks, inter alia, to ensure that “there is no significantly 
detrimental effect on the residential amenity of nearby occupiers, and that occupiers and 
users of new buildings, especially dwellings, enjoy high standards of amenity”.  This 
accords with the requirement in Section 12 of the NPPF to “create places…with a high 
standard of amenity for existing and future users”. 
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59. Local Plan Policy ENV9 requires, amongst other things, the limitation of noise an light
pollution and the protection of the natural environment, general amenity, and tranquillity of
the wider rural area in relation to all forms of pollution and environmental disturbance.

60. The layout of the proposed development and relative positioning of the dwellings in
relation to both each other and dwellings permitted under previous reserved matters
applications across the wider site is considered to provide sufficient separation distances
to safeguard future occupiers against unacceptable impingements upon privacy and
natural light and to prevent any sense of overbearing.  All proposed dwellings meet the
Nationally Described Space Standards and provide the requisite outdoor amenity space
stipulated within the Council’s Design Guide SPD.

61. The Environmental Health Officer (Domestic) confirms that the submitted lighting and
noise reports are acceptable and that the development would not result in unacceptable
adverse impacts arising from increased light or noise.  Conditions are requested to secure
the same delivery and construction hours as those required for the previous development
across the wider site and to control ground piling, in order to protect nearby residential
amenity, and these are considered reasonable and necessary.  A condition is also
requested to secure compliance with the Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) that was approved for the previous development.  As this application is a stand-
alone proposal, however, it would not be possible to impose such a condition, in lieu of
which the applicant has agreed to a pre-commencement condition to secure a CEMP in
relation to this scheme.

62. The Environmental Health Officer (Scientific Officer) confirms that the submitted
contaminated land and air quality assessments and their recommendations are
acceptable: adherence to these documents can be secured by condition.  The EHO
advises that no further investigation for contamination is required, however a condition is
recommended to require the temporary cessation of works and further investigation in the
event that unexpected contamination is encountered during construction works, due to the
proposed residential use and potential risk to human health, and this is considered
necessary and reasonable.

63. The East of England Ambulance Service Trust (EEAST) notes that, since the COVID-19
pandemic, people are more likely to work from home and therefore advises that the room
size and layout, and ventilation measures, should facilitate the creation of a suitable
environment to support this.  Whilst the rise in home working since the pandemic is
acknowledged, there is no specific policy requirement in relation to the provision of
adequate space and other environmental factors to facilitate this.  Notwithstanding this, it
is considered that the internal standards of amenity that would be achieved by the
proposed development would be acceptable to support home working.

64. In light of the above, the proposed development is considered to accord with the relevant
requirements of Local Plan Policies ENV2 and ENV9 in relation to residential amenity.

65. Design and Visual Amenity

66. Local Plan Policy HOU2 expects schemes to provide an appropriate housing density,
responding to both the need to make efficient use of land and the local context.
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67. Local Plan Policy ENV1 seeks to ensure that development proposals are sympathetic to
their context, having regard to landscape character and features, relationships to existing
settlements and key views into and out of them, public amenity and access, and the nature
and tranquillity of the area.  Similarly, Policy ENV2 seeks to secure high quality design that
enhances and complements local distinctiveness and public amenity, setting out a number
of criteria in pursuit of this aim.  Of particular relevance to the current proposal are the
requirements to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the density, landscape, and
character of the surrounding area, take a comprehensive approach to development to
create a sense of place and local distinctiveness, provide enclosure to streets and spaces
through site layout, make a clear distinction between public and private spaces and
enhance the public realm, and create safe environments by addressing crime prevention
and community safety.

68. Local Plan Policy BUR1 includes criteria requiring proposals for the allocated site to have
particular regard to site layout, buildings height, and soft landscaping to minimise the
visual impact of the development, and to provide appropriate landscaping as a buffer
where necessary to existing developments and along the new edge of the village.

69. The proposed development comprises a mixture of detached and semi-detached dwellings
with a limited number of maisonettes, all having the appearance of two-storey dwellings.  It
includes a range of house types/designs and materials, providing visual variety and
interest.  Whilst some house designs feature more steeply pitched roofs than are strictly
typical of the area, these are very similar in appearance to designs previously approved
under the reserved matters applications across the wider site.  In this context, the
proposed house types are considered to contribute to the overall visual cohesion and
sense of place created across the wider site and are therefore considered acceptable.
Similarly, the overall density and layout of the scheme is reflective of the reserved matters
schemes across the wider site, at 23.2dpha (excluding the spine road) as compared to
32dpha on Phase 1, 31dpha on Phase 2A, and 26.4dpha on Phase 3.  The slightly lower
density for this site is considered appropriate to the edge-of-settlement location and to
soften the transition to the open space of the sports hub to the south, thereby supporting
the sense of place and legibility of the allocation site as a whole.

70. Cambridgeshire Constabulary’s Designing Out Crime Officer (DOCO) advises that,
although there does not appear to be a specific crime prevention or security section within
the application pack, it is evident that both have been considered.  She considers that the
overall layout appears acceptable from a crime prevention perspective, setting out
guidance in relation to relevant standards and design for doors, windows, external lighting,
cycle storage sheds, boundary treatments, landscaping, and open spaces/footpaths/SUDS
features to minimise opportunities for crime and increase residents’ safety and perception
of security.  Recommendations are also made in relation to site security during the
construction phase.  The submitted lighting plan in relation to the roads proposed for
adoption is noted and a condition requested to secure an external lighting plan for the
unadopted/private roads, including lux levels and calculations, in order to ensure that
sufficient lighting is provided in these areas to limit crime and reduce the fear of crime.
This is considered both reasonable and necessary.  Subject to this, no objections are
raised to the proposal by the DOCO.

71. In terms of the wider visual impacts of the scheme, the site is sandwiched between the
Phase 3 area (reserved matters also permitted) of the outline permission to the north and
the sports hub to the south.  The private access road and shared driveways that form the
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eastern edge of the built form of the development form a continuation of the edge 
established by the adjoining Phase 3 development.  Beyond this is an area of vegetated 
public open space comprising infiltration basins for sustainable drainage and a local area 
of play featuring naturalistic play equipment and seating, which would integrate with and 
continue the public open space along the eastern boundary of the Phase 3 development to 
the north.  This area meets the Council’s requirements in relation to on-site provision of 
informal open space and toddler play, with the requirements for junior and youth play 
provision being met by the already-permitted overprovision on the Phase 3 and 4 
development to the north.  This is being delivered by the same applicant and can be 
secured in association with the current proposal via S106 legal agreement.  The illustrative 
soft landscaping shows a band of shrub species planting along the length of the eastern 
site boundary, providing a clear and appropriate demarcation between the site and the 
open countryside beyond.  Whilst the Tree Officer has advised there are some minor 
concerns regarding the submitted planting scheme requiring a condition to secure the full 
details of an acceptable post-determination, overall it is considered that the proposed soft 
landscaping scheme is acceptable and would contribute to the sense of place and public 
amenity of the scheme.  The use of hedges would contribute to a sense of enclosure and 
distinction between the public and private realm in appropriate places and tree planting 
along the southern access road dividing the built form from the sports hub would visually 
soften this buffer whilst still allowing permeability between the two parts of the wider 
allocated site. 

72. Overall, the proposed development represents a logical completion to the wider 
development already permitted across the entirety of the BUR1 site that is reflective of the 
adjacent permitted schemes, with appropriate landscaping to site comfortably within the 
wider context.  Subject to conditions to secure relevant fine details, therefore, the proposal 
is considered to accord with the relevant requirements of Local Plan Policies HOU2, 
ENV1, ENV2, and BUR1. 

73. Historic Environment 

74. Local Plan Policy ENV14 requires the submission of appropriate archaeological 
assessment and evaluation for proposals at sites of known or potential archaeological 
interest.  This is reflected in the criterion of Policy BUR1 that requires proposals on the 
allocated site to provide appropriate evidence of the archaeological potential and 
significance of the site. 

75. The County Archaeologist advises that archaeological investigations have been 
undertaken on the site in relation to permission 15/01175/OUM and that, whilst some 
elements of the approved post-excavation scheme in relation to this remain outstanding, 
he is content that these works are secured by the condition attached to the outline 
permission.  There are therefore no objections to the proposal nor conditions requested 
and the scheme is considered to satisfy the relevant requirements of Local Plan Policies 
ENV14 and BUR1.  The proposal is considered to not to affect any other heritage assets 
or their settings. 

76. Highways 

77. Local Plan Policy COM7 promotes sustainable transport and seeks to secure permeability 
in new development along with connectivity to existing networks.  Amongst other things, it 
requires proposals to provide safe and convenient access to the highway network, the 

Page 64



Agenda Item 5 – Page 13 

provision and prioritisation of active travel routes, the protection of existing rights of way, 
the accommodation of the needs of people with disabilities and the efficient delivery of 
goods, supplies, and services, and the avoidance of detrimental impacts to the local 
highway network or amenity, character, and appearance of the locality through traffic 
generation. 

78. Local Plan Policy COM8 requires development proposals to provide adequate levels of car 
and cycle parking in accordance with the Council’s parking standards. 

79. Local Plan Policy BUR1 includes criteria requiring the provision of prescribed foot and 
cycle path links across the site, the provision of safe vehicular access from Newmarket 
Road to the allocated site, with an additional emergency vehicle access point from Ness 
Road, and the provision of necessary highway improvements and traffic management 
measures on nearby roads.  These provisions relate to the wider site and have been 
satisfied by the existing outline and reserved matters permissions, given which they are 
considered not to be of direct relevance to the current proposal. 

80. The application is supported by a Travel Plan and Transport Assessment, along with a 
number of technical transportation drawings.  The County Council’s Transport Assessment 
Team advises that there is no objection to the proposal, which would take its access from 
the internal spine road serving the previously approved development across the wider site, 
with additional vehicular connectivity to the permitted Phase 3 development to the north 
and formal and informal active travel permeability at number of other points to all 
boundaries of the site.  Conditions are requested to secure a financial contribution to the 
Burwell to Exning shared use path and the provision of welcome packs with the proposed 
dwellings to promote the use of sustainable and active transport.  Whilst the condition to 
provide welcome packs is considered reasonable, necessary, and directly related to the 
development proposed, it is considered that the financial contribution request in relation to 
the Burwell to Exning shared use path meets neither the six tests in relation to planning 
conditions nor the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010, as amended, section 122 
(‘CIL Regulation 122’) tests in relation to planning obligations.  The Transport Assessment 
Team notes in its comments that the application “should contribute towards the Burwell to 
Exning shared use path, this was conditioned on application 15/01175/OUM”.  The S106 
agreement for 15/01175/OUM includes a requirement for off-site works (Section 7 of the 
S106), which are defined as “the provisions of a footpath and cycleway link from 
Newmarket Road towards Exning” (paragraph 7.1).  The Officer Report for that application 
notes that “the applicant proposes to upgrade the footpath on the northern side of 
Newmarket Road to a shared use footway/cycleway and improve pedestrian and cycle 
access towards Exning and Newmarket and the full link will be completed using money 
from developments in Exning” (paragraph 7.42).  The S106 obligation for 15/01175/OUM 
therefore met the CIL Regulation 122 tests but there is no basis on which such an 
obligation can be regarded as meeting these tests in relation to the current proposal.  
Furthermore, it is understood that the County Council costed the scheme at £439,000 and 
a contribution of £300,000 was made in relation to 15/01175/OUM, with the remaining 
funding to be provided by a development in Exning.  It is therefore considered that the 
shared use path has already been fully funded and to require a further contribution 
towards the construction of the path would therefore represent double-counting. 

81. The Local Highway Authority (LHA) raises no objection to the principle of the development 
but requested amendments to elements of the layout in its initial comments, to ensure 
adequate visibility splays and manoeuvring space for the provision of safe access and 
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minimisation of conflict between road users.  Following the submission of revised details, 
the LHA confirms that it has no objection to the scheme subject to conditions. 

82. The submitted details demonstrate car and cycle parking provision for each dwelling in 
accordance with the provisions of Local Plan Policy COM8, with additional designated 
visitor parking throughout the site. 

83. On the basis of the above, the proposed development is considered to accord with the 
relevant provisions of Local Plan Policies COM7 and COM8 

84. Ecology 

85. Local Plan Policy ENV7 seeks to protect the biodiversity and geological value of land and 
buildings and minimise harm to or loss of environmental features, including trees, 
hedgerows, woodland, wetland, and ponds.  It requires appropriate mitigation measures 
where harm to such features is unavoidable and the maximisation of opportunities for the 
creation, restoration, enhancement, and connection of natural habitats as an integral part 
of development proposals.   

86. The proximity of the application site to Devil’s Dyke SSSI and SAC results in potential 
increases in recreational pressures on this European designated habitat, in light of which a 
shadow Habitat Regulations Assessment (sHRA) has been submitted in support of the 
proposal, following feedback from the Council’s Ecologist and Natural England.  An 
Appropriate Assessment has been undertaken on the basis of this document, which 
concurs that the alternative natural green space provided across the wider BUR1 site is of 
sufficient size to mitigate for the potential additional recreational pressures arising from the 
additional sixty homes of the current proposal as well as the already-permitted 350 homes.  
The Council’s Ecologist has therefore recommended the sHRA for adoption.  Natural 
England has confirmed that it concurs with the Ecologist’s conclusions and has no 
objection to the Council’s sHRA Adoption Statement. Given this, it is considered that the 
proposal would not result in significant impacts on the SSSI and SAC on the basis of the 
mitigation provided.   

87. The proposed development is subject to mandatory biodiversity net gain (BNG) and the 
creation of sufficient on-site habitat is proposed to meet the 10% net gain requirement.  
This will be secured by way of the S106 agreement, along with a habitat management and 
monitoring plan to secure the BNG for a minimum of thirty years. 

88. The Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) is a statutory document which plans, maps 
and creates priorities for nature in a given area.  Local authorities must have regard to any 
relevant LNRS through the exercise of its functions, including as a local planning authority 
(see S40(2A) of the NERC Act 2006).  

89. Amongst other matters, the LNRS identifies on a map (the ‘habitat map’) “areas that could 
become of particular importance for biodiversity” (ACB sites), which have been determined 
to offer the potential to become important if measures were taken to improve the habitats 
on that particular site. For this particular application, it has been determined that no LNRS 
ACB site aligns with the planning application site area and there is no other apparent 
reason why the LNRS is an important determining factor for this application. As such, very 
little weight has been given to the content of the LNRS in reaching a recommendation for 
this planning application. 
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90. The application is supported by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, which includes 
precautionary working measures for birds and mammals.  These are considered 
acceptable and adherence to this document can be secured by condition.  In addition to 
the mandatory national BNG requirements, Local Plan Policy ENV7 requires the 
enhancement of natural habitats as an integral part of all development proposals.  The 
Ecologist therefore requests a condition to secure a scheme of ecological enhancements, 
such as inclusion of bat boxes, swift boxes, hedgehog highways, or other such measures, 
which is considered reasonable.  A condition for details of the external lighting scheme is 
also requested, to ensure that this is supports the use of the area in future by nocturnal 
animals such as bats, which his also considered reasonable and necessary to accord with 
local and national policy. 

91. In light of the above, the proposed development is considered to accord with the relevant 
requirements of Local Plan Policy ENV7 and other material considerations. 

92. Flood Risk and Drainage 

93. Local Plan Policy ENV8 requires all development to contribute to an overall flood risk 
reduction, seeking to concentrate development in Flood Risk Zone 1 and applying the 
sequential and exception tests strictly across the District.  It requires the use of 
Sustainable Drainage Systems and that proposals must demonstrate appropriate surface 
water drainage arrangements. 

94. The application site does not lie within the Internal Drainage District and the IDB Group 
therefore raises no objection. 

95. The Lead Local Flood Authority initially requested additional information relating to the 
proposed infiltration features, seeking assurance that appropriate lining would be utilised in 
proximity to property foundations and other features such as roads.  Following the receipt 
of further details, the LLFA confirms that surface water from the scheme can be managed 
through the use of soakaways, permeable paving, and infiltration basins.  The LLFA 
therefore has no objection to the proposals subject to conditions to secure full details of 
the drainage scheme and a scheme to manage any additional surface water flow during 
construction, which have been agreed with the applicant. 

96. Given the above, the proposed development is considered to accord with the relevant 
requirements of Local Plan Policy ENV8. 

97. Environmental sustainability 

98. Local Plan Policy ENV4 requires all new development proposals to aim for reduced or zero 
carbon development in accordance with the zero carbon hierarchy, with applicants 
required to demonstrate how they have considered maximising all aspects of sustainable 
design and construction.   

99. The proposal is supported by an Energy and Water Efficiency Statement that sets out the 
fabric-first approach and other measures that are proposed in order to optimise energy 
performance.  All dwellings would be fitted with water-efficient appliances to achieve a 
maximum target use of 110 litres per person per day and the building fabric optimised to 
reduce heat loss in winter and minimise heat gains in summer, incorporating passive 
measures such as architectural geometry, glazing areas, and shading elements to further 
support overall efficiency and climate change resilience.  Each dwelling would be equipped 
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with an air source heat pump (ASHP) to provide both space heating and domestic hot 
water.  The Energy and Water Efficiency Statement sets out a clear assessment of other 
potential sources of low carbon and renewable energy and concludes that further 
measures are not necessary, the identified demand reduction measures and use of ASHP 
resulting in an overall 54% reduction in regulated carbon emissions from  the proposed 
development.  Given this, the scheme is considered to accord with the relevant 
requirements of Local Plan Policy ENV4. 

100. Other Material Matters 

101. The East of England Ambulance Service Trust (EEAST) raises no objection to the 
proposal subject to a financial contribution towards the additional emergency ambulance 
health service needs that would result.  A S106 contribution is also requested to provide 
sufficient defibrillators for the development, and to cover maintenance costs of these for 
ten years.  Similarly, Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Integrated Care System (ICS) 
raises no objection to the proposal subject to a financial contribution towards 
improvements to primary care provision, which is sought from the Community 
Infrastructure Levy contributions that the development would attract.  The LPA has made 
provision for CIL funding for health via a specific District Wide Health Allocation on its CIL 
infrastructure list and this would therefore be the appropriate mechanism through which 
these contributions should be sought.  The allocation of CIL monies is not a matter for 
assessment as part of the development management process and the EEAST and ICS 
should therefore make applications for CIL funding via the appropriate mechanisms. 

102. UK Power Networks raises no objection but notes that underground cables on the site 
run in close proximity to the proposed development and accurate records should be 
obtained prior to the commencement of works, in the event that permission is granted, to 
establish whether any diversion works are necessary.  The onus is on the applicant to 
comply with this. 

103. Human Rights Act 

104. The development has been assessed against the provisions of the Human Rights Act 
1998, and in particular Article 8 (right to respect for private and family life) and Article 1 of 
the First Protocol (protection of property).  Under the Act, it is unlawful for a public 
authority, such as East Cambridgeshire District Council, to act in a manner that is 
incompatible with the European Convention on Human Rights.  In arriving at this 
recommendation, due regard has been given to the applicant's reasonable development 
rights and expectations which have been balanced and weighed against the wider 
community interests, as expressed through third party interests / the Development Plan 
and Central Government Guidance.  The Council is also permitted to control the use of 
property in accordance with the general interest and the recommendation set out below is 
considered to be a proportionate response to the submitted application based on the 
considerations set out in this report.  

105. Equalities and Diversities 

106. In considering this planning application due regard has been had to the public sector 
equality duty (PSED) under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, which means that the 
Council must have due regard to the need (in discharging its functions) to put an end to 
unlawful behaviour that is banned by the Equality Act, including discrimination, harassment 
and victimisation and to advance equality of opportunity and foster good relations between 
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people who have a protected characteristic and those who do not.  Account has been 
taken of the PSED and it is considered that the recommendation set out below would not 
undermine the objectives of the duty. 

107. Planning Balance 
 

108. As detailed above, the proposed development is considered not to result in any 
detrimental impacts that cannot be satisfactorily controlled or mitigated by condition or 
planning obligations.  It accords with the requirements of the Local Development Plan as a 
whole, the NPPF, PPG, and other material considerations.  Given this, the application is 
recommended for approval. 

 
APPENDICES 
 
Appendix A – Recommended Conditions 
Appendix B - Plans 
 
APPENDIX A – RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 

1. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the drawings and documents 
listed below: 
 
TL002-PH6-GR-01 REV 00 SG1 & DG1 garages - Floor Plans & elevations – 1 
October 2025 
D3160-FAB-03-XX-DR-L-06001 REV P01 - Phase 6 Furniture and Play Equipment 
Specification –15 October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HAA-01 REV A - Type HAa 1B2P Maisonette Floor Plans & Elevations 
-15 October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HAB-02 REV A - Type HAb 1B2P Maisonette Floor Plans & elevations 
- 15 October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HBA-01 REV A - Type HBa 2B4P Floor Plans & Elevations - 15 
October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HBB-02 REV A - Type HBb 2B4P Floor Plans & Elevations - 15 
October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HCA-01 REV 00 - Type HCa 3B5P Floor plans & elevations - 15 
October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HDA-01 REV A - Type HDa 3B5P Floor Plans & Elevations - 15 
October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HEA-01 REV A - Type HEa 3B5P Floor Plans & Elevations - 15 
October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HFA-01 REV A - Type HFa 4B6P Floor plans & Elevations - 15 
October 2025 
TL002-PH6-HA-HFB-02 REV A - Type HFb 4B6P Floor Plans & Elevations - 15 
October 2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-AA-01 REV A  - Type Aa 2B4P Floor Plans & Elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-BA-01 REV A - Type Ba 3B5P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-BB-02 REV A - Type Bb 3B5P Floor Plans & Elevations - 15 October 
2025 
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TL002-PH6-PD-BC-03 REV A - Type Bc 3B5P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-CA-01 REV A  - Type Ca 3B5P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-CB-02 REV A -Type Cb 3B5P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-DA-01 REV A - Type Da 3B5P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-DB-02 REV A - Type Db 3B5P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-EA-01 REV A - Type Ea 4B6P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-EB-02 REV A - Type Eb 4B6P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-FA-01 REV A - Type Fa 4B6P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-FB-02 REV A - Type Fb 4B6P Floor plans & elevations - 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-GA-01 REV A - Type Ga 4B7P Floor plans & elevations – 15 October 
2025 
TL002-PH6-PD-HA-01 REV A - Type Ha 4B6P Floor plans & elevations – 15 October 
2025 
TL02C-PH6-LP-01A REV C  - Phase 6 Location Plan 2 – 15 October 2025 
1005.0010-0001 REV P03 – Refuse Vehicle Swept Paths - 23 December 2025 
1005.0010-0004 REV P02  - Fire Vehicle Swept Paths - 23 December 2025 
D3463-FAB-P6-XX-DR-L-02004 REV P03  - Hard Landscaping Sheet 1 - 23 
December 2025 
D3463-FAB-P6-XX-DR-L-02005 REV P03 – Hard Landscaping Sheet 2 - 23 
December 2025 
D3463-FAB-P6-XX-DR-L-02006 REV P03 – Hard Landscaping Sheet 3 - 23 
December 2025 
TL02C-PH6-PL-02 REV E  - Development Layout - 23 December 2025 
TL02C-PH6-PL-03 REV C  - Refuse Strategy - 23 December 2025 
TL02C-PH6-PL-04 REV B – Parking Strategy - 23 December 2025 
TL02C-PH6-PL-05 REV B – Affordable Housing Location - 23 December 2025 
TL02C-PH6-PL-06 REV B – Detailed Layout - 23 December 2025 
TL02C-PH6-PL-07 REV B – Materials Layout – 23 December 2025 
TL02C-PH6-PL-09 REV A - Finished Floor Levels – 23 December 2025 
 
Reason: To define the scope and extent of this permission 

 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be commenced within 3 years of the date of 

this permission. 
 
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 
amended. 
 

3. No development, including preparatory works, shall commence until details of 
measures indicating how additional surface water run-off from the site will be avoided 

Page 70



Agenda Item 5 – Page 19 

during the construction works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The applicant may be required to provide collection, 
balancing and/or settlement systems for these flows. The approved measures and 
systems shall be brought into operation before any works to create buildings or hard 
surfaces commence.  
 
Reason: To ensure surface water is managed appropriately during the construction 
phase of the development, so as not to increase the flood risk to adjacent 
land/properties or occupied properties within the development itself, recognising that 
initial works to prepare the site could bring about unacceptable impacts, in accordance 
with Policy ENV8 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
4. Prior to any work commencing on the site a Construction Environmental Management 

Plan (CEMP) shall be submitted to and agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority regarding mitigation measures for noise, dust and lighting during the 
construction phase.  These shall include, but not be limited to, other aspects such as 
access points for deliveries and site vehicles, construction times and deliveries, and 
proposed phasing/timescales of development etc. The CEMP shall be adhered to at all 
times during all phases. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in 
accordance with Policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. The 
condition is pre-commencement as it would be unreasonable to require applicants to 
undertake this work prior to consent being granted. 
 

5. No demolition or construction works shall commence on site until a construction traffic 
management plan has been agreed with the Planning Authority in consultation with the 
Highway Authority. The principal areas of concern that should be addressed are: 
 
1. Movements and control of muck away lorries (all loading and unloading should be 
undertaken off the adopted public highway) 
2. Contractor parking, for both phases all such parking should be within the curtilage of 
the site and not on street. 
3. Movements and control of all deliveries (all loading and unloading should be 
undertaken off the adopted public highway) 
4. Control of dust, mud and debris, please note it is an offence under the Highways Act 
1980 to deposit mud or debris onto the adopted public highway. 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and to protect nearby residential amenity, in 
accordance with Policies ENV2 and COM7 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 
2015. 
 
No development shall commence until details of the proposed arrangements for future 
management and maintenance of the proposed streets within the development have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The streets 
shall thereafter be maintained in accordance with the approved management and 
maintenance details until such time as an Agreement has been entered into unto 
Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 or a Private Management and Maintenance 
Company has been established. 

Page 71



Agenda Item 5 – Page 20 

Reason: To ensure satisfactory development of the site and to ensure estate roads are 
managed and maintained thereafter to a suitable and safe standard, in accordance with policy 
COM7 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
6. In the event of the foundations from the proposed development requiring piling, prior to 

the commencement of development the applicant shall submit a report/method 
statement to the Local Planning Authority, for approval in writing, detailing the type of 
piling and mitigation measures to be taken to protect local residents from noise and/or 
vibration.  If the method of piling involves impact driving, hours of piling operations 
should not exceed 0900-1700hrs each day Monday to Friday, and none on Saturday, 
Sunday, or Bank Holidays. Noise and vibration control on the development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
 
If the use of ground piling is not required this should be confirmed in writing to the LPA 
prior to the commencement of development. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in 
accordance with Policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
7. No laying of services, creation of hard surfaces or erection of a building shall 

commence until a detailed surface water drainage scheme for the site, based on the 
agreed ‘Full Planning Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy’ by WSP (Ref: 
70063312, Rev: 3.0) dated 8th August 2025, has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The access and all hardstanding within the 
site shall be constructed with adequate drainage measures to prevent surface water 
run-off onto the adjacent public highway. The scheme shall subsequently be 
implemented in full accordance with the approved details prior to occupation of the first 
dwelling.  
 
Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding and discharge of surface water to 
the public highway, to improve and protect water quality, and improve habitat and 
amenity, in accordance with Policies ENV2, ENV7, ENV8, ENV9 and COM7 of the 
East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
8. No laying of services, creation of hard surfaces or erection of a building shall 

commence until a full external lighting scheme has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall include lux levels and 
calculations and must be consistent with the recommendations of the Institute of 
Lighting Professionals 2023 GN08 guidance note (or as superseded) for the protection 
of bats.  The lighting shall be installed in full compliance with the approved details and 
be maintained in perpetuity and no other external lighting shall be installed within the 
development without the permission of the Local Planning Authority.   
 
Reason: To protect and enhance species and habitats, and in the interests of public 
safety, in accordance with Policies ENV1, ENV2 and ENV7 of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 
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9. No laying of services, creation of hard surfaces or erection of a building shall 
commence until a water scheme for the provision of fire hydrants shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, in agreement with the fire 
authority. 
 
Reason: To ensure proper infrastructure for the site in the interests of public safety in 
that adequate water supply is available for emergency use.  This is supported by 
paragraph 102 of the NPPF. 

 
 

10. Notwithstanding any requirements as part of any Biodiversity Gain Plan, no above 
ground construction shall take place until a scheme of features for protected or priority 
species has been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
The features must include (a) measures which support protected species and/or 
priority species and (b)  nest boxes, some of which should be integrated into the built 
fabric (such as swift bricks) unless sufficient justification is provided of any technical 
reasons which prevent their use or make them ineffective and (c) detail location of 
features on a scaled map or design plan. The features shall be installed prior to the 
first occupation of the hereby approved development and thereafter maintained in 
perpetuity (including replacement of any features which fall into disrepair or decay). 
 
Reason: To protect and enhance species in accordance with NERC Act (2006) and 
policies ENV1, ENV2 and ENV7 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as 
amended), the Natural Environment SPD, the Hedgehog Recovery Design Guidance 
SPD, Chapter 15 of the NPPF and Policy N2 (f) of the draft National Planning Policy 
Framework (December 2025). 
 

11. No above ground construction shall take place on site until details of the external 
walling and roofing materials, and details of the doors and windows, have first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The submitted 
details should accord with information provided in approved drawing reference TL02C-
PH6-PL-07 REV B ‘Materials Layout’.  All works shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the character and appearance of the area, in accordance with 
policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
12. No above ground construction shall take place on site until details of the cycle storage 

sheds to be used in the development hereby approved have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. All works shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the character and appearance of the area and in the interests 
of crime reduction, in accordance with Policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local 
Plan 2015. 
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13. No above ground construction shall take place on site until details of the air source 
heat pumps to serve each dwelling, including information regarding positioning and 
noise emissions, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  All works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in 
accordance with policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
14. Prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved, a full schedule of all soft 

landscape works shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The schedule shall include, planting plans, a written specification; schedules 
of plants noting species, plant sizes, proposed numbers/densities; and a detailed 
implementation programme.  It shall also indicate all existing trees and hedgerows on 
the land and details of any to be retained.  All planting to the boundary of the 
development must be within the remit of the applicant’s site, with no planting on the 
public highway, and should be positioned so that at a reasonable level of maturity it 
does not overhang the public highway.  The works shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details prior to the end of the first planting season following 
occupation of the development.  If within a period of five years from the date of the 
planting, or replacement planting, any tree or plant is removed, uprooted or destroyed 
or dies, another tree or plant of the same species and size as that originally planted 
shall be planted at the same place, unless the Local Planning Authority gives its 
written consent to any variation. 
 
Reason: To assimilate the development into its surroundings and in the interests of 
highway safety, in accordance with Policies ENV1, ENV2, and COM7 of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
15. Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the installed fire hydrants shall be 

inspected and tested for operational use by the fire authority and confirmation of this 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: To ensure proper infrastructure for the site in the interests of public safety in 
that adequate water supply is available for emergency use.  This is supported by 
paragraph 102 of the NPPF. 
 

16. Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the roads, footways and cycleways 
required to access that dwelling shall be constructed to at least binder course 
surfacing level from the dwelling to the adjoining County road in accordance with the 
details shown on approved drawing reference TL02c-PH6-PL-02 Revision E. 
 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety, in accordance with COM7 and COM8 of 
the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 
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17. Prior to first occupation of the development hereby permitted, child safety measures 
shall be installed around the drainage basins adjacent to the equipped play area in 
accordance with a scheme that shall first be submitted to and agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: In the interests of public safety, in accordance with paragraph 102 of the 
NPPF. 

 
18. Prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved, the form and content of 

Welcome Travel Packs to be issued to new residents on the first occupation of each 
new dwelling shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  The Packs shall include suitable measures and incentives inclusive of bus 
vouchers and/or active travel vouchers to promote sustainable travel. 
 
Reason:  In order to encourage future residents to travel using sustainable modes of 
transport in accordance with Policy COM7 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 
2015. 

 
19. In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the approved 

development that was not previously identified it must be reported to the Local 
Planning Authority within 48 hours. No further works shall take place until an 
investigation and risk assessment has been undertaken and submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Where remediation is necessary, 
a remediation scheme must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The necessary remediation works shall be undertaken, and 
following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme a 
verification report must be prepared, and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
 
Reason: To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the land 
and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled waters, 
property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the development can be carried 
out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other offsite 
receptors, in accordance with policy ENV9 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 
2015. 

 
20. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in full accordance with the 

recommendations and measures set out within the ‘Preliminary Ecological Appraisal’ 
by Middlemarch, dated August 2025, including the precautionary working measures 
within section R3 of the document. 
 
Reason: To conserve protected and priority species and allow the Local Planning 
Authority to discharge its duties under the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 (as amended), the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), 
s40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, and ENV7 of the 
local plan. 
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21. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in full accordance with all of 
the recommendations and measures set out within the ‘Energy and Water Efficiency 
Statement’ by WSP (document reference BURWELLL-WSP-XX-XX-RP-ES-000001), 
dated August 2025. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the proposal meets with the requirements of sustainability as 
stated in Policy ENV4 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015. 

 
22. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in full accordance with all of 

the recommendations within the ‘Contaminated Land Preliminary Risk Assessment’ 
dated July 2025. 
 
Reason : To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the land 
and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled waters, 
property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the development can be carried 
out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other offsite 
receptors, in accordance with Policy ENV9 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 
2015. 

 
23. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in full accordance with all of 

the recommendations within the ‘Air Quality Assessment’ by WSP dated August 2025. 
 
Reason: To ensure that risks from air pollution to the future users of the land, 
neighbouring land and other offsite receptors are minimised, in accordance with policy 
ENV9 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 

 
 
 
 
APPENDIX B - PLANS 

The following plans are a selection of those submitted as part of the application and are 
provided to illustrate the proposed development. They may not be to scale. The full suite of 
plans can be found on the Council’s website.  
 
Please add a site layout plan, and any elevations that the members will need to refer to 
during the site visit or the committee meeting. This will replace the need for an additional 
bundle being created. If in doubt consider what plans you are intending to display on your 
presentation 
 
 
25/01073/FUM 
 
Development layout plan – dwg. no. TL02c-PH6-PL02 E 
Plans and elevations example 2 – dwg. no. TL002-PH6-HA-HAa-01 A 
Plans and elevations example 1 – dwg. no. TL002-PH6-HA-HFb-02 A 
Plans and elevations example 1 – dwg. no. TL002-PH6-PD-Ca-01 A 
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AGENDA ITEM 6 
 

 

26/00636/FUL 
 

One Stop Shop 

1-3 Wisbech Road 

Littleport 

Ely 

CB6 1PR 

 

 

Retrospective application for siting and inPost parcel locker 
 

To view all of the public access documents relating to this application please use the 
following web address or scan the QR code: 

 
https://pa.eastcambs.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal 
=TGF9G7GGIA500 
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AGENDA ITEM 6  
 

TITLE:  26/00636/FUL 
 
Committee:  Planning Committee 
 
Date:   5 August 2026 
 
Author: Planning Officer 
 
Report No: AB53 
 
Contact Officer:  Philip Baum, Planning Officer 

philip.baum@eastcambs.gov.uk  
01353 616241 
Room No 011 The Grange Ely 
 

Site Address: One Stop Shop 1 - 3 Wisbech Road Littleport Ely Cambridgeshire CB6 
1PR 
 
Proposal:  Retrospective application for siting an InPost parcel locker 
 
Applicant: InPost UK 
 
Parish: Littleport 
 
Ward: Littleport 
Ward Councillor/s:   Christine Ambrose-Smith 

 Martin Goodearl 
 David Miller 
 

Date Received: 10 June 2026 
 
Expiry Date: 5 August 2026 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. Members are recommended to APPROVE the application subject to the conditions set out 

in Appendix 2. 
 
2. The application is being heard by committee because it was called in by Councillor Martin 

Goodearl for the following reasons: 
 

1. The visual impact of the development on the character and appearance of the street 
scene due to its siting; and 

2. The impact of the development on community safety due to its concealment of the 
disabled access ramp behind. 
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SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 
 

3. The application seeks retrospective planning permission for an InPost parcel locker 
installed on the forecourt of the shop. InPost is a provider of automated parcel delivery 
locker machines, with a large and growing network across the UK. The secure, self-service, 
automated locker enables residents to send, collect and return parcels 24/7, eliminating the 
need to wait at home for deliveries or queue at post offices. InPost partners with public and 
private landowners to host InPost lockers in convenient and visible local spots providing 
good accessibility. 
 

4. The parcel locker measures just over 2.4m (just under 8ft) in overall height including its 
support stands and canopy by 4m (just over 13ft) in length by just under 1m (just over 3ft) 
in overall depth including the canopy. It is stated in the application that it has a black polymer 
concrete base; black vertical touch screen; white metal canopy with integrated security 
camera; metal cladding vinyl wrapped with grey ORAGUARD 215 Polymeric PVC film; 
metal drawers vinyl wrapped with grey ORAGUARD 215 Polymeric PVC film; dark grey 
metal clad strip of integrated LED downlights, recorded at 400 x 450 lux per metre; and two 
silver metal rear vents. 
 

5. The parcel locker requires retrospective planning permission due to its siting which does 
not comply with the criteria of Class C (click and collect facilities), Part 7 (Non-domestic 
extensions, alterations etc), Schedule 2 (Permitted development rights) of the Town and 
Country (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (as amended). The parcel locker 
does not comply because it is within 2m (almost 7ft) of the front boundary of the curtilage; 
and it is between the shop front and the highway and the distance between the shop front 
and the boundary of the curtilage of the premises is less than 5m (just over 16ft). 
 

6. The full planning application, plans and documents submitted by the Applicant can be 
viewed online via East Cambridgeshire District Council’s Public Access online service, via 
the following link Simple Search. 

 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
7. 20/00888/ADN – New signage. Approved 14th September 2020 
 
8. 20/00319/ADI – New sign to replace existing as per the documents. Approved 27th April 

2020 
 
9. 08/00547/ADI - 2no. internally illuminated wall mounted display units. Approved 14th July 

2008 
 
10. 95/00140/FUL - Erection of a 1.2 metre diameter satellite dish. Refused 17th May 1995 
 
11. 94/00280/FUL - Single-storey store (retrospective). Approved 2nd June 1994 
 
12. 92/00462/ADI - 1 Illuminated Glass Advert Display Cabinet for Community use 2 Projecting 

Illuminated Box Sign. Approved 5th August 1992 
 
13. 91/00132/FUL – Erection of first floor stock room, change of use from lounge to part of shop 

(retail) (72m2) 
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14. 81/00027/FUL – Erection of new storeroom. Approved 26th February 1981 
 
15. 75/00414/FUL – Extension and alterations. Approved 18th September 1975 
 
THE SITE AND ITS ENVIRONMENT 
 
16. The application site is an existing shop including its forecourt within the development 

envelope. It is outside the town centre, to its north-west, within a residential area. It is also 
outside but adjacent the Littleport Conservation Area. 

 
17. The shop is partly converted from a pre-existing bungalow and partly an extension of it. 

The bungalow is a modern detached side gabled bungalow with projecting flat roof 
integral garage over to the north-west side of its front elevation. The extension is a single-
storey flat roof front, south-east side and rear extension which links to a front/rear gabled 
building behind.  

 
18. The internal floor level of the shop is higher than the concrete forecourt outside which 

necessitates steps and a disabled access ramp outside the entrance. The disabled 
access ramp runs alongside the shopfront on the north-west side of the steps. On the 
south-east side of the platform outside the entrance is a steeper quadrant shaped ramp 
behind two bollards. On the south-east side of the steps is a parallel black metal 
Sheffield-style bike stand. On their north-west side is a parallel black metal railing 
connected to a perpendicular black metal railing alongside the disabled access ramp. 
 

19. The shop forecourt is also host to an assortment of shop related paraphernalia. A 
newspaper A-board is displayed in front of the two bollards. On the south-east side of the 
quadrant shaped ramp, a raised concrete area alongside the shopfront and projecting 
forward of it hosts a metal roll cage trolley stacked with bags of barbecue fuel on sale 
followed by a metal storage cabinet and, perpendicular to this, a commercial dumpster 
with cylindrical bin in front. Next to the commercial dumpster is a second cylindrical bin 
followed by a clothing bank and third cylindrical bin.  
 

20. Customer parking and deliveries are only available on road. Such is available along the 
north-westbound side of Wisbech Road, outside the shop and churchyard, and partly 
along both sides of Church Lane. 
 

21. The north-eastern front boundary adjoins Wisbech Road opposite several residential 
properties. The south-eastern side boundary adjoins the churchyard of Grade II* Listed 
Church of St George. The south-west rear boundary adjoins the rear boundary of a 
residential property on Church Lane. The north-west side boundary adjoins  

 
RESPONSES FROM CONSULTEES 
 
22. Responses were received from the following consultees, and these are summarised below.  

The full responses are available on the Council's web site. 
 

Enforcement Section 
No response. 
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Conservation Officer – 12 June 2026 
Responded advising no conservation implications. 
 
Parish – 24 June 2026 
Responded in objection on the grounds that, due to the siting of the parcel locker, it 
has an adverse visual impact and will have a detrimental impact on community safety. 
 
Ward Councillors – 12 June 2026 
Cllr Ambrose Smith - Responded in support on the grounds that the benefits of the 
service provided by the parcel locker to the local community outweigh its visual 
impact. 
 
Cllr Martin Goodearl – Responded by formally requesting the application be called in 
to planning committee on the grounds that, due to the siting of the parcel locker, it 
has an adverse visual impact and will have a detrimental impact on community safety. 

 
23. A site notice was displayed near the site on 17 June 2026. 

 
24. Neighbours – 10 neighbouring properties were notified and the responses received are 

summarised below.  A full copy of the responses are available on the Council’s website. 
 
 5a Wisbech Road – 23 June 2026 

Responded in support on the grounds that the benefits of the service provided by the 
parcel locker to the local community, including reduced collection wait times resulting 
in reduced demand for on-road parking at any one time, outweigh its visual impact. 

 
 14 Wisbech Road – 7 July 2026 

Responded in objection on the grounds that the parcel locker has an adverse visual 
impact; increases on-road parking to the detriment of pedestrian safety due to 
obstructing highway visibility when crossing the road; leads to customers obstructing 
the pathway; and prevents bicycles being stood and locked against the railings 
behind. 

 
THE PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 
 
25. East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 

Policy GROWTH 2: Locational strategy 
Policy GROWTH 5: Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
Policy ENV 2: Design 
Policy ENV 4: Energy and water efficiency and renewable energy in construction 
Policy ENV 7: Biodiversity and geology 
Policy ENV 9: Pollution 
Policy ENV 12: Listed buildings 
Policy COM 1: Location of retail and town centre uses 
Policy COM 7: Transport impact 
Policy COM 8: Parking provision 

 
26. Supplementary Planning Documents 

Climate Change SPD 
Littleport Conservation Area Appraisal SPD 
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Design Guide SPD 
Natural Environment SPD 

 
27. National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) 

Chapter 2: Achieving Sustainable development 
Chapter 4: Decision-making 
Chapter 6: Building a strong, competitive economy 
Chapter 7: Ensuring the vitality of town centres 
Chapter 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities 
Chapter 9: Promoting sustainable transport 
Chapter 12: Achieving well-designed places 
Chapter 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
Chapter 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Chapter 16: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 
28. Planning Practice Guidance 

 
29. Local Nature Recovery Strategy December 2025 (LNRS) 
 
PLANNING MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS AND COMMENTS 
 
30. The main planning considerations relevant to the determination of this application relate to: 

 
• The principle of the development; 
• Its impact on the residential amenity of neighbouring properties; 
• Its impact on the visual amenity of the area; 
• Its impact on the significance of heritage assets; 
• Its impact on highway function and safety; 
• Its impact on biodiversity and environmental features; 
• Access for people with disabilities; 
• Its impact on community safety; and 
• Energy efficiency 

 
31. Principle of Development 

Policy GROWTH 2 (Locational strategy) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as 
amended 2023) requires a sequential approach to the siting of retail development otherwise 
supports other development within the defined development envelopes that meet local need 
provided no significant adverse effect on the character and appearance of the area and all 
other material planning considerations are satisfied.  
 
Policy GROWTH 5 (Presumption in favour of sustainable development) of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) seeks to secure development that 
improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.  
 
Parcel lockers provide economic benefits by cutting last-mile delivery costs for logistics 
companies and merchants. For host businesses, they drive guaranteed rental income, 
require zero staff management (given the lockers are self-service) and boost in-store sales 
because of increased footfall and impulse spending. Furthermore, consumers benefit from 
cheaper shipping and time-saving convenience. 
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Parcel lockers provide social benefits by consolidating deliveries, which drastically cuts van 
traffic, local congestion, and carbon emissions. Furthermore, by their placement in 
accessible public hubs, they boost community footfall, support local businesses, and 
operate flexibly 24/7.  
 
Parcel lockers deliver environmental benefits by significantly cutting last-mile carbon 
emissions compared to traditional door-to-door delivery. By consolidating multiple parcels 
into a single drop-off, parcel lockers reduce courier van mileage, eliminate failed delivery 
attempts, and encourage sustainable "trip-chaining" during daily errands. 
 
It is considered that the development complies with Policy GROWTH 2 (Locational strategy) 
given the shop is within the development envelope and the development is ancillary to the 
shop. Furthermore, it is considered that the development complies with Policy GROWTH 5 
(Presumption in favour of sustainable development) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 
2015 (as amended 2023) insofar as its impact on the economic, social and environmental 
conditions in the area. 

 
Policy GROWTH 5 (Presumption in favour of sustainable development) of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) supports the approval of planning 
applications that accord with the policies in the Local Plan wherever possible without delay, 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The other material considerations 
relevant to the determination of this application are given below. 

 
32. Residential Amenity 

Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
expects no significantly detrimental effect on the residential amenity of nearby occupiers.  
 
Policy ENV 9 (Pollution) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
seeks the minimisation and, where possible, reduction of all forms of pollution, including 
light pollution. It states that proposals will be refused where, individually or cumulatively, 
there are unacceptable impacts on the general amenity of the area, including through light 
pollution. It also states that conditions may be necessary to ensure adequate reduction and 
management of any impacts.  
 
It is considered that the structure would have no significant detrimental impact on sunlight, 
daylight, privacy or outlook enjoyed by the occupants of neighbouring residential properties 
by virtue of its scale, massing, height and the degree of separation from the neighbouring 
residential properties. Furthermore, it is considered that the integrated energy-efficient LED 
downlights do not lead to significant levels of light pollution given they minimise light 
pollution to align with environmental best practices; do not exceed the baseline of street 
lighting columns; and are directed downwards. To avoid doubt and safeguard the residential 
amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in accordance with policy ENV2 of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023), it is recommended that it be 
conditioned that no external lights shall be erected within the site (either freestanding or 
building-mounted) other than those expressly authorised within this application. 
 
Policy COM 7 (Transport impact) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 
2023) seeks to accommodate the level/type of traffic generated without detriment to the 
amenity of the locality. It is considered that the development would not significantly increase 
the level or significantly change the type of traffic generated given ancillary to the shop 
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therefore it would be unlikely to have any significant detrimental impact on the amenity of 
the locality. 
 
Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
expects high standards of amenity for users. It is considered that the parcel lockers 
represent a high standard of amenity for users by their very nature, with sufficient space on 
the forecourt for access. 
 
Given the above considerations, it is considered the development complies with Policies 
ENV 2 (Design), ENV 9 (Pollution) and COM 7 (Transport impact) of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) insofar as its impact on residential 
amenity. 

 
33. Visual Amenity 

Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
expects development to make efficient use of land while respecting the character of the 
surrounding area. It also expects the location, layout, scale, form, massing, materials and 
colour of development to relate sympathetically to the surrounding area. 
 
The site is constrained by the width of the bungalow and shop extension which leave no 
space either side. Furthermore, it is constrained by the site levels which necessitate the 
entrance steps and ramps, preventing the parcel locker from being positioned against the 
shopfront. It had been suggested positioning it perpendicular to the shopfront alongside the 
boundary with the churchyard, but it is unlikely that the site is sufficiently deep and, 
notwithstanding this, considered such would be more visually intrusive than in its current 
position, parallel to the shopfront but in front of the disabled access ramp. 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that the visual prominence of the parcel locker would be reduced 
if positioned against the shopfront, as in many other examples, it is accepted this is not 
possible due to the site constraints. Therefore, considering these constraints, the location 
of the parcel locker and its layout is considered appropriate for the site. It is considered that 
the scale, form and massing of the parcel locker is appropriate in relation to the scale, from 
and massing of the shopfront as a utilitarian ancillary structure. Furthermore, it is considered 
that the materials of the parcel locker can be accepted as utilitarian and its colours accepted 
as distinctive of the brand which are no longer unexpected or out of place within a shop 
forecourt. To avoid doubt and safeguard the character and appearance of the area, in 
accordance with Policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 
2023), it is recommended that it be conditioned that the materials to be used in the 
construction of the external surfaces of the development shall be as detailed on Dwg No. 
L(02)101 P1 (Existing and Proposed Elevations). 
 
Policy COM 7 (Transport impact) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 
2023) seeks to accommodate the level/type of traffic generated without detriment to the 
character and appearance of the locality. As aforementioned, it is considered that the 
development would not significantly increase the level or significantly change the type of 
traffic generated given ancillary to the shop therefore it would be unlikely to have any 
significant detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the locality. 
 
Given the above considerations, it is considered the development complies with Policies 
ENV 2 (Design) and COM 7 (Transport impact) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 
(as amended 2023) insofar as its visual impact. 
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34. Historic Environment 

Policy ENV 11 (Conservation areas) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as 
amended 2023) is not triggered given the site is not within the Littleport Conservation Area; 
but it should be noted that the site does adjoin the Littleport Conservation Area which 
triggers Para. 208 of the NPPF 2024. 
 
Policy ENV 12 (Listed buildings) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 
2023) is triggered given the shop adjoins the churchyard of Grade II* Listed Church of St 
George. It seeks to ensure development enhances or at least preserves those elements 
that make a positive contribution to the significance of the heritage asset and does not 
materially harm the immediate or wider setting of a Listed Building. 
 
Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 provides 
that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects the 
setting of a listed building, the local planning authority, or, as the case may be, the Secretary 
of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of the building. 
 
Para. 208 of the NPPF 2024 states that local planning authorities should identify and assess 
the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal 
(including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the 
available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when 
considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict 
between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 
 
It is considered that those elements that make a positive contribution to the significance of 
the Grade II* Listed Church of St George are preserved and the development does not 
materially harm its immediate or wider setting given the intervening shopfront and degree 
of separation. Furthermore, taking account of the Littleport Conservation Area Appraisal, it 
is considered that the particular significance of the Littleport Conservation Area is 
unaffected by the development given its location within the forecourt of the shop, its layout 
parallel to the shopfront and its scale, form and massing in relation to the scale, form and 
massing of the shopfront. 
 
Given the above considerations, it is considered the development complies with Policy ENV 
12 (Listed buildings) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
insofar as its impact on the setting of the Grade II* Listed Church of St George. Furthermore, 
consideration has been given to the development in accordance with Section 66(1) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and Para. 208 of the NPPF 
2024. 

 
35. Highways 

Policy COM 7 (Transport impact) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 
2023) seeks to accommodate the level/type of traffic generated without detriment to the 
local highway network.  
 
Policy COM 8 (Parking provision) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 
2023) seeks provision of adequate levels of car and cycle parking, broadly in accordance 
with the Council’s parking standards. It provides that, car free development may be 
considered acceptable where there is clear justification having regard to the location and 
the current and proposed availability of alternative transport modes.  
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As aforementioned, it is considered that the development would not significantly increase 
the level or significantly change the type of traffic generated given ancillary to the shop. 
Therefore, it is considered unlikely that it has had any significant detrimental impact on the 
local highway network and likely that sufficient on road parking is available. Furthermore, 
parcel lockers can ease the impact on the road network by consolidating deliveries. 

 
Given the above considerations, it is considered the development complies with Policies 
COM 7 (Transport impact) and COM 8 (Parking provision) of the East Cambridgeshire Local 
Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) insofar as its impact on highway function and safety. 

 
36. Trees and Ecology 

Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
expects development to make efficient use of land while respecting the landscape and 
biodiversity of the surrounding area. Policy ENV 7 (Biodiversity and geology) of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) requires all development proposals 
to protect the biodiversity and geological value of land and buildings and minimise harm to 
or loss of environmental features. It is considered that Policies ENV 2 (Design) and ENV 7 
(Biodiversity and geology) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
are not triggered insofar as the impact of the development on biodiversity and 
environmental features given the siting of the development on the concrete forecourt where 
there are no immediate environmental features. 

 
37. Other Material Matters 

Regarding Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG), the development has been declared exempt from 
BNG on the grounds that it is de-minimis. 
 
The Cambridgeshire-Peterborough Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) was published 
on 23rd December 2025. The LNRS is a spatial strategy which plans, maps and creates 
priorities for nature in a given area. It is a statutory document produced under the 
Environment Act 2021. Local authorities must have regard to any relevant LNRS through 
the exercise of its functions, including as a local planning authority (see S40(2A) of the 
NERC Act 2006).  
 
Amongst other matters, the LNRS identifies on a map (the ‘habitat map’) “areas that could 
become of particular importance for biodiversity” (ACB sites). Typically, such sites will be 
farmland with limited, if any, current significant interest for biodiversity, but it has been 
determined to offer the potential to become important if measures were taken to improve 
the habitats on that particular site. 
 
For this particular application, it has been determined that no LNRS ACB site aligns with 
the planning application site area and there is no other apparent reason why the LNRS is 
an important determining factor for this application. As such, very little weight has been 
given to the content of the LNRS in reaching a recommendation for this planning 
application. 
 
Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
expects incorporation of the highway and access principles contained in Policy COM 7 into 
designs to ensure safe and convenient access is provided for people with disabilities. The 
application specifies that the parcel locker has multiple compartment sizes to suit different 
needs with ‘easy access’ compartments designed to provide a more accessible experience 
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for users, particularly those with mobility needs. It is stated that users can request an “easy 
access” compartment ahead of collecting or returning their parcel or simply click this option 
when using the parcel locker machine. Given this consideration, it is considered the 
development complies with Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 
2015 (as amended 2023) insofar as there is access for people with disabilities. 
 
Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023) 
expects a safe environment through design that addresses crime prevention and 
community safety. Concern has been raised that the development will facilitate crime and 
adversely impact community safety given it conceals some of the disability access ramp 
behind it. However, this area is covered by a surveillance camera mounted vertically 
towards the lefthand corner of the shopfront. Furthermore, the parcel locker is equipped 
with CCTV and motion sensors to capture and record locker interactions and features 
integrated LED lighting. Given these considerations, it is considered the development 
complies with Policy ENV 2 (Design) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as 
amended 2023) insofar as its impact on community safety. 
 
Policy ENV 4 (Energy and water efficiency and renewable energy in construction) seeks 
reduced or zero carbon development in accordance with the zero-carbon hierarchy: first 
maximising energy efficiency and then incorporating renewable or low carbon energy 
sources on-site as far as practicable. It is stated in the application that InPost parcel lockers 
use energy-efficient LED fixtures. It is also stated that, on average, an InPost parcel locker 
consumed 1.48kWh over 24 hours between May 2024 to April 2025 which powered the 
screen, as well as CCTV. Given these considerations, it is considered the development 
complies with Policy ENV 4 (Energy and water efficiency and renewable energy in 
construction) of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023). 

 
38. Human Rights Act 

The development has been assessed against the provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998, 
and in particular Article 8 (right to respect for private and family life) and Article 1 of the First 
Protocol (protection of property).  Under the Act, it is unlawful for a public authority, such as 
East Cambridgeshire District Council, to act in a manner that is incompatible with the 
European Convention on Human Rights.  In arriving at this recommendation, due regard 
has been given to the applicant's reasonable development rights and expectations which 
have been balanced and weighed against the wider community interests, as expressed 
through third party interests / the Development Plan and Central Government 
Guidance.  The Council is also permitted to control the use of property in accordance with 
the general interest and the recommendation set out below is considered to be a 
proportionate response to the submitted application based on the considerations set out in 
this report.  

 
39. Equalities and Diversities 

In considering this planning application due regard has been had to the public sector 
equality duty (PSED) under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, which means that the 
Council must have due regard to the need (in discharging its functions) to put an end to 
unlawful behaviour that is banned by the Equality Act, including discrimination, harassment 
and victimisation and to advance equality of opportunity and foster good relations between 
people who have a protected characteristic and those who do not.  Account has been taken 
of the PSED and it is considered that the recommendation set out below would not 
undermine the objectives of the duty. 
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40. Planning Balance 
The development is utilitarian in appearance, and its location and layout are constrained by 
the site. However, such is not unexpected on the forecourt of a shop, and, in this instance, 
it is considered that the sustainability benefits of the development outweigh the visual 
impact. Furthermore, it is considered the development will not have any significant adverse 
impact on community safety. The proposal is therefore recommended for approval subject 
to the recommended conditions, as listed in Appendix 2 below. 

 
APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1 – Plans 
Appendix 2 – Recommended Conditions 
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APPENDIX 1 - PLANS 

The following plans are a selection of those submitted as part of the application and are 
provided to illustrate the proposed development. They may not be to scale. The full suite of 
plans can be found on the Council’s website.  
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APPENDIX 2  - Recommended Conditions 
 
1 Development shall be carried out in accordance with the drawings and documents listed 

below 
 

Plan Reference Version No Date Received  
L(00)000  P1 10th June 2026 
L(00)100  P1 10th June 2026 
L(01)101  P1 10th June 2026 
L(02)101  P1 10th June 2026 

 
1 Reason: To define the scope and extent of this permission. 
 
2 The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the development 

shall be as detailed on Dwg No. L(02)101 P1 (Existing and Proposed Elevations);  
 
2 Reason: To safeguard the character and appearance of the area, in accordance with 

policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023). 
 
3 No external lights shall be erected within the site (either freestanding or building-mounted) 

other than those expressly authorised within this application. 
 
3 Reason: To safeguard the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in accordance 

with policy ENV2 of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2015 (as amended 2023). 
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AGENDA ITEM 7  

Planning Performance Report – May 2026 
Planning will report a summary of performance. This will be for the month before last 
month, as this allows for all applications to be validated and gives a true representation. 

All figures include all types of planning applications. 

 

Determinations 

 Total Major Minor House- 
holder Other DIS/ 

NMA Trees Pre-
app 

Determinations 117 0 19 25 19 17 27 10 
Determined on 
Time (%) - 

- 
(90% 

within 13 
weeks) 

74% 
(80% 

within 8 
weeks) 

92% 
(90% 

within 8 
weeks) 

100% 
(90% 

within 8 
weeks) 

76% 
(80% 

within 8 
weeks) 

100% 
(100% 
within 8 
weeks) 

N/A 

Approved 102 0 17 25 19 17 24 N/A 
Refused 5 0 2 0 0 0 3 N/A 

 

Validations 
52% of applications validated within 5 working days (ECDC target is 85%). 

 Total Major Minor House- 
holder Other DIS/ 

NMA Trees Pre-
app 

Validations 110 2 20 18 14 25 20 11 
 

Open Cases by Team (as of 18 June 2026) 

 Total Major Minor House- 
holder Other DIS/ 

NMA Trees Pre-
app 

North Team 
(7 FTE) 159 12 43 20 33 39 0 12 

South Team 
(7 FTE) 164 14 25 26 34 52 0 13 

No Team 
(2 FTE) 33 0 0 2 3 2 25 1 

(‘No Team’ includes the Trees Officer and the Conservation Officer.) 

 

Applications Received 

The Planning department received a total of 140 applications in May 2026 which is a 
9.4% increase to the total received in May 2025 (128) and a 13% increase to the total 
received in April 2026 (124). 
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Valid planning appeals received in May 2026: 6 

Appeal reference Site Address Decision Level 
26/00007/REFMC 15 Newnham Street Ely Cambridgeshire 

CB7 4PG DEL 

26/00008/LBCAPP 15 Newnham Street Ely Cambridgeshire 
CB7 4PG DEL 

26/00011/REFAPP Rose Garden Cottage 13 Soham Road 
Fordham Ely Cambridgeshire CB7 5LD DEL 

26/00012/TREFAP 17 Bohemond Street Ely Cambridgeshire 
CB7 4PP DEL 

26/00013/REFAPP Boundary Farm Sutton Road Witchford Ely 
Cambridgeshire CB6 2HX DEL 

26/00014/REFAPP Land Southwest Of Hightown Drove Burwell 
Cambridgeshire COMM 

 

Appeals decided in May 2026: 3 

Appeal reference Site Address Decision 
Level Outcome 

25/00006/REFAPP Land Between 43 And 79 The Causeway 
Isleham Cambridgeshire DEL DISMIS 

25/00021/REFAPP Land At Cambridge Road Stretham 
Cambridgeshire COMM ALLOW 

26/00004/REFAPP Land Adj To 1 Victoria Place Sutton Ely 
Cambridgeshire CB6 2NP DEL DISMIS 

 

Upcoming planning appeal hearings dates: 0 
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Enforcement 

New complaints registered in May 2026: 22 (1 proactive) 
Cases closed in May 2026: 17 (2 proactive) 
Notices served in May 2026: 0 

Open cases per officer (as of 18 June 2026): 153 (26 proactive) / 2.6fte = 59 FTE 

 

Comparison of Enforcement complaints received during May 

Code Description 2025 2026 
ADVERT Reports of unauthorised adverts 1 1 
BNGBRE Reports of breaches of a mandatory BNG condition  1 
COND Reports of breaches of planning conditions 1 7 
CONSRV Reports of unauthorised works in a Conservation Area   
DEM Reports of unauthorised demolition in a Conservation Area   

HEDGE High Hedge complaints dealt with under the Anti-Social 
Behaviour Act   

HEDBR High hedges breach   
LEGOB Legal Obligation monitoring   
LEGOR Legal Obligation report  1 
LISTED Reports of unauthorised works to a Listed Building 1  
MON Compliance Monitoring   

OP Reports of operational development, such as building or 
engineering works 6 4 

OTHER Reports of activities that may not constitute development, such 
as the siting of a mobile home  2 

PLAN Reports that a development is not being built in accordance with 
approved plans 2 1 

PRO 
Proactive cases opened by the Enforcement Team, most 
commonly for unauthorised advertisements and expired 
temporary permissions 

 1 

TRECON No notice of tree works in a Conservation area   
TREHDG Hedgerow Regulations breach   
TRETPO Unauthorised works to TPO tree   
UNTIDY Reports of untidy land or buildings harming the visual amenity   
USE Reports of the change of use of land or buildings 7 4 

Total 18 22 
 

Code Descriptions 

DIS Discharge of Condition DISMISS Appeal Dismissed 
NMA Non-material Amendment ALLOW Appeal Allowed 
COMM Committee Decision NONDET Appeal for non-determination 
DEL Delegated Decision APPWIT Appeal withdrawn 
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AGENDA ITEM 8 

Planning Performance Report – June 2026 
Planning will report a summary of performance. This will be for the month before last 
month, as this allows for all applications to be validated and gives a true representation. 

All figures include all types of planning applications. 

Determinations 

Total Major Minor House- 
holder Other DIS/ 

NMA Trees Pre-
app 

Determinations 131 9 20 24 8 40 17 13 
Determined on 
Time (%) - 

100% 
(90% 

within 13 
weeks) 

100% 
(80% 

within 8 
weeks) 

100% 
(90% 

within 8 
weeks) 

100% 
(90% 

within 8 
weeks) 

65% 
(80% 

within 8 
weeks) 

100% 
(100% 
within 8 
weeks) 

N/A 

Approved 113 7 20 23 6 40 17 N/A 
Refused 5 2 0 1 2 0 0 N/A 

Validations 
96% of applications validated within 5 working days (ECDC target is 85%). 

Total Major Minor House- 
holder Other DIS/ 

NMA Trees Pre-
app 

Validations 175 2 19 35 28 52 29 10 

Open Cases by Team (as of 15 July 2026) 

Total Major Minor House- 
holder Other DIS/ 

NMA Trees Pre-
app 

North Team 
(7 FTE) 146 13 35 23 27 34 0 14 

South Team 
(7 FTE) 165 14 24 26 36 49 0 16 

No Team 
(2 FTE) 23 0 0 1 1 2 19 0 

(‘No Team’ includes the Trees Officer and the Conservation Officer.) 

Applications Received 

The Planning department received a total of 158 applications in June 2026 which is a 
1.9% decrease to the total received in June 2025 (161) and a 13% increase to the total 
received in May 2026 (140). 
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Valid planning appeals received in June 2026: 1 

Appeal reference Site Address Decision Level 
26/00015/REFAPP South East Corner Of Sixteen Acre Plantation 

Duchess Drive Newmarket Suffolk DEL 

 

Appeals decided in June 2026: 0 
 
Upcoming appeal hearing dates: 0 
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Enforcement 

New complaints registered in June 2026: 24 (3 proactive) 
Cases closed in June 2026: 19 (1 proactive) 
Notices served in June 2026: 2 

Open cases per officer as of 15 July 2026: 156 (26 proactive) / 2.6fte = 60 FTE 

Comparison of Enforcement complaints received during June 

Code Description 2025 2026 
ADVERT Reports of unauthorised adverts 4 
BNGBRE Reports of breaches of a mandatory BNG condition 
COND Reports of breaches of planning conditions 3 5 
CONSRV Reports of unauthorised works in a Conservation Area 
DEM Reports of unauthorised demolition in a Conservation Area 

HEDGE High Hedge complaints dealt with under the Anti-Social 
Behaviour Act 

HEDBR High hedges breach 1 
LEGOB Legal Obligation monitoring 
LEGOR Legal Obligation report 
LISTED Reports of unauthorised works to a Listed Building 2 
MON Compliance Monitoring 

OP Reports of operational development, such as building or 
engineering works 6 7 

OTHER Reports of activities that may not constitute development, such 
as the siting of a mobile home 1 3 

PLAN Reports that a development is not being built in accordance with 
approved plans 1 1 

PRO 
Proactive cases opened by the Enforcement Team, most 
commonly for unauthorised advertisements and expired 
temporary permissions 

1 3 

TRECON No notice of tree works in a Conservation area 1 
TREHDG Hedgerow Regulations breach 
TRETPO Unauthorised works to TPO tree 
UNTIDY Reports of untidy land or buildings harming the visual amenity 
USE Reports of the change of use of land or buildings 6 2 

Total 23 24 

Code Descriptions 

DIS Discharge of Condition DISMISS Appeal Dismissed 
NMA Non-material Amendment ALLOW Appeal Allowed 
COMM Committee Decision NONDET Appeal for non-determination 
DEL Delegated Decision APPWIT Appeal withdrawn 
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