
 

 

   Minutes of a meeting of the Planning Committee 
   held in the Council Chamber, The Grange, Nutholt Lane, 

Ely on Wednesday,1st March 2017 at 2.00pm. 
 
 

P R E S E N T 
 

Councillor Joshua Schumann (Chairman) 
Councillor Derrick Beckett 
Councillor Paul Cox 
Councillor Lavinia Edwards 
Councillor Bill Hunt (Substitute for Councillor Tom Hunt) 
Councillor Mike Rouse 

 
 

OFFICERS 
 
  Oli Haydon - Planning Officer 
  Toni Hylton – Planning Officer 
   Janis Murfet – Democratic Services Officer 
   Amanda Nauth – Planning & Highways Lawyer 
   Andrew Phillips – Senior Planning Officer 

Rebecca Saunt – Planning Manager 
 

 
ALSO IN ATTENDANCE 

 
Councillor Mathew Shuter 
Approximately 18 members of the public attended the meeting. 

 
 

 
105. APOLOGIES AND SUBSTITUTIONS 

 
  Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Sue Austen, 
David Chaplin, Tom Hunt and Lisa Stubbs. 
 
  It was noted that Councillor Bill Hunt would substitute for Councillor 
Tom Hunt for the duration of this meeting. 
 
   

106. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 

  Councillor Bill Hunt declared an interest in Agenda Item No. 6 
(16/01729/F3M, Littleport Railway Station, Station Road, Littleport) being 
Chairman of the Asset Development Committee. He said he would exercise 
his public speaking right and then vacate the Chamber before the debate 
and voting on the application took place. 
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107. MINUTES 
 
  Further to Minute No.96 (16/01291/FUL – Site to North East of 9 High 

Street, Witcham), the Democratic Services Officer apologised saying the 
outcome of the vote relating to the motion for refusal had not been recorded 
in the Minute. It was duly noted that the motion was declared carried, there 
being 6 votes for, and 4 votes against. Whereupon, 

 
  It was resolved: 

 
That the Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on 1st 

February 2017 be confirmed as a correct record and signed by the 
Chairman.  

 
 

108. CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

 The Chairman welcomed Toni Hylton, Planning Officer, to her first 
meeting of the Planning Committee and invited her to watch the 
proceedings. 

 

 Members were asked to note that Mandy Scott, Development Support 
Officer, was leaving the Authority today. On behalf of the Committee, 
the Chairman offered his sincere thanks for her 20 years of service, 
and wished her well for the future. 

 

109. 16/01170/OUT – INNISFREE, BRADLEY ROAD, KIRTLING 
 
  Andrew Phillips, Senior Planning Officer, presented a report (R213, 

previously circulated) which sought outline planning permission with all 
matters reserved for the erection of a residential dwelling. 

 
  It was noted that the application had been called in to Committee by 

Councillor Joshua Schumann. 
 
  The site was located to the east of the village of Kirtling and outside 

the development envelope of Kirtling and Upend. The area was rural and 
characterised by open countryside with small groups of detached dwellings 
at well spaced out intervals along the roads. 

 
  A number of illustrations were displayed at the meeting. These 

included a map of the application site, an aerial photograph, the site plan, an 
indicative block plan, and photographs relating to the principle of 
development, visual and residential amenity, highway safety and parking, 
and ecology and biodiversity. 

 
  The Senior Planning Officer said the key issues for consideration in 
the determination of this application were:  

 Principle of development; 

 Visual amenity; 



 

 

 Ecology; 

 Highway safety and parking; and 

 Residential amenity. 

Members were reminded that the Council was currently unable to 
demonstrate a 5 year land supply for housing and therefore the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF meant that 
permission for development should be granted unless any adverse impacts 
would significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed 
dwelling.  

The benefits of the application were considered to be the provision of 
an additional dwelling to the District’s housing stock and the positive 
contribution to the local and wider economy in the short term through the 
construction of the new dwelling. 

However, the application site was located outside the development 
envelope and approximately 1 mile away from the closest village, Kirtling 
Green. Bradley Road and the majority of the distance to the village were 
60mph roads with no pedestrian footpaths and the nearest bus stop was 
approximately 300 metres from the application site. There was only a limited 
bus service linking with Newmarket and it was therefore very likely that the 
occupants of the proposed dwelling would be reliant on a vehicle to access 
the services of the local village and beyond.  

The existing dwellings were not considered to form a substantial 
grouping to which the proposed dwelling would adhere. The Senior Planning 
Officer also reminded the Committee the NPPF stated that local planning 
authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside; this proposal 
did not meet any of the exceptions detailed in that paragraph. The site was 
therefore not considered to be in an environmentally or socially sustainable 
location. 

It was further noted that two appeals in the parishes of Isleham and 
Little Downham were recently dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate. This 
upheld Officer decisions to refuse new dwellings due to unsustainable 
locations and demonstrated that significant weight could be given to the 
issue of sustainability. 

In terms of visual amenity the proposed site was likely to be almost 
entirely screened from view from the public highways of Bradley Road and 
Mill Road. The boundary treatments were considered appropriate to the rural 
location.  The impact on the built form and character of the area was such 
that it could be said that a new dwelling would not cause significant harm. 

Members noted that the applicant had submitted an ecological 
appraisal which concluded that there were no constraints that would 
adversely affect the proposed scheme. It was unlikely that the pond would be 
used by Great Crested Newts, and the majority of the trees and hedges were 
to remain. Biodiversity mitigations and enhancements could be conditioned. 



 

 

With regard to residential amenity, it was considered that there would 
be a minimal impact on neighbours. There was sufficient space on site to 
provide at least 50m² of private rear amenity space, incompliance with Policy 
ENV2 and the Design Guide.  

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr Hutchinson, agent, and Mr 
Harbinson, addressed the Committee and made the following points: 

Mr Hutchinson 

 The Council could not demonstrate a 5 year supply of land for housing 
and therefore the Local Plan policies relating to housing had to be 
considered out of date; 

 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF stated that where relevant policies were 
out of date, permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts 
of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 
when assessed against the policies in the Framework; 

 The Officer’s report stated that the only objection related to 
sustainability and paragraph 7.1 referred to a likely dependence on a 
vehicle; 

 Much of East Cambridgeshire was made up of small settlements, and 
sticking to policy would harm their vibrancy. The new draft Local Plan 
supported such locations; 

 At Gazeley, an Inspector had allowed an appeal saying ‘.... that 
specifically reducing travel by car is no longer one of the expressed 
main concerns of Government policy... Those living in rural areas will 
not have the same travel choices as those in a town’. 

Mr Harbinson 

 Their current home was a self build 27 years ago; 

 He and his wife were now in their 70’s and they wanted to downsize 
and build a retirement home; 

 The garden was 3½ acres. The proposal would not be a compromise 
because the new dwelling would have a 1 acre garden; 

 The dwelling would be hardly noticeable from the road; 

 It would be just one retirement property for himself and his wife; 

 Their present dwelling was architect designed and the new property 
would be equally well designed. He hoped they would be able to 
remain there for the rest of their lives; 

 There were no listed buildings, there would be no encroachment and 
the application was fully supported by both the Parish Council and the 
District Members; 

 He was keen to start as soon as possible. 



 

 

At the invitation of the Chairman, Councillor Mathew Shuter, a Ward 
Member for Cheveley, spoke in support of the application and made the 
following comments: 

 His view, as a lay person, was that the location was highly sustainable 
and this was just the sort of development needed. Small settlements 
could not sustain large developments, so this sort of proposal should 
be encouraged; 

 Mr and Mrs Harbinson had lived there for many years and there was a 
strong case for them to stay; 

 This was not speculative development. The house would cater for the 
Harbinsons’ needs in their old age and thereby take pressure off 
adult/social care. This wasn’t in government policy but he was aware 
of the pressures on adult and social in the local area; 

 It was impossible to walk from this small village because there were 
no footpaths - a car was essential; 

 Members should take account of the area and the needs of the area; 

 Nobody had objected to this application, so Members should support it 
to enable the couple to stay in the area; 

 The proposal would add one new house to the District’s housing stock 
and a mix of houses was needed; 

 He very strongly supported the application. 

Councillor Beckett remarked that the size of the plot seemed quite 
small in relation to the 3½ acres. He asked the Senior Planning Officer 
whether, in the event that the application was granted permission, the size of 
the garden could be restricted by condition and the size of the dwelling would 
also be limited. The Senior Planning Officer replied that the red line indicated 
on the map would remain as it was and the Chairman added that the 
reserved matters or full application could come back to Committee. 

Councillor Rouse said he had been much persuaded by the comments 
made by Mr Hutchinson and Mr Harbinson, and he had found Councillor 
Shuter’s local knowledge helpful. Whilst much of East Cambridgeshire was 
not sustainable in planning terms, he believed this was a sustainable location 
and he had no problem with supporting approval of the application. He duly 
proposed that the Officer’s recommendation for refusal be rejected and the 
application be approved. 

In seconding the motion, Councillor Hunt commented that all the 
houses in that area depended on the use of a car. The Parish Council and 
local Member had no objections to the proposal, and paragraph 7.7 of the 
Officer’s report stated that the dwelling was unlikely to be visually intrusive 
and would not harm the character of the countryside. 



 

 

Councillor Beckett said he agreed in principle with his colleagues, but 
asked Members to bear in mind that the application could come back to 
Committee with a completely different plan and a larger footprint.  

The Chairman reminded Members that this was only an outline 
application. Thanking Councillor Shuter for his comments, he continued by 
saying that there was no allocation within the Local Plan for Kirtling. 
However, such places should be allowed to grow in order to make the 
community more sustainable, otherwise they would fade. 

The Committee then returned to the motion for approval, and when 
put to the vote, 

    It was resolved unanimously: 

   That planning application reference 16/01170/OUT be APPROVED 
for the following reasons: 

 Members do not believe that the proposal will have an adverse 
impact; 

 It is similar in character to other dwellings in the vicinity; and 

 Members do not believe that the site is unsustainable. 

 

  It was further resolved: 

  That the Planning Manager be given delegated authority to impose 
suitable conditions. 

 

110. 16/01729/F3M – LITTLEPORT RAILWAY STATION, STATION ROAD, 
LITTLEPORT 

 
  Andrew Phillips, Senior Planning Officer, presented a report (R214, 
previously circulated) which sought permission for an extension to the 
Littleport Train Station car park by removing two parking spaces to allow 
access to an additional 80 parking spaces. The developer was also showing 
footpath improvements from the train station car park entrance to under the 
railway bridge. 

  It was noted that the application had been brought to Committee 
because East Cambridgeshire District Council was the applicant. 

  The site was located in a field (being used for keeping horses at the 
time of the Case Officer site visit) to the north west of the current car park. 
The site included the existing train station car park and access, as well as 
the highway land required for the footpath improvements. 

  A number of illustrations were displayed at the meeting. These 
included a map of the application site, an aerial photograph, the layout of the 
proposal, a detailed layout of the proposal, and the improvements to the 
footpath and underpass. 

  The Senior Planning Officer said the key issues for consideration in 
the determination of this application were:  



 

 

 Principle; 

 Highway safety; and 

 Flood risk and drainage. 

Members were reminded that Policies GROWTH 3, GROWTH 5 and 
COM 7 of the adopted Local Plan all supported this development. Chapter 4 
of the NPPF sought the promotion of sustainable methods of transport, which 
this application did by making it easier to travel by the railway network. While 
it would not entirely eliminate the need for the car, it would reduce its usage 
significantly. 

The Senior Planning Officer said that the Highways Transport Team 
had recommended refusal of the application based on the lack of detail with 
regard to cycle storage. However, this was considered to be unreasonable 
as cycle storage could be secured by way of condition. 

The proposal to create a safe pedestrian route under the railway 
bridge was supported and a condition seeking its construction was 
considered reasonable, as the substantial increase in traffic was likely to put 
pedestrians at greater risk of injury.  

With regard to flood risk and drainage, it was noted that the 
application site was located within Flood Zone 3. Although the proposed land 
use was not specified within the vulnerability classification table of the NPPF 
Planning Practice Guidance, the development type proposed was considered 
to be ‘less vulnerable’. Table 3 of the NPPF Planning Practice Guidance 
made it clear that ‘less vulnerable’ development was compatible with Flood 
Zone 3 and with no other site less likely to flood coming forward, it was 
considered that the development passed the sequential test. The suggested 
condition 3 would control water drainage.  

On balance it was considered that there was no harm that could not 
be reasonably conditioned that would outweigh the benefits of the extended 
car park. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mrs Sarah Hornbrook, agent for the 
applicant, addressed the Committee and made the following points: 

 The extension and improvement of the Station car park was a key 
priority and infrastructure requirement for the Council; 

 The existing car park was full from 7.00am – 5.00pm and as a result, 
people were having to park on nearby roads. More parking was 
needed and suitable land had been identified; 

 Improving access would deliver additional disabled parking spaces; 

 She had worked closely with the Council and key stakeholders, 
including the Access Group; 

 There would be no adverse highways impact and the final details 
regarding the drainage scheme would be agreed by condition; 



 

 

 A scenario had been shown to take account of infiltration not being 
possible; 

 The existing car park was outside of the envelope, but there were no 
alternatives available; 

 The proposal would be carefully landscaped; 

 It would help to deliver the Council’s aspirations; 

 It was in keeping with national policy. 

Councillor Beckett asked Mrs Hornbrook to explain about the drainage 
scheme. She said the paving would be a porous surface and the circulation 
area would be tarmacked. The dotted lines shown on the Powerpoint slide 
were the pipes and the sub-base would act as a large attenuation tank. The 
water would be piped into the adjacent watercourse. 

Councillor Beckett then asked how the flow rate would be achieved, 
given that this was a high water table area. Mrs Hornbrook replied that this 
had been calculated by their civil engineers. The scale of the attenuation 
area would be more than sufficient because if it was reduced to 1:1, there 
would be a risk of blocking the pipes. 

Councillor Bill Hunt said he was delighted that this application had 
come before the Planning Committee. Most Members would be aware of the 
plans to increase the regularity of trains to London and it would put more 
demands on Littleport Station. Local people and elected Members had been 
pushing for something to be done about the car park. There were currently 
30 – 40 spaces which were full all the time, and with yellow lines on the road, 
it was difficult to find any parking spaces. The extra 70+ spaces which would 
be provided by the proposed extension could not come quickly enough. 

He continued, saying that when the new railway station at the 
Cambridge Science Park was open it would help to reduce traffic on the A10. 
As this Council was committed to keeping the cost of car parking the same, 
the extension to the Littleport Station car park would attract vehicles and take 
them off the road.  

The application included improvements to the pedestrian access 
under the bridge, and this was very necessary from a safety point of view 
because at the moment, people had to cross a live rail to get from one 
platform to the other. 

Councillor Hunt concluded by urging Members to approve the 
application saying that Littleport was an area of great growth and the scheme 
was absolutely essential. 

At this point, Councillor Hunt vacated the Chamber. 

Councillor Beckett agreed that the extension to the car park was much 
needed, but he had concerns regarding drainage. In proposing that the 
Officer’s recommendation for approval be supported, he requested that 
condition 3 of the permission be rigorously enforced. 



 

 

The Chairman reiterated that depending on the final drainage scheme 
agreed between the developer and the Local Planning Authority, there might 
or might not be a Grampian condition, and for the purposes of determination 
it had been treated as if one would be required. 

The motion for approval was duly seconded by Councillor Cox. 

When put to the vote, 

    It was resolved unanimously: 

  That planning application reference 16/01729/F3M be APPROVED 
subject to the conditions as set out in the Officer’s report.  

  At this point, Councillor Hunt returned to the Chamber. 

 

111. 16/01751/OUT – LAND TO NORTH EAST KLERE VIEW, BARCHAM 
ROAD, SOHAM 

  Andrew Phillips, Senior Planning Officer, presented a report (R215, 
previously circulated) on behalf of the Case Officer, which sought outline 
planning permission, including access, layout and scale, for the erection of 
two single storey residential dwellings. 

  It was noted that the application had been called in to Planning 
Committee by Councillor James Palmer, as he believed it to be a sustainable 
location. 

  The application site was located north of Soham, approximately 0.6 
miles outside the development envelope. The closest part of the town centre 
boundary was approximately 1.9 miles away. 

The site was currently an open agricultural field with a ditch running 
along the south east boundary (front of Barcham Road). Dwellings and rural 
businesses were regularly spaced along Barcham Road in the vicinity of this 
site. 

Barcham Road was a 60mph road with no pedestrian footpaths. There 
was a limited bus service linking with Newmarket, Cambridge and Ely, and 
the closest bus stop was on the A142. Occupants of the proposed dwelling 
would therefore be very likely to depend on a vehicle to access the services 
of the town and beyond. 

A number of illustrations were displayed at the meeting. These 
included a map of the application site, an aerial photograph, a site plan, a 
block plan and an indicative floor plan of the proposal. There were also 
photographs relating to the principle of development, visual amenity and 
street character, and residential amenity. 

  The Senior Planning Officer said the main considerations in the 
determination of this application were: 

 Principle of development; 



 

 

 Visual impact; and 

 Residential amenity. 

With regard to the principle of development, the Senior Planning 
Officer said he would not dwell on the point that the Council could not 
currently demonstrate an adequate five year supply of land for housing, as 
Members were already very familiar with this. However, he did wish to 
reiterate that an application for a new dwelling diagonally opposite the 
proposed site had been refused by the Local Planning Authority in August 
2016 as being an unsustainable location. In addition, two appeals in Isleham 
and Little Downham parishes were recently dismissed by the Planning 
Inspectorate due to unsustainable locations. This demonstrated that 
significant weight could be given to the issue of sustainability and the 
proposal was therefore considered to be contrary to the requirement of the 
NPPF to deliver sustainable development. 

In terms of visual amenity and character, whilst there were no 
concerns regarding the scale of the proposal, there was considered to be a 
negative impact on the character of the area from the development of 
dwellings opposite each other, as this was not the existing character of the 
street scene. It was considered that having dwellings on both sides of the 
road would contribute to a sense of enclosing to that part of Barcham Road, 
which would not be consistent with the rural and open character of the area. 
The proposal was therefore not considered to comply with Policies ENV1 or 
ENV2, and this reason was significant enough to warrant refusal. 

The Committee noted that there were no concerns at this stage 
regarding residential amenity and compliance with Policy ENV2, but any 
future reserved matters application would still be assessed against this 
policy. To protect neighbours from unreasonable levels of disruption, the 
construction and delivery times proposed by the Environmental Health 
Officer would be conditioned if planning permission was granted. 

There were no Highways Authority concerns subject to standard 
conditions which would be applied if planning permission was granted. 

In connection with flood risk and drainage, the application proposed 
soakaways, details of which would be conditioned to be agreed by the LPA, 
should the application be approved. 

At this point, the Chairman asked for it to be minuted that he felt he 
should declare a personal interest as the applicant was known to him. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr Andrew Fleet, agent for the 
applicant, addressed the Committee and made the following remarks: 

 He questioned the planning history, because as far as he was aware 
there had been no previous applications and it was Greenfield; 

 Barcham was considered to be a hamlet of Soham; 

 The NPPF stated that there were three strands to sustainable 
development; 



 

 

 The Council had a problem with its 5 year supply of land for housing, 
and it had already granted planning permission for three applications 
in Barcham; 

 With regard to sustainability and the use of cars, a large percentage of 
locations in the District relied on the use of motor vehicles; 

 The frontage of the proposal would be screened, with further 
enhancements at the reserved matters stage; 

 There would be no further enclosure, and the scheme would be less 
visually intrusive than the industrial development opposite; 

 Although there was a national speed limit on Barcham Road, a survey 
had shown that the average speed was 33mph and this would be far 
safer for people walking or cycling; 

 Any person living here would be aware of countryside living; 

 With reference to the earlier application at Kirtling, he felt that the 
Planning Inspector’s comments about it no longer being a government 
priority to reduce travel by car meant that reliance on a private car was 
not a negative aspect of the proposal; 

 He believed the proposal complied with paragraph 14 of the NPPF. 

Councillor Beckett noted that the Internal Drainage Board (IDB) had 
objected to the application and Mr Fleet replied that he had been copied in 
on a letter from the IDB removing that objection. The Senior Planning Officer 
said he could not see anything in the file since the Case Officer had written 
the report. However, drainage could be conditioned if necessary, but it would 
not be a reason for refusal. 

Councillor Hunt said the proposal was inappropriate because the 
dwellings would be sited in open countryside. He believed that paragraph 2 
of the Officer’s recommendation rightly set out the reason for refusal. 
Councillor Beckett agreed, saying that if permission was granted, the 
character of the lane would be changed. 

Councillor Rouse disagreed, saying that he would have no problem 
going against the Officer’s recommendation. He proposed that the Officer’s 
recommendation for refusal be rejected and that the application should be 
granted permission; Councillor Cox concurred and duly seconded the 
motion. 

Councillor Beckett requested that if the application was approved, 
drainage should be one of the conditions of approval. The Chairman 
confirmed that the Planning Manager would be given delegated authority to 
impose suitable conditions, including drainage. 

The Committee returned to the motion for approval, and when put to 
the vote it was declared carried, there being   4 votes for and 2 votes against. 

  It was resolved: 



 

 

  That planning application reference 16/01751/OUT be APPROVED 
for the following reasons: 

 Members believe that the proposal will not have a negative impact as 
there is already a mix of buildings in the area; 

 It will add to the District’s housing stock; and 

 It will further strengthen the vitality of the Barcham community. 

 

  It was further resolved: 

  That the Planning Manager be given delegated authority to impose 
suitable conditions, including a condition regarding drainage. 

 
112. 16/01762/OUT – LAND REAR OF 4 AND 5 LONG DOLVER DROVE, 

SOHAM 

  Oli Haydon, Planning Officer, presented a report (R216, previously 
circulated) which sought outline planning permission, with some matters 
reserved, for the erection of a new single storey dwelling. Matters of access 
and scale were to be considered as part of this application, but matters 
relating to appearance, layout and landscaping were reserved. 

  The Planning Officer reiterated that this application was a 
resubmission of a recently refused application (16/01217/OUT – refused 11 
November 2016). No changes had been made to the application following its 
refusal on the grounds of an unsustainable location and impact on the 
character of the open countryside. 

  It was noted that the application had been called in to Planning 
Committee by Councillor James Palmer, as it was viewed that Long Dolver 
Drove was a sustainable location, known locally as Soham Fen, and should 
not be refused on the grounds of sustainability. 

  The site was located in open countryside off the eastern side of Long 
Dolver Drove, 2.1 miles (by car) from the main facilities and services of 
Soham. The character of the area was defined by a predominance of arable 
land with commercial kennels to the south and three dwellings in an 
otherwise isolated location. Further south along the Drove were isolated 
dwellings en route to its junction with Hasse Road. 

  The site and its surroundings were currently used as agricultural land, 
and the site was located within Flood Zone 1. 

A number of illustrations were displayed at the meeting including a 
map of the application site, an aerial photograph, an aerial photograph with 
an overlay of the proposal, and a number of photographs relating to the 
street scene, principle of development, visual impact, residential amenity, 
and highway safety. 

The Planning Officer said the main considerations in the 
determination of this application were: 

 Principle of development; 



 

 

 Impact on the countryside; 

 Residential amenity; and 

 Highway safety. 

He reminded Members that the Council was currently unable to 
demonstrate a 5 year land supply for housing and therefore the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF meant that 
permission for development should be granted unless any adverse impacts 
would significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed 
dwelling.  

Whilst the proposal would make a contribution towards the housing 
supply shortfall, paragraph 55 of the NPPF stated that isolated new homes in 
the countryside should be avoided unless there were special circumstances. 
This site was considered to be isolated from any built settlement, being 0.7 
miles (as the crow flies) from the edge of the nearest settlement of Soham 
and 2.1 miles by road from the services and facilities in the town. The site 
was located along a 60mph road in a rural location. It was therefore 
considered to be an unsustainable location for the erection of a new 
dwelling, similar to the conclusions of the Planning Inspector in a recent 
appeal decision which formed a material consideration to be given significant 
weight in determining this application. 

Members were reminded of two further appeal decisions which 
supported the stance that the site was in an unsustainable location. The 
Inspector had stated that ‘it is highly probable that occupiers would use the 
private car .... the effect of allowing a development in a functionally isolated 
location would result in unsustainable journeys contrary to a core land use 
planning principle of the Framework which seeks to actively manage patterns 
of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and 
cycling’.  

Whilst it was acknowledged that dwellings existed south of the site, 
they had been there for some time and their presence did not mean that new 
development should be accepted on this open field. Furthermore, the 
Inspector in a recent appeal decision accepted that ‘existing development is 
not a fait accompli for subsequent development; each case must be decided 
on its own merits’. 

With regard to visual amenity it was considered that the proposed 
dwelling in this location would cause significant and demonstrable harm to 
the rural character and appearance of the area. The development would 
reinforce the presence of built form within the countryside, appearing overly 
dominant and a stark contrast to its surroundings. Whilst the house would 
continue the line of existing built development, it would introduce built form 
into an area that was largely rural and open in character. 

Due to the separation distances between the proposed dwelling and 
existing development, the proposals would not be harmfully overbearing for 
neighbouring occupiers. However, the proposed dwelling would be 
approximately only 10 metres away from the Country Club Kennels and 
Cattery. The Environmental Health Officer (EHO) considered that due to this 



 

 

minimal distance, the adverse noise impact from the kennels was unlikely to 
be sufficiently mitigated and that the application should not be supported. 
The proposed dwelling was therefore unacceptable in this location due to the 
likely loss of residential amenity to the future occupiers by the siting of a 
commercial kennels in close proximity. It was not considered that this likely 
noise source could be satisfactorily mitigated against. 

The presence of a dwelling in close proximity to an existing kennel 
business was also likely to lead to future restrictions on the functionality of 
that business. This was contrary to Policy ENV9 of the Local Plan which 
sought to protect existing businesses from noise sensitive development and 
it was recognised in paragraph 123 of the NPPF. 

It was noted that the Local Highways Authority had raised no 
objections in principle to the proposal.  

The Planning Officer concluded by saying that the proposal was in 
conflict with Policies GROWTH5, ENV1, ENV2 and COM7 of the Local Plan 
and the core principle of the NPPF, and would counterbalance the recent 
multiple conclusions of the Planning Inspectorate. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr Andrew Fleet, agent for the 
applicant, addressed the Committee and made the following remarks: 

 There were the same issues regarding sustainability as the previous 
application; 

 He noted the EHO’s comments, but the noise from the kennels was 
sporadic; 

 The garage would be closest to the eastern boundary and it could act 
as a buffer; 

 There could be planting or specialist fencing along the southern 
boundary to mitigate the noise from the kennels. 

Councillor Hunt believed the Officer had made a compelling case for 
refusal of the application. The location was not in a hamlet and whilst 
Highways had made no comment, the bus for the site visit had been unable 
to go down the Drove because of another vehicle coming from the other way. 
He duly proposed that the Officer’s recommendation for refusal be 
supported. 

  Councillor Rouse said his overriding concern was noise because 
having a dog of his own, he knew it would not take very much to start the 
dogs in the kennels barking. It would be wrong to approve the application 
and then have someone complaining about the noise from the existing 
business, because the EHO would have to address this. 

  In seconding the motion for refusal, Councillor Beckett agreed, saying 
that the location was in the open countryside. The next door kennels had 
moved there in the first place so that the dogs could bark without disturbing 
people. If this application was approved, it would be detrimental to the 
business. 



 

 

  The Chairman added that if the application site was moved away from 
the kennels, it would be even more out into the open countryside, but if it 
remained where it was, the noise from the kennels would be unbearable in 
the summer. 

  There being no further comments, the motion to refuse planning 
permission was put to the vote.  

  It was resolved unanimously: 

  That planning application reference 16/01762/OUT be REFUSED for 
the reasons given in the Officer’s report. 

 

113. 16/01763/OUT – LAND REAR OF 4 AND 5 LONG DOLVER DROVE, 
SOHAM 

  Oli Haydon, Planning Officer, presented a report (R217, previously 
circulated) which sought outline approval, with some matters reserved, for 
the erection of a single storey dwelling. Matters of access and scale were to 
be considered as part of this application; however, matters relating to 
appearance, layout and landscaping were reserved. 

 The application was a resubmission of an application (16/01216/OUT) 
which had been refused on 11th November 2016. No changes had been 
made to the application following its refusal on the grounds of an 
unsustainable location and impact upon the character of the open 
countryside. 

  It was noted that the application had been called in to Planning 
Committee by Councillor James Palmer, as it was viewed that Long Dolver 
Drove was a sustainable location, known locally as Soham Fen, and should 
not be refused on the grounds of sustainability.  

A number of illustrations were displayed at the meeting. These 
included a map of the application site, an aerial photograph, an aerial 
photograph with an overlay of the proposal, and a number of photographs 
relating to the street scene, principle of development, visual impact, 
residential amenity, and highway safety. 

The Planning Officer said the main considerations in the 
determination of this application were: 

 Principle of development; 

 Impact on the countryside; 

 Residential amenity; and 

 Highway safety. 

Members noted that, in respect of the principle of development, the 
details of this application site were similar to those that had just been 
discussed in the previous agenda item (16/01762/OUT). The proposal was 
located outside the settlement boundary of Soham, in a rural location along a 



 

 

road with a 60mph speed limit. It was considered to be an unsustainable 
location for the erection of a new dwelling, similar to the conclusions of the 
Planning Inspector in a recent appeal decision which formed a material 
consideration to be given significant weight in determining this application. 

In terms of visual impact, it was considered that the erection of a 
dwelling in this location would create an urbanising impact which would 
erode the rural open character of the area. It would be visually intrusive on 
the surrounding rural landscape and harmfully impact on the extensive 
countryside views along Long Dolver Drove. 

Speaking of residential amenity, the Planning Officer said that the 
proposed dwelling would be sufficiently distanced from any neighbouring 
residential properties such that no loss of amenity would occur from 
overlooking. However, the proposal would be located approximately 80 
metres from the Country Club Kennels and Cattery. The EHO did not feel 
that it would be beneficial to gain a noise impact assessment as the outcome 
would be dependent on a number of factors. Adverse noise impact from the 
kennels could be mitigated by the provision of alternative boundary 
treatments, but as this was likely to be in the form close-boarded fencing, 
this would be unacceptable in planning terms as it would be visually intrusive 
in this open rural location.  

The presence of a dwelling in close proximity to an existing kennel 
business was also likely to lead to future restrictions on the activities of the 
kennels. This would cause a significant risk to the functionality and viability of 
the business, contrary to Policy ENV9 of the Local Plan which sought to 
protect existing businesses from noise sensitive development. This was 
recognised in paragraph 123 of the NPPF. 

Members noted that the Local Highways Authority had raised no 
objections in principle, subject to conditions relating to maintenance of an 
unobstructed access onto the site. 

The Planning Officer concluded by saying that this proposal was in 
conflict with Policies GROWTH5, ENV1, ENV2 and COM7 of the Local Plan 
and the core principle of the NPPF, and would counterbalance the recent 
multiple conclusions of the Planning Inspectorate. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr Andrew Fleet, agent for the 
applicant, addressed the Committee and made the following points: 

 He noted that the EHO had less concerns about this application than 
the previous one; 

 This was only an outline application. The garage could be 
incorporated to the south side with acoustic fencing between native 
planting; 

 The site could provide a large single storey dwelling and the additional 
land would be ideal for paddocks and stabling – sustainability in 
reverse. 



 

 

In response to a question from Councillor Hunt, Mr Fleet confirmed 
that there had been no pre-application discussions. He also advised 
Councillor Rouse that the comment about paddocks and stabling was just 
speculation. 

Councillor Rouse felt this was somewhat of a ‘Catch 22’ situation 
because the noise could be mitigated, but in doing so, the proposal would be 
visually intrusive. If one problem was resolved, it would exacerbate the other. 
He duly proposed that the Officer’s recommendation for refusal be 
supported, and the motion was seconded by Councillor Hunt. 

The Chairman interjected to say that there had been complaints about 
the noise from the kennels from dwellings which were located further away 
from the application sites. 

Moving to the vote, 

  It was resolved unanimously: 

That planning application reference 16/01763/OUT be REFUSED for the 
reasons given in the Officer’s report. 

 
114. PLANNING PERFORMANCE REPORT – JANUARY 2017 

  The Planning Manager presented a report (R218, previously 
circulated) which summarised the planning performance figures for January 
2017.  

  It was noted that all targets had been reached and some exceeded. 

There had been a number of appeals: Rose Barn, Ely Road, Sutton, 
would be the subject of a hearing on 20th June 2017, and the appeal on 16 
Hempfield Road, Littleport, had been dismissed. 

With regard to staffing, Members noted that Toni Hylton, Planning 
Officer had joined the team, and a full time Planning Assistant had been 
appointed. As a result of this, the Planning team would be at full complement 
within the month. Whereupon, 

    It was resolved: 

That the Planning Performance Report for January 2017 be noted. 

 

The meeting closed at 3:27pm 

 

        

 


