
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 

COMMITTEE 20th OCTOBER 2025 

Case No:     23/00627/OUT (Outline Planning Application) 

Proposal:    Outline planning permission with all matters reserved 

for the construction of up to 120 homes (Use Class C3) 

with associated public open space, landscaping, play 

areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, 

pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and 

associated works 

 

Location:   Land between Houghton Grange and The How, 

Houghton   Road, Houghton  

 

Applicant:   Homes England 

 

Grid Ref:     (E) 529919 (N) 272039 

 

Date of Registration:   6th April 2023 

 

Parish:         Houghton and Wyton 

RECOMMENDATION - POWERS DELEGATED to the Head 

of Planning, Infrastructure & Public Protection to 

APPROVE subject to conditions and completion of a 

Section 106 obligation. 

 

OR 

 

REFUSE in the event that the obligation referred to above 

has not been completed and the Applicant is unwilling to 

agree to an extended period for determination, or on the 

grounds that the Applicant is unwilling to complete the 

obligation necessary to make the development 

acceptable. 

 

 

This application is referred to the Development Management 

Committee (DMC) as the S106 contributions associated with the 

development if approved would amount to more than £100,000.00 



and the Officer recommendation is contrary to the recommendation 

of the Parish Council.  

 

It should be noted that this is a supplementary report to DMC 

following the meeting held on 21 July 2025. It should be read in 

conjunction with the report to that meeting, which is appended.  

 

This application has been brought back to DMC for a fresh 

determination of the application. A legal issue was raised in relation 

to the previous resolution on the application (see below). For the 

avoidance of any doubt as to that issue, this supplementary report 

has been provided, and the application is to be determined afresh.  

 

1. RELEVANT BACKGROUND 

 

1.1 This supplementary report provides clarification in relation to the 

quantum of development sought by the outline planning 

application, to ensure there is no doubt as to whether members 

fully understand the nature of the application.     

 

1.2 The application was before DMC at its meeting on the 21 July 2025 

when a resolution was passed. However, because of the legal 

issue raised, the application has been brought back to DMC to be 

considered afresh.   

 

1.3 Officers’ recommendation on the application remain as per the 21 

July 2025 DMC officer report, which is appended.  

 

 

2. CONSULTATIONS / CORRESPONDANCE (SINCE THE LAST 
REPORT) 

2.1 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (COMMENTS ATTACHED 
dated 30.09.2025) – Comments received in respect of the 
interpretation of planning policy and that dwelling numbers should 
be reduced to 88 to make the application policy complaint and win 
the support of the Parish Council and neighbouring councils.  
 

2.2 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (COMMENTS ATTACHED 
dated 31.07.2025) – Comments received on behalf of Houghton 
and Wyton PC from Richard Buxton Solicitors which include a 
covering letter and full DMC transcript from 21 July 2025. The 
correspondence requests that the application is taken back to 
Committee as they consider an error was made that played a 
material role in the Member’s decision and the rectification could 
result in a different decision being made.  



 
2.3 St Ives Town Council (as adjacent Parish) (COMMENTS 

ATTACHED dated 29.08.2025) – Comments received express 
concerns regarding the recent decision made, noting that 
Houghton and Wyton Parish Council have employed Richard 
Buxton Solicitors to object to the decision made. The letter 
confirms the Town Council’s support for Houghton and Wyton 
Parish Council in their objections to the application and proposed 
development. Previous comments on the application have been 
re-iterated by the Town Council and a request is made that public 
consultation be re-run on the application.  
 

Officer comment in respect of comments and correspondence 

received: The comments received from both Houghton and Wyton 

Parish Council and St Ives Town Council do not raise new issues 

not already covered in the DMC officer report. Public consultation 

has already been run on a number of occasions and no new 

application information has been submitted since the last public 

consultation.  

 

3. CLARIFICATION: QUANTUM OF DEVELOPMENT  

3.1 The law provides that, where outline permission is granted for ‘up 
to’ a certain number of dwellings, this establishes that the principle 
of that number is acceptable. The Local Planning Authority cannot 
then refuse reserved matters approval on the basis that it wants to 
reduce the number of dwellings. 

3.2 This is because, when considering reserved matters, the Council 
cannot refuse to approve reserved matters on grounds going to 
the principle of the development itself and which are already 
implicit in the grant of the outline permission. Instead, 
consideration is limited to the acceptability of the matters that have 
been reserved for consideration (in this application: access, 
appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale). 

3.3 In granting outline planning permission in this instance, the 
Council would be acknowledging that the site can accommodate 
120 dwellings. The quantum of development could not be further 
revisited and tested at reserved matters stage. 

3.4 Whilst it would be open to Homes England or their successor 
developer to apply at reserved matters stage for fewer units, the 
principle of up to 120 dwellings would be established by the 
decision at outline stage. 120 dwellings is a quantum which, for 
the reasons set out in the appended report, is considered 
acceptable on this site.  



 

4. RECOMMENDATION - POWERS DELEGATED to the Head of 

Planning, Infrastructure & Public Protection to APPROVE 

subject to conditions and completion of a Section 106 

obligation: 

 

• Submission of reserved matters (access, appearance, 
landscaping, layout and scale) 

• Time limits (submission time limit; implementation time limit) 

• Approved plans (site location plan and parameter plan) 

• Amount - Not more than 120 dwellings 

• Approved site principles as shown on parameter plan and 
conformity statement to be submitted with reserved matters 
(including justification of any minor variances) 

• Phasing with reserved matters (for CIL) 

• Finished floor and site levels to be submitted with reserved 
matters 

• Materials to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Details of Surface Water Drainage Scheme to be submitted 
with reserved matters 

• Details of surface water run off during construction - pre-
commencement submission  

• Surface water drainage system completion report 

• Details of foul water drainage scheme to be submitted with 
reserved matters 

• Land contamination assessment (phase 2), remediation 
strategy and any unexpected contamination 

• Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) - pre-
commencement submission  

• Highways - Layout, siting visibility splays, parking provision, 
turning and loading areas to be submitted with reserved 
matters 

• Road construction, management and maintenance details – 
slab level submission 

• Roads to binder course prior to occupation 

• Temporary parking & turning facilities during construction  

• Landscape and Ecological Management Plan to be submitted 
with reserved matters 

• Details of ecological onsite signage with reserved matters 

• Ecological enhancement/Biodiversity method statement with 
reserved matters 

• Ecological surveys and mitigation with reserved matters  

• Works during bird breeding season 

• BNG metric to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Tree survey, arboricultural method statement and tree 
protection plans with reserved matters 

• Timescales for delivery of Houghton Road frontage tree 
planting buffer to be submitted with reserved matters 



• Details of pedestrian and cycle links to adjacent sites (The How 
/ The Spires) to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Hard and soft landscaping details to be submitted as part of 
reserved matters 

• Public Rights of Way scheme to be submitted with reserved 
matters 

• External lighting details to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Dwellings accord with M4(2) of the Building Regulations plus 
9% M4(3) compliance as part of reserved matters 

• Housing mix in accordance with LP25 as part of reserved 
matters 

• Water efficiency (Building Regs doc G) compliance  

• Details of bin stores to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Details of cycle stores to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Fire hydrants details – slab level submission  

• Play equipment (LEAP and LAP), seating and bin details with 
reserved matters  

• Noise assessment to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Residential Welcome Pack prior to first occupation  

• Installation of MOVA at the site access signal controlled 
junction with the A1123 prior to occupation (unless provided by 
Morris Homes in the meantime under S278 works) - slab level 
submission 

• Details of broadband connection to be submitted with reserved 
matters 

• Details of ELVC to be submitted with reserved matters 
 

 

OR 

REFUSE in the event that the obligation referred to above has not 

been completed and the Applicant is unwilling to agree to an 

extended period for determination, or on the grounds that the 

Applicant is unwilling to complete the obligation necessary to make 

the development acceptable. 

 

If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an 

audio version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to 

accommodate your needs. 

 

 

CONTACT OFFICER: 

 

Enquiries about this report to Laura Fisher, Senior Planning Officer 

(Strategic Team) - email laura.fisher@huntingdonshire.gov.uk  

 

mailto:laura.fisher@huntingdonshire.gov.uk


 

St Mary’s Centre, Chapel Lane, Houghton, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, PE28 2AY 
         www.houghtonwytonpc.co.uk 

 

VAT Registration Number 690 4004 55 

Huntingdonshire DC Planning Department  

Pathfinder House  

St Mary's Street  

Huntingdon  

PE29 3TN  

 

  

    

  

  

C.C Councillor members of the Development Management Committee 

 

Urgent please re Development Management Committee meeting on 20.10.25 

 

 

 

Houghton Grange Phase 2 – Land Between Houghton Grange And The How 

Houghton Road Houghton (“the Site”)  

23/00627/OUT | Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the 

construction of up to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open 

space, landscaping, play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, 

pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated works 

 

Following a review of the discussions which took place at the July Development 

Management Committee meeting, our lawyers identified that false and 

misleading information had been given to Councillors prior to them taking their 

decision. We informed you of this in our letter dated 31st July and are pleased that 

the council have now accepted this mistake and agreed to re-run the DMC again 

on the 20th October. 

 

Whilst this is welcomed, we do of course still wish to draw your attention to the 

detailed concerns we also raised regarding written conclusions in the report 

produced prior to the July DMC, and which we believe mistakenly recommended 

councillors approve the scheme without further amendments. 

 

The concerns we have in respect of interpretation of planning policy are real and 

therefore we would strongly urge the council to seek independent legal advice 

now before issuing a new report for the DMC meeting to be held on the 20th 

October. 

 



 

St Mary’s Centre, Chapel Lane, Houghton, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, PE28 2AY 
         www.houghtonwytonpc.co.uk 

 

VAT Registration Number 690 4004 55 

We appreciate that the council wishes to manage its costs and reduce un-

necessary exposure to the risk of appeals and litigation. Consequently, the last 

thing the Parish Council wishes to do is Judicial Review and overturn a decision at 

the expense of the District Council.  

 

This is especially the case when we believe using your guidance and legal advice, 

Homes England could be advised to make relatively small amendments to the 

scheme (most notably by reducing dwelling numbers to 88 and thereby the 

housing density more in line with village and not town edge of settlements) to 

make the application both policy compliant and actually win the support of the 

Parish Council and neighbouring councils.  

 

By seeking this advice now, Councillors would be able to make a more informed 

decision, and we believe ensuring the scheme is built out in a way which 

compliments Houghton Grange Phase 1 and the unanimous wishes of the wider 

community. 

 

In addition to saving tax payers money, we believe this course of action would 

ultimately result in houses being built on the site much more quickly. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 
 

 

 Parish Clerk,  

On behalf of Houghton & Wyton Parish Council  

Cc: Houghton & Wyton Parish Councillors 
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6. The first is the allocation of the entire wider allocation site (‘the Allocation’) for 

approximately 400 homes. It is right that the supporting text to Section D Allocations notes 
that there is a 10% tolerance either side of the approximate figure (i.e., up to 40). But 
critically the supporting text at D9 goes onto note “All housing capacities should be design-
led”.  

 
7. The relevance of this is reflected in parts a and b of SI 1:  

 
a. completion of a detailed master planning exercise to be agreed with the Council 
 
b. design codes or conceptual appearance of development proposals 
 

8. The point being that SI 1 envisaged and intended that the housing capacity of the wider St 
Ives West Site would be identified through a design-led detailed masterplan process which 
spread the housing across the wider Allocation in a joined-up and coherent manner.  
 

9. What SI 1 did not envisage – and cannot be interpreted as allowing – is that the 10% 
tolerance would be viewed as allowing for 440 homes on the Allocation regardless of their 
distribution thus allowing for one part of the Allocation to be overdeveloped with the entire 
tolerance placed there.  

 
10. However, this is exactly what has occurred. The failure – still unexplained – of the Council 

to require a joined up detailed masterplan approach across the Allocation (as required by 
the Policy) has led to other elements of the wider Site coming forward without regard to 
what would be proposed on the rest of the Site.  

 
11. But this failure does not justify the Applicant concentrating housing on the last remaining 

part of the Allocation (BBSRC Field) to ‘max out’ the numerical tolerance of 440. This is 
contrary to the design led approach required (per D9), the required detailed master 
planning and design code approach (SI 1 a and b), and contrary to the sensitive approach 
to development enshrined in SI 1 as recognised by the supporting text at 11.3.  

 
12. The second relevant element of SI 1 is the requirement for any development to maintain 

separation between settlements and thus ensure there is anti-coalescence. This is 
enshrined at SI 1 g:  

 
a landscape scheme design recognising vistas, boundaries and the 
surrounding green infrastructure network, to be particularly focused on 
restoring the tree lined approach on the south side of the A1123 and 
maintaining a sense of separation between developments at Houghton 
Grange and The Spires 

 
13. Given the layout of the Allocation the separation between Houghton Grange (which sits at 

the westernmost portion of Allocation adjacent to Houghton and Wyton village) and The 
Spires (which sits at the easternmost portion of the Allocation next to St Ives) can only be 
interpreted as being a requirement to maintain the separation between those two 
settlements.  
 

14. This is consistent with Policy HWNP3 – Anti-coalescence of the Neighbourhood Plan which 
requires that:  
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Development proposals should respect the individual and distinct identities 
of the village of Houghton and Wyton and the town of St Ives. Development 
will not be permitted if, individually or cumulatively, it would result in the loss 
of the visual and physical separation between these two settlements or 
would lead to their coalescence. 
 

15. The supporting text to this Policy makes clear at 5.28 and 5.29 that while the BBSRC Field 
is at the heart of the area essential to ensuring anti-coalescence, it was also recognised 
that the area was allocated (and would be allocated in the emerging local plan) and so a 
balance would have to be achieved.  
 

16. The point being that the Neighbourhood Plan was aware of allocation SI 1, and the Local 
Plan was clearly aware of Policy HWNP3 (given it pre-dated it), and the need to strike a 
balance. Requirement g of Policy SI 1 is the striking of that balance. A point underscored 
by the fact that Section D sets out in a policy box at D.3 that any allocation does not 
guarantee permission will be granted and any proposal will have to satisfy “any relevant 
policies in a 'made' neighbourhood plan covering the site area”.  

 
17. Policy SI 1 g and HWNP3 are entirely consistent and are aimed at achieving the same 

goal: the preservation of the separation between Houghton and Wyton and St Ives. This is 
confirmed by the Examiner’s Report into the Local Plan which noted at 7.9 that S1 1 g 
provides "sufficient basis to ensure that the individual and distinct identities of Houghton 
and Wyton and St Ives are respected”.  

 
18. The third relevant element of Policy SI 1 – which underlines and supports the second 

element – is the recognition that different parts of the Allocation will form part of either St 
Ives or Houghton and Wyton: 

 
Once developed, parts of this site that comply with the 'Built-up Areas definition' 
will form part of the built-up areas of St Ives or Houghton and Wyton as 
appropriate and considered as part of such for the purposes of determining 
planning applications 

Emphasis Added 
 

19. The point being that it is not the case that policy envisages that the entirety of the Allocation 
would become part of St Ives. Instead, it recognised – due to the complex nature of it – 
that western parts would become part of the Built-Up Area of Houghton and Wyton and 
eastern parts would become part of St Ives. This is consistent with policy HWNP1 which 
incorporated the Houghton Grange Site into the built-up area of the Village and so would 
naturally encompass the adjacent BBSRC Field (i.e this Application Site).  
 

20. To gain support from Policy SI 1 (and the policies of the Neighbourhood Plan which are 
consistent with it) any development of the Allocation would have to sustainably spread 
housing across the Allocation in a joined up master planned and design led way which 
maintained the separation between the two settlements.  

 
21. What it does not allow is what is proposed here: which is the over-development of the 

Application Site by maximising the numerical tolerance of the wider allocation to 
concentrate housing on the most sensitive part of the allocation. Such an approach is in 
fundamental conflict with Policy SI 1.  

 
22. This has real world planning consequences. 
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23. Firstly – as set out in Mr Radmall’s Separation Report and reiterated in his 2025 LVA 
Appraisal – the overdevelopment of the Application Site erodes the critical separation 
between Houghton and St. Ives. The simple point being that the more houses that are 
placed on the last remaining part of the allocation between the settlements the more the 
gap is eroded. While 88 homes strikes the balance envisaged by the Neighbourhood Plan, 
the increase by a third to 120 does not.  

 
24. As set out by Mr Radmall the increased bulge of development – shown on the Parameters 

Plan – reduces the gap by two-thirds and sub-urbanises the peripheral and transitional 
character of the gap.  

 
25. Secondly, the increase in housing leads to an associated increase in the density of 

housing. The density of the Application Site would – with the additional housing – be at 
36dph. This is entirely out of character with the village itself and Houghton Grange Phase 
1 (which is at 16 dph), and with the wider approach taken by the Council for edge of small 
village settlements which seeks a density of 25 dph. This is reflected in numerous 
documents produced by the Council as part of the recent Local Plan call for Sites such as 
the New Local Plan Land Availability Assessment Sept 2024.  

 
26. Thirdly, the increase in housing above what is sustainable removes land which could be 

used for vital village community infrastructure such as a second LEAP or MUGA, and 
generates additional traffic further stressing junctions of the A1123 which are already over 
capacity.  

 
27. Finally, it is critical to note that there is no commercial imperative for delivering high density 

development in this location. There is no suggestion the Scheme would be unviable at 88 
dwellings and so it is unclear what rationale exists for maximising housing on this above in 
a manner so contrary to the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan.  

 
28. In short the 36dph is a fundamental and unjustified departure from the approach to 

housing in this part of the district. It is unnecessary to provide a fair return to Homes 
England. It smacks of greed at the expense of the local community and the residents 
who will be affected. 

 
Concern with how this is dealt with in the Officer Report.  

 
29. We advised officers of our intent to raise legal issues that could form the basis for a judicial 

review.  
 

30. We have significant concerns with the way in which Officers have attempted to circumvent 
these issues in the Officer Report.  
 

31. The Report deals with the interpretation and accordance with Policy S1 at the ‘Principle of 
Development’ sub-heading.  

 
32. At 7.22 – 7.23 the Officer concludes that the Application accords with SI 1 through reliance 

on the 10% tolerance. But the Officer, while partially quoting from D8 at 7.22, does not 
quote the requirement that housing capacities should be “design-led” and instead treats 
the 440 as an acceptable maximum for the Site which justifies any level of housing under 
it.  

 
33. That is plainly a misinterpretation of policy as it fails to recognise that Policy SI 1 required 

any housing figure to be design-led via the envisaged master planning and design code 
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stages, and any number would have to be spread sustainably across the entire allocation 
rather than provided through the overdevelopment of one part. As a consequence the 
Application does not comply with Policy SI 1 even through it provides for housing under 
the numerical ceiling of the 440 figure. 

 
34. This point is then missed in the Officer’s Report at 7.25 where the Officer deals with the – 

unexplained – lack of adherence to criteria a and b. The significance of these requirements 
is they illustrate the need for a joined-up approach to the Allocation which is lacking and 
the failure to accord with this element of the policy cannot justify over-developing one area 
of the allocation simply because it is the last opportunity to do so.  

 
35. At 7.28 – 7.29 the Officer Report alleges that there is a tension between HWNP3 and the 

Local Plan. This is entirely wrong and irrational. It is an attempt by Officers to circumvent 
the clear conflict that arises from SI 1 g and HWNP3 which are consistent in seeking a 
separation be achieved between Houghton and St Ives.  

 
36. As set out above while the policies use different language (the Neighbourhood Plan 

referencing Houghton and St Ives vs the Local Plan referencing Houghton Grange and The 
Spires) they are clearly both concerned with protecting the same separation as Houghton 
Grange is on the Houghton side of the allocation and The Spires on the St Ives side. This 
straightforward and common-sense interpretation is confirmed by the Examiner’s Report 
into the Local Plan which noted this policy would “provide a sufficient basis to ensure that 
the individual and distinct identities of Houghton and Wyton and St Ives are respected”.  

 
37. Members should be particularly concerned about the attempt by the Council to circumvent 

the conflict that arises from SI 1 g and HWNP3 by misinterpreting the former and dismissing 
the latter on the basis of a policy tension that does not exist. This reflects the fact that the 
Application – due to its overdevelopment – is eroding the separation between these 
settlements and such conflict is weighty enough to justify refusal.  

 
38. Linked to this point is the Officer Report’s reliance on the Council’s Landscape Consultant 

to dismiss the expert findings of Mr Radmall. We would ask Members reach their own view 
reading both experts Reports but raise a particular concern about how the Council’s 
Landscape Consultant’s view is predicated on the mistaken belief that the entire allocation 
forms part of St Ives (see 7.62 of Officer Report for an example).  

 
39. This is simply not the case either on the ground or in policy terms. In policy terms Policy SI 

1 made clear that it intended that the western part of the allocation (i.e Houghton Grange 
and the Application Site) form part of Houghton and Wyton village and the eastern part 
form part of St Ives. This is why the SI 1 made clear the built-up areas would form the “the 
built-up areas of St Ives or Houghton and Wyton as appropriate” and the Neighbourhood 
Plan considered Houghton Grange as part of the village.  

 
40. This is then supported by the physical reality on the ground. Houghton Grange Phase 1 

and the BBSRC Field historically formed part of the Houghton Grange estate and the 
topography and surroundings of BBSRC Field have more in common with Phase 1 than 
the Spires/St Ives.  

 
41. The above is also why the Officer’s response at 7.87 in relation to our density concern is 

misconceived. The Officer relies on using an edge of town density, but that fails to 
recognise that in policy terms and physically on the ground the Application is next to Phase 
1 (with its 16 dph) and on the edge of a village (with 25 dph).  
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42. The Officer Report repeats the points raised above again in dealing with the Parish 
Council’s concerns under ‘Other Matters’ (see for e.g., 7.341; 7.349; 7.378). We will not 
repeat our response which remains the same.  

 
43. But at various points the Officer relies on the indicative illustration which is included with 

Policy SI 1 to argue it is broadly simply to the masterplan submitted with the Application. 
Our main response would be such a high-level broad plan cannot lend support especially 
when it was envisaged it would be followed by detailed master planning that never 
occurred. But even if reliance could be place, it would not support the Application. The 
Application does not align with it as housing has been placed along the road, and squeezed 
much more into the gap of open space. This is a result of Homes England over-developing 
the Site.  

 
44. Overall, the Officer Report – in finding that the Application would accord with Policy SI 1 

and overlooking the breach with the Neighbourhood Plan – has misinterpreted and 
misapplied policy in a manner which is unlawful.  

 
Conclusion  
 
45. The Parish Council is not against housing development at this allocated Site. But we are 

against the overdevelopment of the Site. The heart of the issue is that Homes England 
have taken an indicative numerical maximum and applied is as a threshold under which 
any level of housing would be acceptable. But that is simply not correct.  
 

46. Policy SI 1 – read in the context of the introductory paragraphs of Chapter 9 – required a 
comprehensive master planned approach which spread housing across the wider 
allocation in a design-led approach. The fact this did not happen previously should not and 
cannot justify cramming the final part of this allocation with almost as much housing as the 
numerical maximum would allow by increasing the housing by a third from 88 to 120.  

 
47. The ramification of such an approach is an Application which in its current form is contrary 

to Policy SI 1 generally, and also causes specific harm through the erosion of the 
separation between Houghton and Wyton and St Ives which is protected by SI 1 g and 
HWNP3 and through an out of character density which is far in excess of the adjoining 
Phase 1 development and village.  

 
48. This is not a technical breach of policy – it causes real world planning issues and given the 

centrality of Policy SI 1, its’ breach renders the Application contrary to the development 
plan as a whole. On that basis – regardless of the tilted balance – Members should refuse 
permission. The titled balance doesn’t justify development which is contrary to the 
development and the allocation policy which establishes the principle of development.  

 
49. We would therefore ask Members to refuse permission. Our objections raise other matters 

which are also weighty but in this letter we wanted to focus our attention on the main issue 
especially given the unlawful way it is addressed in the Officer Report.  
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MEETING TRANSCRIPT 
  

23/00627/OUT - Land between Houghton Grange  
and The How, Houghton Road, Houghton 

 
In attendance at meeting on: 21st July 2025 
 
Councillors:  

 
 

 
 
Officers: 
Laura Fisher (Senior Planning Officer), Jez Tuttle (Cambridgeshire CC Highways Transport 
Assessment Team), Michelle Bolger (Council's Landscape Consultant), Officer 1, Legal Officer 
 
Speakers: 

 

 
 

 
 
 

Speaker Transcription Para 
Chair Development Management Section 186 agreement to consider reports by the 

Planning Service Manager. And this item is Houghton and Wyton and will be 
presented to us by our Senior Planning Officer, Laura Fisher. 

1.  

Laura Fischer Thank you, Chair. Good evening, Members. Could I just – so Jez, you've just 
come in, haven't you? Would you be able to join us up at the table? Thank you. 
There we go. 

2.  

M1 ________. 3.  
Laura Fisher Thank you all. So this evening we are joined by Jez Tuttle from the 

Cambridgeshire County Council Highways Transport Assessment team and 
Michelle Bolger, the Council's Landscape Consultant, who has joined us 
remotely. 
 
Now we have had late reps on this item, which I'll run through first. The late 
representations on behalf of Houghton and Wyton Parish Council were received 
on Friday after the normal deadline for late representations, so only an oral 
update is made here. Members are asked to read the representations contained 
in the letter from Richard Buxton Solicitors dated 18th July 2025. If Members 
have not had an opportunity to read these representations, time can be given 
during this meeting. 
 
Although the representations have been made late, they are before Members 
and represent a material consideration. The representations seek to supplement 
previous objections by Houghton and Wyton Parish Council and re-emphasise 
their key concern as to the quantum of development and the associated policy 
conflict from what the Parish Council considers to be the unnecessary 
overdevelopment of the site. 
 
Officers consider that this key concern has been appropriately dealt with in the 
Officer report and policy SI1 has not been misinterpreted. The relevant section 
of the Officer report is section 7 and paragraphs 7.13 to 7.70 in particular, which 
deal with the principle of development and landscape and visual matters. 
Members are invited to consider this section in the context of the Officer report, 
which should be read as a whole. 
 
Policy SI1 provides for an allocation of approximately 400 homes. The 

4.  
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supporting text to Local Plan section D states that a 10% tolerance either side of 
the approximate figure is considered to be reasonable. The proposal here would 
result in a number of units in that 10% tolerance. The supporting text of the 
Local Plan at D.8 goes on to say that all housing capacities should be design-led 
and where a scheme proposes a number outside this variance, that should be 
justified through the design and access statement. 
 
Paragraph 7.25 of the Officer report addresses each of the requirements of 
criteria A to I in policy SI1 in turn. For criterions A and B, the Officer report 
explains why there is no detailed masterplan nor design codes in the 
circumstances here. The design of the proposal is also dealt with at paragraphs 
7.71 to 7.102 of the Officer report, including its density, concluding that the 
design of this outline scheme is acceptable. As for part G of SI1, the Officer 
report draws on the views of its external Landscape and Visual Consultant Ms 
Bolger, to conclude that the proposal would maintain a sense of separation. As 
noted, Ms Bolger is present at this meeting. 
 
The tension between policy Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 3 and 
policy SI1 referred to in the Officer report at paragraph 7.29 refers broadly to the 
fact that the Neighbourhood Plan contained a policy aimed at anti-coalescence, 
whilst approximately 400 units were allocated to the west of St Ives in the more 
recent Local Plan. The Officer report goes on to conclude that the proposal 
would be in accordance with policy SI1. 
 
Overall, although the late representation should be considered, they carry little 
weight and Officers do not consider that they change the overall planning 
balance and recommendations in the report. 
 
Can we just double check that everybody has had a chance to read these late 
representations around the table? A show of hands. That's great. Thank you. 
 
Right, so this application is for up to 120 dwellings on land between Houghton 
Grange and The How, situated to the eastern edge within the Parish of 
Houghton and Wyton and to the west of the town of St Ives, located to the south 
of Houghton Road, the A1123. This plan shows the boundaries of the respective 
parishes in the immediate locality. 
 
The Slepe Meadows housing development, Garner Drive, is located to the north, 
whilst to the west is a residential Houghton Grange development phase 1 being 
built out by Shelborne Estates. To the east is The How development and The 
Spires, which was land formerly part of the golf course. The site is accessed by 
a main pedestrian and vehicular access known as Edith Coote Drive directly 
from Houghton Road opposite Garner Drive, which serves the existing phase 1. 
 
The Thicket footpath is located to the south of the site, beyond which is the River 
Great Ouse floodplain and the settlement of Hemingford Abbots and Hemingford 
Grey. The aerial image shows the extent of the adjacent Barratt Homes, The 
How and the Shelborne Homes developments, which all form part of St Ives 
West. 
 
The site has a number of listed buildings nearby. The southwestern part of the 
site is located within the Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area, and the St 
Ives and Hemingfords Conservation Areas are located adjacent to the boundary 
of the site to the south and southeast. Part of the site, to the south of Houghton 
Grange, is a County Wildlife Site and there is a public right of way in the 
southwest section of the site. There's a number of trees around the edge and a 
group within the centre that are subject to a Tree Preservation Order. 
 
So this application is made in outline form with all matters reserved, for the 
construction of up to 120 homes with public open space, landscaping, play 
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areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes 
and associated works. The site forms part of St Ives West under the SI1 
allocation within the Local Plan for approximately 400 homes. As noted, there's a 
10% tolerance within the Local Plan in respect of residential capacity. 305 
homes already have the benefit of planning approval and the majority of these 
have already been delivered. The proposals result in a number of units within 
this tolerance and will complete the wider site allocations. 
 
The parameter plan here illustrates the background context and key elements of 
the development for approval. It includes key site constraints which includes the 
water mains, foul water routes and their associated easements, the existing 
Houghton Grange masterplan with its consented Suds pond, vehicular access, 
existing and consented cycle and pedestrian routes and retained trees. 
 
It illustrates the developable area of the site for residential use alongside 
seeking an in-principle approval for a number of detailed elements that would 
inform future site layout, including open spaces and trees, pedestrian and cycle 
routes as well as building heights and densities. As shown, the width of the gap 
between the edge of the proposed built development and The How access road 
varies in width. At the northern end it is approximately 145m wide. It narrows to 
between 115 to 131 in the centre and towards the southeast it ranges from 136 
to 165m wide. 
 
So the illustrative masterplan is shown here, but this is purely for illustration how 
the development of the site could accommodate up to 120 dwellings. As noted 
within the Officer report, the HDC Urban Design Officer has confirmed that the 
general layout could be made acceptable for reserved matters applications. 
 
Now, St Ives West allocation calls for approximately 23ha of on-site green 
space. The supporting text to the allocation sets out that the southern part of the 
allocation should comprise a substantial area of publicly accessible green space 
to reinforce the strategic green corridor along the river. This application will 
deliver 16.8ha of strategic green space meeting that. In total, over 26ha of green 
space is provided across SI1, exceeding the policy requirements. 
 
The top right-hand plan on this slide shows an indicative illustration taken from 
the Local Plan of how the allocation could be achieved. As confirmed in the 
Officer report, if permission is granted for development, the area of strategic 
green land will be offered for transfer to the District Council. This piece of land 
provides the link between Berman Park, The How and Thicket Wood, which is 
already in HDC control. This land is a significant benefit to the scheme and part 
of the strategic aim for the Council. 
 
Now, as set out in paragraph 3.9 of the report, there are a number of policies 
within the Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan that are considered to have 
been superseded by the St Ives West site allocation. Members, as you are 
aware, we are in tilted balance and this site is also allocated for development 
under allocation SI1. As set out in the report, policy SI1 is afforded significant 
weight in the determination of this planning application. 
 
Now a number of objections have been received in relation to these proposals 
from both residents and parish and town Councils. One of the key objections 
raised relates to landscaping concerns and Houghton and Wyton Parish Council 
have appointed their own Landscape Officer. Full copies of their reports received 
are within the Officer report. The Council has therefore engaged an independent 
Landscape Consultant, Ms Bolger, who has provided advice and full copies of 
these are also enclosed in the report. 
 
Ms Bolger has confirmed that the land – sorry, has confirmed that the submitted 
LVA provides a fair assessment of the landscape and visual effects of the 
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development and on this basis Officers consider the submitted LVA is 
acceptable and that the landscape and visual impacts of the proposed 
development are not considered to be significantly adverse and that there is a 
clear separation between the developments at Houghton Grange and The 
Spires, in accordance with the SI1 site allocation. 
 
A number of objections have also been received in relation to highways matters, 
in particular congestion along the A1123 Houghton Road. Trips generated from 
this site have been reviewed by the Local Highway Authority Transport 
Assessment team who also model the strategic road impacts of sites allocated in 
the Local Plan. The Highways DM team along with the TA team at the County 
have raised no objections to the proposals subject to conditions. 
 
Objections have also been received in relation to flooding and drainage. The 
majority of the site is located within an area at the lowest risk of flooding, flood 
zone 1, and is therefore acceptable in principle. The LLFA have fully reviewed 
the proposals and confirmed there are no objections. 
 
A number of comments have also raised concerns with regard to density. Based 
upon the number of dwellings shown on the illustrative masterplan, the overall 
total based upon 120 dwellings would achieve an average density of 31.4 
dwellings/ha. A detailed exercise has been undertaken by the HDC Urban 
Design Officer, as set out in paragraph 7.82 to 7.88 of the Officer report, which 
concludes that the proposal does not result in overdevelopment and does reflect 
an appropriate density that has regard to the wider character and adjacent 
developments. 
 
Okay, so St Ives West is a large-scale major development and as such the 
proposals are eligible to pay Section 106 contributions in addition to CIL. The 
range of contributions are set out in section 7.320 of the report and shown on 
this slide. There will also be CIL receipts in the order of £1.1 million, and as 
Houghton and Wyton Parish have an Adopted Neighbourhood Plan, 25% of CIL 
receipts will go to the Parish which will be approximately £270,000. Now 
following a query raised at Section 106 Advisory Committee, the Thicket Path to 
the south of the site is unregistered land, as confirmed by the Cambridgeshire 
County Council Definitive Maps Officer. 
 
In respect of the contribution towards primary school education, over £1.5 million 
has been requested by Cambridgeshire County Council. St Ives West in its 
entirety was forecast to generate the requirement of an additional 1FE of primary 
education provision of which individual developments have been expected to 
contribute towards the cost of this additional capacity based on the size of their 
scheme. Thorndown Primary School is the catchment area – sorry, is the 
catchment school for the developments within St Ives West, as shown on this 
slide. I've annotated the application site in yellow. Now, an expansion project 
came forward in advance of funding from developer contributions as agreed 
back in 2012 to allow the infrastructure to be in place to minimise the impact of 
the development. 
 
And just running through the photos, so these are some site photos taken along 
Houghton Road looking south and looking west. These are some views looking 
east and west along Houghton Road. We've got a view here from Slepe 
Meadows, the Garner Drive development, looking south with the highways 
infrastructure already in place. This is looking south and west as you enter Edith 
Coote Drive and looking north from Edith Coote Drive towards Slepe Meadows. 
 
This is some of the existing frontage planting along Houghton Road and a view 
from the corner of plot 12 at The How development, looking west across the 
application site. You can just see the water tower in the distance there. Now, this 
is from the southeast corner of the site where a pedestrian link is shown on the 
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parameter plan to connect into the Thicket. These are views going into the 
Shelbourne Development and the view down what will be the woodland walk 
secured under the Houghton Grange phase 1 development. And these are views 
from within Houghton Grange phase 1 where the parameter plan shows 
pedestrian links into the woodland walk as part of the current proposals. 
 
The determination of this application must be made in accordance with the 
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. As the 
Council is unable to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development is applied for decision taking 
in accordance with paragraph 11D and footnote 8 of the NPPF in relation to 
applications involving the provision of housing. This is generally referred to as 
the tilted balance. 
 
Whilst no five-year housing land supply can be demonstrated, the Local Plan 
policies concerned with the supply and location of housing are considered to be 
out of date and can no longer be afforded full weight in the determination of 
applications. Allocation policy SI1 can, however, still be afforded significant 
weight. 
 
A balancing exercise should be carried out to determine whether any adverse 
impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF 2024 taken as a 
whole. 
 
Now in terms of the social dimension of sustainable development, the site 
appears to have no significant constraints and is deliverable. It would also 
increase the supply of housing, contributing up to 120 homes towards housing 
supply on an allocated site. The proposal will also result in the delivery of 40% 
affordable homes. 
 
In terms of the economic dimension, the proposal would contribute towards job 
creation during the construction phase and in the longer term through additional 
population. 
 
In terms of the environmental dimension, the proposal offers the potential for 
energy efficiency measures as well as the delivery of a net gain in biodiversity. 
The proposals will also deliver a significant extension to the publicly accessible 
Berman Park, the country park secured on the former golf course, to connect the 
site to St Ives and formalising the sense of the space and public access to the 
south. Financial contributions will be secured to support local infrastructure. 
 
There will be less than substantial harm to two Conservation Areas, the Grade II 
listed building and its curtilage listed gatehouse, with the harm in each case 
being at the lower end of the scale. Substantial harm has been identified to one 
non-designated heritage asset, ________ ridge and furrow, which must be taken 
into account when applying a balanced judgment. 
 
Although considerable importance and weight must be given to the statutory 
duties under the Planning Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act, applying 
section 16 of the NPPF, the heritage harm here, both individually and 
cumulatively, would be outweighed by the public benefits as set out in the report. 
 
The visual and landscape impacts of the proposed development are not 
considered to be significantly adverse, and it is considered that a clear sense of 
separation is maintained between the developments at Houghton Grange and 
The Spires. The proposals are in accordance with policy SI1 of the Adopted 
Local Plan and applying paragraph 11 of the NPPF, the identified harm would 
not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the identified benefits when 
assessed against the NPPF taken as a whole. 
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Therefore, having fully assessed all three objectives of sustainable development, 
it is considered the collective material benefits firmly outweigh the identified 
harm. Applying section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, the 
proposed development is in accordance with the Development Plan and there 
are no material considerations which indicate that permission should be refused. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Members delegate powers to approve the 
application in line with the recommendation, subject to conditions and the 
completion of a Section 106 agreement, as set out at section 8 of the Officer 
report. Thank you, Chair. 

Chair Thank you very much. We will now hear from Cllr  who will report 
to us the S106 Advisory Committee's findings. 

5.  

Cllr  Thank you. The Advisory Group considered the proposed development of up to 
120 homes at Houghton Road, Houghton and the associated Section 106 
obligations. Members agreed the requested contributions have been properly 
explored with consultees and were appropriate, necessary and met the statutory 
test to make the development acceptable. 
 
The Group supported a package of measures, including 40% affordable 
housing, contributions to early years and primary education, local health 
facilities, libraries, formal outdoor sports provision and the substantial public 
open space included with the scheme which exceeds policy requirements. 
Members felt these obligations addressed the impacts of the development and 
would help it integrate effectively into the local community and infrastructure. 
The Advisory Group therefore supported the application and recommended the 
Section 106 package to the Development Management Committee. 

6.  

Chair Thank you very much. We will now move on to the section where we have our 
speakers. Our first speaker for this item is Houghton and Wyton Parish Council 
and they have  speaking on their behalf. Thank you for joining 
us this evening and you have three minutes in which to address the Committee. 

7.  

 Good evening, Members. The Parish Council is not against any development, 
but they are against overdevelopment and the overdevelopment of this site by a 
third, turning 88 homes to become 120, that's an extra 32 dwellings, is not a 
technical breach nor a pedantic point. It creates a clear policy conflict which 
carries actual planning harm and that requires refusal. Policy SI1, numerically in 
isolation can be read as allowing up to 440 homes across the wider allocation – 
not this site, the wider allocation – but fundamentally, it is not a threshold under 
which any level of housing is okay. It is not interpreted in that binary fashion. 
 
It instead, what policy requires is a design-led approach to determine a number, 
through a joined-up masterplan and design code across the whole allocation. 
That hasn't happened here previously. And what the past failure, which is 
recognised in the Officer report, cannot justify is then overdeveloping the final 
part of this allocation to, as it were, make up the numbers. 
 
Why not? Well, it's not design-led, first of all, but critically, it leads to policy 
conflict with criterion G of SI1 and also the Neighbourhood Plan policy 3, the 
anti-coalescence policy. It is an important part of these policies that there is a 
separation between the village and the town of St Ives. And this site forms a 
crucial part of that gap which, Members, you will know having visited, is 
perceived currently as present but narrow. And the quite simple point is, the 
more you cram on, the less separation exists and a third more level of housing 
has a material adverse impact on that separation. If I may, the Officer report and 
the Officer respectfully is wrong to suggest there's a tension. I'd just ask you to 
read paragraphs 15 and 17 of the Richard Buxton letter that addresses why 
there is no tension. 
 
The real-world harm of the separation being degraded is then aggravated by the 
stark contrast from this application in terms of density. 32 we're told for this 

8.  
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application against 16 in Houghton Grange phase 1. The Council's landscape 
expert is wrong, if I may say, to describe the site as already being more akin to 
St Ives. Policy doesn't reflect that, but treating it as such shows that already the 
damage is being done and if this application is allowed, it will become part of St 
Ives contrary to policy. 
 
I've got one second left, so I'll say this. The application breaches policy SI1. It is 
a policy which you have to give significant weight to and it means that the 
application is contrary to the Development Plan as a whole and therefore you 
are directed to refuse it. If there are any questions, I've counted through that with 
the three minutes and I'd be very willing to answer them. Thank you. 

Chair Thank you very much. So if we have any questions for this particular speaker? 
Do any Councillors have any questions? Cllr . 

9.  

Cllr  Thank you. Just on the point you opened with, and thank you for coming before 
us tonight and well done for cramming that into three minutes, the point you 
opened with around the 400 figure and you allowed that policy can be read as to 
interpret a 10% tolerance, just to be clear in our minds, I think, and obviously 
your lawyers’ letter discussed this as well, is there dispute about the point of 
interpretation that a 10% threshold exists and therefore 440 can be read within 
that tolerance in the proposal before us and the objection is about not having 
arrived at the particular 440 homes with a masterplan and in the planned way 
you've described, or is there an additional dispute about the additional 10% 
figure being relevant? Just conscious that you were quoting a figure of 88 and 
then 120. So just so we could be clear what you are and aren't saying about the 
10% tolerance and how we should read the relevant policy, I think would be 
really helpful for us. 

10.  

 Absolutely, thank you very much, Councillor. Yes, it is our case that the Officers 
are currently misinterpreting the policy and the misinterpretation is in interpreting 
the 10% as allowing you carte blanche to go up to any number up to 440. I made 
that point of it – interpreting it as if it is, as it were, mechanistic, a binary yes or 
no, up to 440 you're fine, beyond which that's when we need to look into whether 
you're good with the policy.  
 
That is an incorrect interpretation. What it misses, and Members if I may just 
give you the reference to it, is the Officer report quotes partly from the 
supporting text which is at the start of chapter 9, quotes partly from D8, but 
misses the critical part of D8 because D8, paragraph D8, of the Local Plan goes, 
"a 10% tolerance either side of the approximate figure set out is considered to 
be reasonable. All housing capacity should be design-led." 
 
So the point of interpretation is you don't start with the figure, you start with the 
design-led approach that is required across the allocation, reflected in the 
masterplan and the design code requirement that was part of the policy. I 
appreciate it wasn't followed through, but that embeds the issue, it doesn't 
forgive it. So to I hope answer it in the clearest way possible, the 440 figure is a 
bit of a red herring and it shouldn't be treated as, as it were, a threshold. The 
question should be, is this figure design-led? Has it spread up to a maximum of 
440, but you can't go beyond that, across the allocation in a sustainable way? 
 
And we say it hasn't done that because you've not had this masterplan 
approach, you've not had this design-led approach. This is the last allocation 
you've got or last site in the allocation you've got and the developers are 
cramming housing onto it as much as they can get. That's why we say we're not 
against development of this site, it's the overdevelopment. I hope I've pithily 
answered the question as best I can. 

11.  

Chair Cllr , did you have a follow-up to that? 12.  
Cllr  If I may, thank you. So just to be clear in the argument you've unpacked for us 

there then, are you suggesting to us that design-led – I mean that condition is 
clearly carrying a lot of weight in your interpretation, so your suggestion is that 
design-led should be interpreted to mean with a masterplan and as set out as 

13.  
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opposed to a more generic phrase. 
 Yes, that's the way in which when you read – because case law tells us you 

need to read policy as a whole, supporting text can help inform what's in the 
policy box. In the policy box, you've got a requirement for a masterplan and a 
design code. Why? Well, one reason is the supporting text tells us housing 
numbers should be design-led. So I think that's a very long way of saying yes to 
your question, if that makes sense. 

14.  

Chair Thank you. Cllr . 15.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. I'll try and be brief on this one as well. It's just going back to 

your question – your mentioning of the it's not a technical breach. Am I relaying 
that in the fact that you're talking about the density factor, that the density which 
is 31.4 in my calculations or actually in here, and you're saying that's not the 
technical breach, it's just the led breach. So in other words, 31.4 isn't a technical 
breach of density. 

16.  

 No. It’s my fault, as it were, trying – using overly, as it were, barrister-like 
language. What I mean by that is, sometimes, I'm sure you're very familiar with, 
objectors can raise a whole scattershot amount of points, and sometimes they 
technically breach a small part of the policy, but it doesn't really affect the 
planning merits overall and the material considerations and the weight to be 
given. What I meant by this isn't just – this is not a technical breach is, we're not 
just, as it were, relying on language and being able to show there's a conflict on 
the words of it. It reflects a material, actual conflict with the whole purpose of the 
policy. It goes to the heart of the policy. And that's why we say, that's why we 
focused in these three minutes on it as, as it were, one of our big points. 
 
To use it in language – sometimes when you take challenges to the High Court, 
they can refuse to quash a decision if the decision would have been the same 
regardless. We're not in that sort of circumstance here in terms of this just being 
a point that won't make a difference to your conclusions. If we're right on this, 
then it means that the central important policy, the allocation policy, is not 
accorded with, it's conflicted with, and that renders the proposal contrary to the 
Development Plan as a whole. So it's my problem in the language I used, I 
apologise for that, but I hope I've explained what I mean by that. 

17.  

Chair Thank you very much. Are there any other Councillors that have a question for 
this particular speaker? There are no other questions, so thank you very much 
for joining us this evening. 

18.  

 Chair, thank you very much for allowing me to go over my time by ten seconds 
and thank you, Members for, hearing me out. Thank you. 

19.  

Chair Thank you. Our next speaker on this particular item is Cllr  
 from Hemingford Abbots. Welcome, and you have three minutes. 

20.  

Cllr  Thank you. Good evening and thank you for allowing me to speak. Hemingford 
Abbots Parish Council has significant concerns regarding this planning 
application. This development is not in accordance with HDC's Local Plan. The 
Plan acknowledged development on the site, but not on the scale and size 
contained in this application. The resulting loss of openness between Houghton 
and Wyton and St Ives, exacerbated by building close to rather than away from 
the A1123. We are particularly concerned about the increase in number of 
residential units, should be 88, now to be 120, and the potential effects on the 
local infrastructure and the high density of housing near the entrance from the 
1123 which is significantly higher than in any neighbouring area. 
 
Further, we believe the spirit of the planning system is being tested in this case. 
Is this planning application about creating an attractive and integrated space, 
design led, or just maximising numbers and leaving a negative legacy for the 
community who have to live with the consequences of the overbuild? 
 
Finally, we are also concerned for the credibility and effectiveness of the Local 
and Neighbourhood Plans. If this application is allowed to progress in its latest 
form, despite the clear breaches with local rules and consistent opposition from 
several neighbouring parishes, then a signal is being sent that local democracy 

21.  
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is impotent and easily disregarded. Thank you. 
Chair Thank you very much. Are there any questions for this particular speaker? There 

are no questions, so thank you for joining us this evening. 
22.  

Cllr  Thank you. 23.  
Chair Our next speaker on this particular item is Cllr  from St Ives Town 

Council. You can. 
24.  

Cllr Wells – Wells, Chair of St Ives Town Council Planning Committee. The Town Council 
has recommended refusal of the application on the following grounds. Firstly, 
overdevelopment, and you'll pardon me if you've heard these figures before. The 
plan for 120 homes exceeds the recommended Local Plan allocation of 88 
homes by 36%. This is significantly greater than the density of homes in 
Houghton Grange phase 1 and even exceeds the density of homes in the St 
Ives Spires Estate. 
 
It’s interesting that the size and the shape of the area for development appears 
to substantially exceed that that you see in the current version of the Local Plan. 
The actual shape of the development seems to have bulged out to the south and 
east. This brings increasing risk of coalescence between St Ives town and the 
village of Houghton, impacting the character of both settlements. 
 
Secondly, impact on highways. The A1123 is already subject to heavy traffic and 
queuing in peak periods, and this development will add to the low proportion – to 
the number of houses allowed within the scheme. Bear in mind that there are no 
known proposals which would reduce the volume of traffic on the A1123. The 
proposals in the A141 and St Ives improvement study would not mitigate traffic 
flows between St Ives, Houghton and Huntingdon. The St Ives element of this 
study is not related to improvements to the road network and so will have no 
effect on the road. 
 
St Ives Town Council therefore urges Members of the Committee to reject this 
application as it is proposed. Thank you. 

25.  

Chair Thank you very much, Cllr . Are there any questions for this particular 
speaker? Cllr Gulson. 

26.  

Cllr  Hello Cllr . You say there's a difference in the shape and size of the 
development from previous. Can you enlighten us as to what amount that would 
be, please? 

27.  

Cllr  So, I mean the – there is a page actually which is in your agenda papers where 
you will see that the shape of the Houghton Grange phase 2 development is a 
kind of a – well, it's obviously a trapezium but you have a tilt to the north 
outwards, expanding out to the north and expanding to the southeast and 
corners. It’s difficult for me to be precise without actually displaying that 
particular page of the agenda papers, but you'll see that in the actual 
implementation, that southerly and eastern corner seems to have bulged out 
more into the surrounding land which is indicated on the current version of the 
Local Plan as being green space. I hope that's sufficiently clear. As I say, without 
looking at the actual original diagram, it's a bit hard to be clear on that. 

28.  

Cllr  Yeah, thank you. If I may come back. What I'll try and do is see if I can get 
clarification of the Officer. Thank you. 

29.  

Cllr  Thank you. 30.  
Chair Okay. So we'll bring that to our Planning Officer in our questions for them. So 

we'll move on to our next speaker. Our next speaker is Cllr  and he 
is the Ward Member for Houghton and Wyton. So welcome very – welcome, and 
when you're ready you have three minutes in which to address the Committee. 

31.  

Cllr  Chair, Members, Officers, as said already, we don't disagree that development 
should happen on this site. The community and the Parish Council have all 
accepted that. The question before you is the scale and the harm that it will have 
on our pride of place. 
 
The current outline application proposes 120 dwellings. Officers have advised 
that this falls within the 10% flexibility in site allocation numbers. Those allocated 

32.  



10 
 

sites are The Spires, The How, Houghton Grange phase 1, and this one, phase 
2. But this interpretation deserves careful scrutiny, as the Parish Council has 
highlighted. 
 
The Local Plan has a 10% tolerance applied to the capacity for each spatial 
planning area. However, did this envisage putting the entire 10% toleration in 
one part of the allocation, thus leading to overdevelopment of a single, and most 
would say, the most sensitive site of all? Would anyone have seen that as being 
the intention? 
 
The allocation was intended to be design-led, coordinated through a masterplan. 
While we have a sketched masterplan submitted with this application, surely a 
comprehensive, joined-up masterplan across the entire allocation was required. 
Instead, we are presented with an application that concentrates all of the excess 
growth in the single, final, most sensitive site.  And this is an important field. It 
sits closest to the settlement edge of Houghton, within its visual and physical 
setting. 
 
Our Local Plan and the Parish Neighbourhood Plan are both clear in seeking to 
protect the separation between St Ives and Houghton and to guide development 
in a way that respects community identity and rural character. These policies are 
entirely consistent and are aimed at achieving the same goal: the preservation of 
the separation between Houghton and Wyton, and St Ives. 
 
This application represents a density increase from 16 dwellings/ha in phase 1 
to over 31 in this phase, doubling the intensity in precisely the area where lower 
density would be expected. It's reasonable to expect less housing at the edge of 
the village, not more, surely. And perhaps most importantly, I believe there is no 
commercial need for delivering 120 houses. The scheme would be viable at 88 
dwellings. 
 
So the question is not whether the development is acceptable, it is. The question 
is whether the additional 32 houses are supported by policy, needed for viability 
or consistent with the settlement context. Of all three counts, based on the 
arguments presented, I believe the answer is no. 
 
Can I just sum up? This perspective is not solely that of the Parish Council and 
its advisors, it's also the clear outcome of extensive public consultation, reflects 
unanimous opinion with neighbouring town and parish councils and associated 
groups, plus our local MP. Given there is no support for this application, for the 
sake of local democracy and sound planning, I ask you to reject it and ask for a 
revised scheme. 

Chair Thank you very much, Cllr . Are there any questions for this particular 
speaker? Cllr . 

33.  

Cllr  Good evening, , good to hear you this evening. I'm going to draw 
Members’ attention to paragraph 7.23, because it does, and I think you tried to 
sort of, David, as you spoke, Cllr Keane, spoke, you did try and sort of argue 
against that. But 120 dwellings would still fall within the 10% tolerance referred 
to in the Local Plan because it would then bring the allocation, the allocation is 
400, which I'm looking at page 194 of the Local Plan, and it's pretty clear, that's 
what it states. So it would then bring the total number across the allocation to 
425 which is clearly less than the 440 and less than the 10% tolerance on that. 
But you seem to be suggesting that we can't look at the Local Plan, the SI1, we 
just have to look at this application in isolation which I don't think is realistic, if I 
may say so. 

34.  

Cllr  I think, and there are far more experienced people in this room, but as I 
understand it, Councillor, each of the sites within the allocation, I would say 
would have 10%, but we're putting all of them in the last site. And as I said, it's 
the most sensitive and important site I think for the whole pride-of-place look for 
this development. So that's what I was trying to say. 

35.  
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Cllr  Well, I expect everybody would say that. They would say their site is the most 
sensitive. It is a lovely part of our district, I agree, but your argument is this 
should somehow be an exception to the Local Plan? 

36.  

Cllr  No, I'm not saying it should be an exception. What I'm saying is it's the edge of 
settlement, it's between St Ives and Houghton, you would expect there to be less 
density on the last bit of a settlement, not more density. By doing what you're 
doing, you're increasing the density. You're going from 16 in the phase 1 to 
almost 32 in phase 2. So how does that make an edge of settlement? So that's 
the point I'm trying to make. 

37.  

Chair Thank you very much. Cllr  38.  
Cllr  Thank you and thanks for coming before us, Cllr , and as you've drawn 

attention, you're here as a Ward Representative as opposed to a planning 
expert. So with that in mind, I sort of seek to catch this fairly broadly, but would it 
be right to understand from your remarks that you feel that because there 
demonstrably wasn't a masterplan here prior to any of the development of the 
linked sites, that it wouldn't be possible to bring forward a proposal in the 
circumstances we're in now? I'm just trying to understand how significant the 
point you're flagging about the lack of masterplan is in your mind. And I'll ask the 
second question separately I think for simplicity, please, Chair. 

39.  

Chair Thank you. 40.  
Cllr  Well, I think in hindsight, we all wish there was a more detailed masterplan 

across the whole of the four allocated sites. I think, you know, we talk a lot about 
pride of place all the time and obviously the nature of our community, etc, etc. 
But I think it's clear in the Neighbourhood Plan and in the Local Plan we're 
looking to stop us getting an urban sprawl from one end of Huntingdon to the 
other end of St Ives. Nobody wants that. And I think if we had a masterplan, a 
design-led masterplan, then that would have helped. 
 
On this particular one, I think we've said, the Parish Council has said, you know, 
they're not against development on this site. They understand it. They were very 
supportive of phase 1, they worked very closely on that, and we've got sixteen 
houses, you know, per hectare. 
 
I think the question here is just the size of the – the amount of houses trying to 
be put into a very small space while trying to maintain some kind of gap, and 
even that I mean is questionable. Some would say it's a meaningless gap, but 
trying to do the balance between the two, I think that's what's caused this issue. 
But if there was a revised plan that was probably closer to the 88 that was in the 
original, then I'm sure that would be more supportive from the Parish Council 
and the community. 

41.  

Chair Have you got a follow-up question, Cllr ? 42.  
Cllr  Thank you. I do, if I may. And a more basic one, but Cllr , you laboured 

particularly the views of local councils and democracy and referenced 
democratic decision-making. I just wonder if you'd agree that the planning 
process that we're making decisions in isn't, for better or ill, it's not a purely 
democratic one. It's is about interpreting the rules as set out and I just wondered 
if you'd like to sort of clarify that. 

43.  

Cllr  I think tonight is a very good demonstration of interpretation of planning 
legislation and obviously the importance of this body in that sense. I mean, it's 
very clear, isn't it, that we have Officers who work very hard and advise us, but 
they have an interpretation of the legislation and obviously there's other people 
here who have a slightly different interpretation. And unfortunately, all of you 
here have to decide on which one you're going to pick. So, sorry, I'll leave that 
with you. 

44.  

Chair Thank you very much. Cllr  45.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. I just wanted to come back on something that you mentioned 

to Cllr  earlier and it was a little bit fuzzed in my mind, which does not 
usually happen to be honest. It was actually – you talked about the four phases, 
and you might want to remind the rest of the panel what the four phases were, 
but equally you talked about the total of those phases and how this one 
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particularly impacts on the others through the numbers and the capacity of this 
last site which we are looking at individually because it's – this is the one before 
us, as to how that you see as impacts and makes a difference compared to the 
others and the overall scheme, if that makes sense. 

Cllr  I'll try and answer the question. I'm a bit fuzzy too, now. So, yeah, just to 
reiterate and, you know, it's very clear that we've got the St Ives side of this 
equation, which is The How and then The Spires, and then we've got the 
Houghton and Wyton side of the equation, which is phase 1 which is already 
under development and this one which is directly in front of you. So we are 
talking about two village, town, so that's that situation. Two on one side of the 
village, two on the other side of the town. In between is a gap that's supposed to 
be meaningful. I think every time I drive down the A1123 and I go past that 
space, at the moment it's meaningful. It looks like I'm leaving Houghton and I'm 
going into St Ives. 
 
I believe this development with a density of 32 in that space, that close to the 
road, with that size of gap, will mean you won't feel like you're leaving Houghton 
anymore and you're going into St Ives or vice versa. You'll think you're just going 
through some kind of, you know, sprawl from St Ives into the next area. I would 
say it's a bit like, and sorry for Members at Hartford, you know, it's that when you 
come into Huntingdon, you know, have you got into a different village or are you 
in just another part of Huntingdon? And we want to make – I think the Local Plan 
clearly states that we want to keep these things separate. We want to make 
people feel that they're in separate communities, because it's very important to 
the pride of place that we're trying to achieve. 

47.  

Chair Thank you very much. Are there any other Councillors with questions of 
clarification for this particular speaker? No, there are not. So thank you very 
much for coming. We now have another Ward Member, Cllr , who I 
believe is on Zoom with us. 

48.  

Cllr  I normally would be, as you know, because I'm a member of the panel, but 
unfortunately I've had a medical procedure recently, so I'm prohibited from 
travelling and sitting in a meeting for a few hours. Anyway, I'll get down to the 
point on this. I mean, following on from what my Ward Colleague has said and 
also the other speakers, my main issue on this has and always remains the fact 
that from the beginning of this development, the St Ives West as it's called, 
which actually, you know, has always included a large part of Houghton and 
Wyton, there's always been the desire to keep a substantial gap. The gap 
between the two communities needs to remain to actually give the impression, 
as Cllr  has already said, you are leaving one community and going to 
another. 
 
If you look at the figures that we were given earlier about the various gaps 
between it, at the narrowest point, which is the pinch point, it's 115m. That is, to 
put it in context that you and I and others can think of, that is the length of a 
football pitch. You know, if you're travelling in a community and there's a football 
pitch, you don't suddenly feel you've left one community and joined another. So 
the gap is very, very tight there and always has been. My desire on the site has 
always been to follow the non-coalescence wording and I actually think what's 
proposed here actually closes that gap substantially. 
 
Following on from that, with the fact that we are trying to play catch-up, what 
we're trying to do with these four sites is, and I accept the 10% tolerance, but 
what we're trying to do is pick up on the underperformance of the others in the 
10% and lump it all into this one site, which as other people have already said, 
does actually mean that we're sitting here now with something that looks very 
much the edge of an urban sprawl rather than the start of a village, which is what 
we were really trying to achieve with this. 
 
I don't think that the current plan with 120 houses or so is workable to achieve 
what we were looking for in the first place, both as a local community and as a 
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Council, when we put our plans together. And I appreciate the fact that, you 
know, being a member of the panel, that, you know, we've got an option here. 
One option we can't have is say, oh we accept it but it's got to be 88 houses. It's 
either acceptable at 120 or it's not. And I would urge Members to look at it and 
say, within our policies, there are various bits and pieces to take into account, 
but the 120 is definitely picking up the sins of the other sites in their lack of the 
10% and catching up. 
 
So I'll leave it there for now because I think I've made it quite clear where we 
are. You know, anti-coalescence, we're not leaving a substantial gap. I would 
suggest there's no gap at all if you leave a width of a football field. And also the 
fact that we're trying to pick up all the extra houses on one patch at the end of 
the day. Quite happy to take questions and thank you for listening to me. 

Chair Thank you. Are there any questions of clarification for Cllr ? No, there are 
no questions. So thank you very much for joining us this evening. 

50.  

Cllr  Thank you very much, everybody. 51.  
Chair I will move on to our next speaker which is . Welcome. And 

when you're ready, if you just press the middle button and the light will go red at 
the top of your microphone and you have three minutes in which to speak. 

52.  

Chris th Thank you very much. My name is .  
 and I'm here on behalf of concerned residents. We're not NIMBYs, as 

you hear. Since the Local Plan was approved, we've never opposed the principle 
of housing development on this site. We've supported the Parish Council 
through the planning process to ensure they represent us and our views, that 
they follow the planning policies and most notably this anti-coalescence policy 
that protects the different identities of a rural village and the town of St Ives and 
to ensure that this development complements phase 1 which was excellently 
done. 
 
As local residents, we've supported the Parish Council's appointments of 
professional advisors, landscape assessors, architects, lawyers, barristers, and 
supported the associated expenditure as well. We were very disappointed and 
shocked by the tone and the content of the Officer's report recommending 
approval of this application. This report appears to undermine our 
Neighbourhood Plan and suggests that it is now suddenly, somehow, in conflict 
with the Local Plan. This is an assertion that's never been put forward before in 
the 2+ years since this planning application was submitted, nor in the six years 
since the plan's own creation. 
 
The two plans were created in synchronicity with full knowledge of each other in 
harmony and not in conflict. And this sudden new change of view seems to us is 
an irrational and inaccurate connivance that this governing Committee should 
not tolerate. It appears as a desperate attempt to ignore what is good and 
agreed policy, clearly stated. 
 
Our Neighbourhood Plan was endorsed by two national inspectors and a 
rigorous inspection process. It's part of the development framework alongside 
the Local Plan. The policies of both documents reference the importance of the 
gap. They are not there to drive coalescence by pushing the envelope on this 
sensitive last remaining parcel. Each plan defines carefully the very same 
location of the gap, in words and in the case of the Local Plan by an illustration 
as well. We simply ask for this to be followed more precisely and not ignored. 
 
For over 10 years, this has been a story of David and Goliath, with the District 
Council losing an entirely unnecessary yet famous and expensive case in the 
High Court. This preceded our current Neighbourhood Plan which was agreed 
through thorough representation. We sincerely hope we will not have any more 
unnecessary, expensive and potentially also famous wastes of taxpayers' money 
defending the agreed Local Plans against such a desperate and unnecessary 
attempt to undermine them. This should not be the outcome while HDC exists as 
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an entity and the Development Management Committee still allows you as 
Councillors –  

Chair ________. 54.  
Chris  Half a sentence, that's all, if that's all right. 55.  
Chair Yes, that's fine. 56.  
Chris  While the HDC still exists as an entity and the Development Management 

Committee still allows you as Councillors to have a final say on contested 
planning applications, then you have the power and responsibility to protect this 
village and market town as we know them. I plead with you to make this decision 
yours and your Committee's lasting legacy and exercise your independent 
judgment by recommending a refusal. 

57.  

Chair Thank you very much. Are there any questions of clarification for this particular 
speaker? Cllr . 

58.  

Cllr  Thank you very much for coming to see us. What is your view on tilted balance? 
Because you didn't mention it at all in your remarks. You were sort of suggesting 
that somehow we're just disregarding the Neighbourhood Plan which I don't 
think we are in this case. Do you not think that that is a factor in determining this 
application, because that was in the Officer's report and paragraph 11D of the 
NPPF clearly outlines why that is so significant? 

59.  

Chris  Well, I'm just here as a citizen, a parishioner, a customer, I'm not an expert or a 
service provider, but yes, it's definitely a factor, isn't it? The Local Plan must be 
considered. There is an illustration and there were good words which describe 
what this gap is. They appear in the Local Plan and in the Neighbourhood Plan 
and it seems that that is very much changed in comparison to this application, so 
therefore those bits are somewhat being ignored. 

60.  

Cllr  I didn't quite hear your last – could you just speak a bit closer to the mic, thank 
you. I couldn't hear the last one. 

61.  

Chris  So we have an illustration in the Local Plan and we have good words in the 
Local Plan and in the other plan. They both fit together. It draws the outline of 
this proposed development and that's very different in the application. The 
application has changed that outline, so it seems that that drawing is being 
ignored. 

62.  

Chair Thank you. Are there any other Councillors that have a question for this 
particular speaker? No, there are no other questions. So thank you very much 
for joining us this evening.  

63.  

Chris  Thank you. 64.  
Chair I will move on to the last speaker for this particular application, and that is Jim 

Strike, who is the agent. Welcome. And you have three minutes in which to 
address the Committee. If you just press the middle button. 

65.  

 Chair and Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak on 
behalf of this application. I'm  from AECOM, Planning Agent for Homes 
England, the government's housing and regeneration agency. Homes England is 
an arm's-length body with a remit to increase housing delivery. They work with 
partners across the country to increase the delivery of new homes where they're 
needed, in accordance with adopted local planning policy. Homes England have 
procured Houghton Grange to deliver new homes to meet pressing local need, 
including the need for affordable properties. The phase 2 application is a natural 
progression of the successful phase 1, where Shelbourne Estates are building 
100 new homes of which over 70 are completed. 
 
The proposals before the Committee today are design-led. The proposals strike 
a balance between making efficient use of land to deliver high-quality new 
homes, while sensitively responding to the character of the site and its setting. 
As well as the 120 homes of which 48 will be affordable, over 17ha of newly 
accessible public green space will be provided, offering substantial recreational 
opportunities for local people and considerable scope for wildlife enhancements 
along the River Great Ouse Valley. Attractive and convenient off-road pedestrian 
and cycle connections will be provided, linking to existing communities and wider 
networks. A substantial area of green space will be retained on the eastern side 
of the site, providing a meaningful break between neighbouring developments. 
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The housing area is just under 4ha, less than a fifth of the site area. Housing 
densities will average 31 dwellings/ha, but no more than 23 dwellings/ha closest 
to Houghton Road. The location and extent of the new housing area has been 
carefully designed to minimise the townscape and landscape impact, taking 
account of stakeholder comments. The proposals accord with the Development 
Plan and take account of the relevant policies of the Local Plan, Neighbourhood 
Plan and supplementary planning policy. Specifically, the proposals comply with 
strategic allocation SI1, St Ives West. 
 
Design quality is embedded in everything that Homes England does. The 
agency uses building leases to ensure high standards of design are actually 
delivered, as seen on Houghton Grange phase 1. This proposal represents 
responsible, design-led and plan-led development that meets policy 
requirements and delivers lasting benefits for existing communities and future 
residents. I respectfully ask the Committee to approve this application. Thank 
you. 

Chair Thank you very much. Are there any Councillors that have any questions? Cllr 
Wakeford, then Cllr  

67.  

Cllr  If you'll forgive me again, Chair, and if the mic holds up, I have two questions. 
My – thank you for coming before us. My first question is really where you 
ended, if I may. You've described this as a design-led development. You'll have 
heard in discussion, I think, that there's been suggestion that we shouldn't see 
this as being design-led in the language in our policies as a result of the lack of 
original masterplan behind it. I just wonder if you'd like to comment for us on the 
extent to which you feel we should or shouldn't correctly see this as a design-led 
application and sort of what that means to you and what you think we should 
hear from you on that. 

68.  

 Yeah. So the company I work for is a masterplanning company, so we take 
design very seriously in everything that we do and Homes England as our client 
does as well, as I've touched on. So I think the important point to make is that 
this isn't just a numbers game. What we've tried to do is come up with a 
development scheme here which makes efficient use of land, delivering the 
number of homes which is desperately needed locally, but in a way which 
mitigates any of the potential harm that there might be in terms of landscape 
impact, townscape impact, keeping a degree of separation between Houghton 
Grange and The Spires, which is a specific requirement of the allocation. 
 
And the scheme has evolved over a considerable period of time where we've 
listened to stakeholders, we've responded to those comments where we can and 
come up with a scheme which has been sort of developed and finessed over a 
number of iterations. I think we're now on version 9 of the parameter plan which 
reflects the fact that the scheme has evolved and responded to issues that have 
been raised. And in that sense, I certainly think it is a design-led scheme, 
sensitively trying to accommodate an appropriate number of homes to meet that 
very pressing local need. 

69.  

Chair And you have a follow-up question, Cllr ? 70.  
Cllr  I do. Thank you for that. My second question was on a point you referenced in 

passing in your first answer as well. It's about the gap, the separation between 
the two communities which you'll know various policies have sought to retain 
and you've obviously heard this evening, which I suspect you didn't need to, but 
you heard this evening again that that is felt strongly by local residents as well. 
 
I just wonder if you'd like to comment for us on the extent to which you feel that 
there might be harm to that loss of separation, but the harm might be 
unavoidable or necessary or reasonable, or to what extent is it your case to us 
that there isn't a harm in the undermining of the separation and that we shouldn't 
see that there is. So, you know, is there harm and there's defence for it or isn't 
there? Or any comments you'd like to make about the separation, please. 

71.  

 I think that the degree of separation that we have now with the gap on the 72.  
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eastern side of the site is certainly adequate in terms of dealing with that point of 
anti-coalescence. And we've specifically pulled that – made that gap wider, as 
you'll appreciate, to the north and south, and to the north it's particularly 
important obviously in terms of the relationship with Houghton Road which is 
where quite a lot of that perception of coalescence will be experienced by people 
passing up and down Houghton Road. So I think that we have addressed 
successfully that issue of dealing with anti-coalescence. 

Chair Thank you very much. Cllr . 73.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. I just want to go back a couple of things, because you've got 

the benefit in some aspect of we're looking at an outline planning application, so 
we don't have the details of what's where and when, etc, just a rough guide, 
shall we say, so there's a little bit there. It's just when you mentioned it's not a 
numbers game, I'm just trying to ascertain from a resident's perspective, 
because that's the thing that sort of they've been utilising, is that we seem to 
have a density factor of about just under 32, 31.4. But you're saying you're 
adjusting that throughout so it doesn't look so dense at the front. And of course 
we can't see that because it's just an outline planning application, so I wondered 
if you could give any indications, I suppose, as to how you could alleviate those 
concerns that you've heard from some of the speakers tonight already. Thank 
you. 

74.  

 Yeah, it's worth explaining that whilst it's an outline planning application, the 
parameter plan does fix a number of important elements of the scheme, 
absolutely. So that would be for instance the area of that housing development 
area, the edge of that, there's no room for that to move. So effectively, that is, 
you know, that is defining where the housing development will happen. And 
similarly, one of the iterations of the parameter plan was to introduce that lower 
density closest to Houghton Road, so that's fixed. 
 
So the area effectively to the north of the access road and I think to the east as 
well, it's shown on the parameter plan that the housing densities in that area 
cannot be more than 23 dwellings/ha. So there is a lower density element of the 
scheme and that's to try and ensure that this scheme has a sort of village feel in 
its relationship with Houghton Road. 
 
And similarly, there are areas of substantive planting between the housing area 
and Houghton Road that again are fixed on the parameter plan, so they have to 
happen in those locations. So whilst it's an outline application, there are 
important safeguards in terms of what we're seeking planning permission for to 
ensure that a housing developer can't come along and treat it as carte blanche. 
It's – you know, there are those important fixes that capture important elements 
of the scheme. 

75.  

Chair Do you have a follow-up question? 76.  
Cllr  And just briefly to follow up because again, it's a concern that was raised and in 

their or my interpretation of their words, why we ended up cramming in, and 
that's my interpretation of what they've been saying, the additional housing into 
this smaller end plot. 

77.  

 I mean, I think it's fair to say that the housing densities are absolutely reasonable 
and I think the analysis that the Officers have done looking at the housing 
densities of other schemes around bear that out. Part of the reason that the 
density is what it is, is because we've tried to ensure that a significant, you know, 
significant areas of open space are kept as open space. So effectively, you 
know, what we've done is to ensure that the housing development is delivered 
effectively and efficiently in a small part of the site. 
 
So effectively less than 4ha is the area where the housing is going, ensuring that 
four-fifths of the rest of the site is green space. So you know, I think, again, it's 
one of those elements that have been iterated over a period of time to come up 
with that solution, but that's all part of the sort of design-led approach to achieve 
effectively an optimal outcome in terms of housing delivery and the quality of the 
scheme and picking up those important points like anti-coalescence. 
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Chair Thank you very much. Are there any other Councillors? Cllr . 79.  
Cllr  Yeah, thank you. I've got a couple of questions. This might seem like an odd 

one, but why this site? It just seems like a bit of an – there's a lot of obstacles in 
the way. It's – there's a lot – it's very close to kind of key green and blue spaces. 
There are other places that would be easier to build on. 

80.  

 I'd need to refer to Homes England for the rationale of acquiring the site. But I 
mean that is what Homes England do. They acquire surplus public sector land, I 
think it was in this case, with a view to repurposing it to deliver homes that are 
desperately, urgently required. And they acquired Houghton Grange obviously 
as part of that exercise. 
 
Phase 1 benefited from an outline planning permission to begin with, so that was 
brought forward relatively quickly. But the intention always was that there would 
be a phase 2 which would build on the phase 1 and I have to say the very 
successful phase 1, as I understand it. So it's a sustainable location, it's a good 
place for new housing and I think we've come up with a good proposal which we 
would ask the Committee to approve. 

81.  

Cllr  Okay. Thank you. And when you talk about good, you talked about in terms of 
they sell well because they're close to rivers and lots of green spaces rather than 
in farmland or low-grade. 

82.  

 No, no, no, I just mean it's a good place for housing development. It's a 
sustainable location. There's public transport, there's walking and cycling 
connections and so on and it's obviously a wonderful landscape setting. And it's 
a sensible location to try and deliver homes to meet that very pressing local 
need. 

83.  

Cllr  Okay. Thank you. And then second question and you may not know the answer 
to this one, I might have to refer to Officers. There's a couple of restrictive 
covenants on that land. I'm just curious what they are. 

84.  

Jim  I'm not familiar with the restrictive covenants. I know there are a number of 
easements associated with utilities infrastructure which crosses the site, but… 

85.  

Cllr  Okay. I'll let Officers… 86.  
Chair Maybe we'll take that question in the Officers' section. Thank you. Are there any 

other questions for this particular speaker? There are no other questions. So 
thank you very much for joining us this evening. So, now we move on to 
questions of clarification for our Planning Officer. So, Cllr . 

87.  

Cllr  I think this is just for comment. Cllr  mentioned about the shape and size 
differential. I'd just like to hear a comment from the Officer as to, was there a 
shape and size differential from what we see now? Thank you. 

88.  

Laura Fisher Just to check, in terms of the Local Plan, illustrative in the Local Plan? 89.  
Cllr  Sorry, I didn't quite gather whether it was from the Local Plan, but certainly he 

was indicating on the north of the site there was a more of a bulge on this now to 
what it was originally. 

90.  

Laura Fisher And I think that comes and it was up in the presentation earlier and we can get it 
back up there, there is an indicative form of development, a sketch, within the 
Local Plan as part of policy SI1 and that recognises – it says in here on 
paragraph 11.4 of the Local Plan – recognises both the opportunities and 
sensitivities of the site. The indicative illustration summarises detailed urban 
design work setting out how development of the area could take place. So it's 
one form of development that could take place. It is a slightly different shape. It 
is generally –it is similar though. It is showing some development in that area. 

91.  

Chair Thank you very much. Are there any other questions? Cllr  92.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. Can you just remind me on the – we've heard a lot about the 

density. What's the standard or what can you go up to on a – is it 40, 45 an 
hectare? 

93.  

Officer 1 Sorry, through you, Chair. The density itself, I mean, it's – I don't wish to dodge it 
too much or dodge it at all, it's – each application's on its merits, so in this 
particular case, as has been flagged up from the last speaker, the indicative plan 
or the – sorry, the parameters plan does show a variety of density across the 
site. Yes, in a more urban area that density would be significantly higher. But in 
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a rural area, that has to be assessed on the surrounding densities, the phase 1 
for example, and the areas as a whole. It is felt by Officers that this proposed 
density on this parameters plan does suit that particular area. But to answer your 
question, Councillor, you can go higher than what's been proposed, but that 
would be in a different format, different area, such as more of an urban area 
rather than a rural area such as this nature. 

Chair Thank you. Cllr . 95.  
Cllr  Thank you. One of the points of policy interpretation that came up in a couple of 

contributions we've heard this evening is around the existence or otherwise of 
conflict between the Neighbourhood Plan and between the Local Plan in terms 
of the objective of a boundary between the two areas of settlement. I appreciate 
there's a reference in the report which I don't have in front of me to give you the, 
forgive me, the paragraph reference. But there's reference in the report, I think 
you may have made reference to this in the additional remarks at the beginning 
in light of the legal letter, but I just wonder if the Officers would like to comment 
on the significance or otherwise of any conflict there to the coherence of the 
argument that's being recommended to us by Officers. I mean, sort of put 
crudely, if we didn't see there was necessarily a conflict, what does or doesn't 
that unpick in the advice that you've given us? Thank you. 

96.  

Laura Fisher Thank you. Just going back to what I said as part of the late reps, so we did – 
the tension between the policy, Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 3 and 
policy SI1 referred to in the Officer report at paragraph 7.29, that refers broadly 
to the fact that the Neighbourhood Plan contained a policy aimed at anti-
coalescence whilst approximately 400 units were allocated to the west of St Ives 
in the more recent Local Plan that takes precedence over the Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

97.  

Chair Thank you very much. Cllr  98.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. I have two questions just coming back to paragraph 7.23 in 

the report and I think it was the first speaker, whose name escapes me, from the 
Parish Council seemed to suggest that this didn't apply. And Cllr  in his 
remarks was saying, well, yes, he's not saying that the Local Plan isn't relevant, 
but it shouldn't apply to this particular application in terms of this 10% tolerance. 
But it is pretty clear here it would be 425 homes and approximately 400 home 
allocation, so that would be obviously less than 440, so I just wondered if we 
could get clarification on that point. 
 
I don't know if you're planning to ask our Transport Consultant, Jez, over there to 
answer any questions, but I just wanted to put about the impact on the 1123 
because the county are obviously saying that there won't be an impact here on 
the highway. But I believe that – I think it's the MOVA it's called, I'm not sure 
what that actually stands for, but that's connected to the traffic lights, isn't it, and 
making sure they're synced correctly so we don't have the sort of traffic jams 
that I know local residents will be concerned about. So I wonder if we could get 
clarification on those two points, please. 

99.  

Laura Fisher So just in terms of the tolerance and this 10%, so this has been applied across 
the allocation. There's nothing in the allocation or the introductory text to section 
D that specifies how any numbers within the tolerance above that number set 
out in the allocation are distributed. So our position is that there's no policy basis 
for contending they can't all be in one section. And the acceptability or otherwise 
of the 10% tolerance is based on whether or not the design is acceptable. 
Obviously, the Officer report covers that the Urban Design Officer is content with 
the proposals. Have you got anything to add, Jez? 

100.  

Jez Tuttle Good evening and through the Chair, the Transport Assessment Team and the 
Highways Development Management Team had some quite considerable 
amount of discussions about this site. Some modelling was undertaken to look 
at the junction to see whether it would work with the additional traffic, so – and 
the conclusion was whilst there will be an impact, it wouldn't actually take the 
junction over its actual theoretical capacity, although it meant that it would be 
above its – sorry, it wouldn't take its actual capacity, but it would be above its 
theoretical capacity at times during the peak hours. But the question is whether 
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we could raise an objection given that it would only be for short periods of time 
during the peak hours and the answer was no, we didn't feel we could because 
of the minimal impact. 
 
What we thought would be a good idea as well would be to put the MOVA 
system on the junction which doesn't exist at the moment. I can go into detail 
about the MOVA, but essentially what it does is it allocates green time to where 
it's needed rather than just having standard timings. So, you know, people are 
waiting while there's a red signal sort of, you know, green somewhere else and 
no one's coming. It's an intelligent system that reallocates the green time and 
what that will do is will actually bring the impact down to, you know, what we feel 
to be an acceptable level. And we've asked for a condition that prior to the 
occupation of any dwellings that MOVA system is put in. 

Chair Thank you very much. And . 102.  
 Thank you, Chair, for indulging me again. I've got a couple, some of them are 

quite simple, you'll be pleased to know. First of all, it says, you know, in our pack 
up to 120 yet in 7.376 it says 120. Probably just a technical issue. 
 
The next one is if you could bring up if possible – we talked about the gap, not 
on the underground but in actually the real gap, and it talks about the difference 
in gaps and I know one of them is 145 because it mentions it in a paragraph, I 
just wondered what the narrowness of the gap was and where the other part of it 
was. So that's another question. I've got a couple more if I can or should I wait 
for those to be answered? 

103.  

Laura Fisher We'll just find these and do them one at a time if that's okay, I'm going to get 
confused. Thank you. I will just clarify that this application is for up to 120, so 
yes, and that's in the application description. 
 
Here we go. So this is shown on the parameter plan and on these the 
dimensions are shown on the plan. So we've got – we don't have one that goes 
all the way across the front in terms of the green adjacent Houghton Road there, 
but there is existing landscaping along there at the moment and then it goes to 
145m, 115, 130.9 and then in the corner there with The How development, 
165.6 and 136m. So we had these dimensions added on this plan just to make it 
very clear on this parameter plan what this gap would actually entail. 

104.  

Chair Do you have a follow-up question, Cllr ? 105.  
Cllr  Yeah, thank you. I'm back on? Yep. Thank you. That was very useful. I did 

remember some of them but not all of them. My additional one is the one that I 
think is to the crux of some of the matters on this one is on density, not my 
density, but the density of housing and it talks about in 7.82 about Houghton with 
Wyton Parish Council and the residents, blah, blah, blah, and the locality, but 
their concerns are on density. And you've put in here, however, Officers consider 
that the proposed density of development is in line with standard densities in 
common with market town developments. 
 
I wonder why we're using market town developments when it's actually more of 
a rural development, is one, because the next bit then goes on to the different 
densities and why are the edge of density in one of the many pages that you've 
written in this well-documented area here, it talks about 25 on the edge of 
developments which is where it might confuse myself with some of the other 
plans you've seen that I might not have read completely in depth on this one. 
 
And the last thing is when they talk about a flawed 10% allocation, I just 
wondered the view from Officers on the fact that if we look at this in isolation, 
we're talking about an original plan of 88 and now it's 120. When they're talking 
about the overall all the phases were 440, therefore the 10% wouldn't have been 
– it wouldn't have been up to that 10% figure, which is 440 I think and it doesn't 
come to that, if that makes sense. It almost did to myself when I thought about it. 

106.  

Laura Fisher Okay. So I think the reference to 25 dwellings/he, that's picked up in some of the 
comments that were received from Houghton and Wyton Parish Council in terms 
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of the Local Plan that's going through at the moment, in that they were looking at 
25 dwellings/ha on edges of villages. I think on edges of like market towns, it's 
35, so this is why we've got these two different numbers in there making 
reference to different things. Sorry, can you just repeat the last bit of the 
question? Sorry. 

Cllr  Was it reference to flawed 10% allocation? I wrote most of it down, but I can't 
read my own writing. Whether it counted for the whole of the site and whether – 
because we're looking at this as an individual aspect. They're talking about we're 
– the argument is that we're cramming from what was originally going to be 88 
now to 120, but that's because it's taking all the additional 10% from all the four 
phases and ploughing it into one. That seemed to be the gist they seemed to be 
getting at at the moment on the amount of density within that particular area. 

108.  

Laura Fisher Okay. So there is nothing within the Local Plan, there's no policy basis, rather, 
for contending you can't have in terms of this 10% just in this final section. 
Obviously, there's been – in terms of the planning history of this wider St Ives 
West as set out in the Officer report, the permissions were historic by the time 
the Local Plan was adopted, the developments had already come forward or had 
been given planning permission, so this is just the last sort of piece in the puzzle 
as such. And so yeah, we've applied the 10% across the allocation. 

109.  

Chair Thank you very much. Cllr . 110.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. I think my question might be quite similar to Cllr  and if 

I put it in my own words, I may possibly elicit a different answer or not, I'm not 
sure. So first of all, just on the up to 120, can I – and the whole design-led 
approach questions around on that topic. Essentially, if this is approved this 
evening, are we acknowledging that the site can accommodate 120 homes or is 
it really up to 120 depending on further designs coming forward, but is there a 
presumption of 120 or is that really yet to be tested? And I've got another further 
question if that's okay. 

111.  

Laura Fisher So that is yet to be tested. We would have to look at this at reserved matters 
stage in terms of all the reserved matters that would come through. So yeah, it's 
up to 120 and that would be assessed later if this… yeah. 

112.  

Cllr  Thank you. That's really helpful. So essentially you're saying it's possible, but we 
haven't yet established it as fact. Okay. And then perhaps my other questions 
are slightly – carry less weight having established that, but I guess the 400 
homes across the wider site, like there are a number of contributing factors to 
that, so one of them will be access and vehicle movements and my 
understanding would be that you can transfer some allocations across different 
parts of that wider site and still have the same impact on the main road. 
However, in terms of density of housing, clearly that has a more immediate 
effect on the immediate area. Can you give us any insight on the relationship of 
those different contributing factors in terms of the establishment of a 400? It may 
not be something we have here today. 
 
And then a similar – well, related question, so I'll roll it in together, if that's okay. 
The agent talked about the 23 dwellings/ha close to the road that's in the 
parameter plan. Apologies, maybe I should know this, but is the parameter plan 
actually part of this application and is it binding if this goes ahead today? 

113.  

Laura Fisher Let me just pick that up then in terms of the density. So across St Ives West 
there's – there's different constraints across St Ives West. Up on The Spires 
there were lots of TPO trees, the same at The How. Houghton Grange phase 1, 
there is a lower density, but that's also due to TPO trees and landscape setting 
and we've got listed buildings up there as well.  
 
Now in terms of density on the plan that is up here now, the parameter plan, so if 
this application is approved, this would be the approved plan which does show 
some hatching on here. I don't know whether my – it's not going to show it. So 
there is some hatching, as the agent said, in terms of this lower density along 
the frontage of Houghton Road and then wrapping round on the east, so the 
edges of the development. But this would be the approved plan if it is approved. 
The parameter – sorry, the illustrative masterplan is just how it could be 
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developed, but that would be saved for a reserved matter stage. 
Chair Cllr , did you have a question? 115.  
Cllr  I did. I had a couple, Chair, further, if I may. So one was going to be a point I 

think between Cllr  and Cllr , we've picked up, but just for avoidance of 
doubt, the 400 homes figure across the wider allocation, the Officers' advice to 
us is there is not a policy basis for saying, let's look at a proportion of that and 
we expected 88 houses, therefore we can apply, let's say 10% on top of 88 and 
get to what, 96 and part of a house. I think we're clear in being advised that 
there is no policy basis for saying that that's what it means, but… I'm seeing 
head shaking, so that's helpful. Was there anything further you wish to say on 
that? No? Absolutely fine.  
 
On my earlier question about tension between the Local and the Neighbourhood 
Plan, forgive me, I just wonder if we could come back to that. Could I just push 
Officers on the extent to which it matters that there's a tension for the coherence 
of the argument that we've got before us. I'm anticipating that that might be a 
significant point for us later, just to make sure we've taken an opportunity of 
taking maximum input from you. 

116.  

Laura Fisher I don't know if it would be of benefit for everybody in the room just to read out 
paragraph 7.29 of the report. This talks about the tension. Tension between the 
Neighbourhood Plan's aim of preventing coalescence and the fact that 
approximately 400 homes were allocated and that the Neighbourhood Plan 
accepts that the Local Plan, which was emerging at the time that the 
Neighbourhood Plan was written, would make the decision about where exactly 
they would be located. 
 
This site subsequently became part of the allocated site SI1 in the Local Plan. 
And then, as noted, the tilted balance is engaged, policy Neighbourhood Plan 1 
is given no weight and Neighbourhood Plan 3 is given significantly reduced 
weight in the determination of this application. So that's where we've sort of 
recognised that there was this tension, but then we have site allocation St Ives 1 
as allocated. 

117.  

Cllr  Yes, so if I may, I suppose my question is, were we to take the reasoning 
presented to us by some of the representatives we heard from this evening that 
actually you can read the Neighbourhood Plan and the Local Plan as compatible 
on these points, so therefore were we not to see that Houghton and Wyton 
Neighbourhood Plan 1 has no weight to it at all, if we saw that that had a bit of 
weight to it, to what extent would that impact or not the, I suppose, the logic of 
what's being put to us? And I will leave it. Forgive me if I'm pushing a point you 
don't feel able to comment on further. 

118.  

Laura Fisher If I could just refer you to paragraph 3.9 of the report in terms of tilted balance 
being engaged and the policy – Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 
policy 1 is given no weight, as it's been superseded by the site allocation SI1 
and policy 3 is given significantly reduced weight noting the conflicts between 
the policy and allocation SI1. 

119.  

Cllr  Okay. May I ask a final question, Chair? A different point. So again, a number of 
speakers have touched on the clarification in D8, I think Cllr Sanderson's 
question earlier pertained to this as well, in our Local Plan. So the final two 
sentences of that are explaining the tolerance on the 400 figure. It says a 10% 
tolerance either side of the approximate figure set out is considered to be 
reasonable, and that's obviously been quoted in the report. The speaker on 
behalf of the Parish Council put to my understanding very considerable weight 
on the significance of the following words in the final sentence: All housing 
capacity should be design-led. And then it goes on to say how you might justify 
going beyond the 10% tolerance. 
 
I just wonder if Officers would like to comment on how much we can and can't 
defensibly read into that phrase of design-led. I think that it was being put to us 
that really we should take design-led to mean there should have been a 
masterplan already and the absence of a masterplan already means it's sort of is 
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impossible for it to be design-led. The argument was made in response to my 
question to the Parish Council representative that the fact that SI1 talks about 
having a masterplan in it means that this is even more strongly understandable 
as meaning a masterplan. I think that's contrary to the advice we've got from 
Officers. I just wonder if you'd like to unpack what design-led sort of does and 
doesn't mean or how narrow a term it is in terms of the existence of a 
masterplan or not. 

Laura Fisher So I guess it is design-led and the current proposal we've got does link in with 
the adjacent developments in terms of footpath connections and we've got the 
other developments either side, so I would say it is design-led. I know we haven't 
had a masterplan for the reasons we've gone over. Have you got anything else 
to add? 

121.  

Cllr  No, that's helpful. So the advice is that it's not credible to interpret design-led in 
a way that suggests the application before us hasn't been led by design. 

122.  

Chair Thank you. Are there any other questions of clarification? Cllr . 123.  
Cllr  Thank you. Just one very quick question, Chair. Would we normally expect a 

masterplan in a development like this or any other come to that? Thank you. 
124.  

Officer 1 Yes, through you, Chair, I mean, I think what's been gone over in the actual 
Officer's report is the allocation itself, the allocation as a whole, would normally 
have been accompanied by a masterplan. However, as it's been put across this 
evening, the actual site itself or a number of portions of that site had come 
forward in advance of the actual Local Plan – the allocation being ratified as part 
of the Local Plan. So the ideal scenario would have been, yes, there would have 
been a masterplan before any of the sites would have come forward, but 
unfortunately that wasn't the situation the Authority found itself in. 

125.  

Chair Thank you. Are there any other questions? Cllr . 126.  
Cllr  Can I just go back to my question about restrictive covenants, thanks. 127.  
Laura Fisher I'm not aware of any, I'll be honest, but on the parameter plan it does mention 

about water main easements and foul water rising main and easements. Is that 
what you were referring to? Or is there something else? 

128.  

Chair I can bring in Legal on this. 129.  
Legal Officer Thank you, yeah, through you, Chair. Restrictive covenants, easements, 

anything relating to sort of private rights are not really the sort of purview of the 
Planning Committee. An applicant applies for planning permission, they have to 
then be able to realise that planning permission by making sure all the 
necessary consents with other landowners, things like that, are all in situ before 
they can build out. They obviously come to the planning – Local Planning 
Authority for planning permission, but then they need to make sure that that 
they've served the correct certificates in terms of land ownership. They have to 
deal with that point, frankly. Anyone could apply for planning permission 
anywhere, whether they can then realise that is a sort of wider point and we 
can't be bogged down by those kind of conflicts which go on outside of the 
Officers' sort of capabilities to negotiate that. That's for the applicants. 

130.  

Cllr  Okay. Thank you. I get that. It's just I mean, we're all here spending this time 
discussing this and it's, I mean, if those restrictive covenants have got stuff in 
them that would negate having this conversation, I'm sure the developers have 
looked at that, but it would just be useful to kind of know those background 
pieces sometimes. 

131.  

Chair Thank you. We will move on to the next part of the meeting which is the debate, 
where Councillors can speak about how they are thinking and how they want to 
move ahead in making a decision. Is there anyone who would like to start that 
debate for me? Cllr . Thank you. 

132.  

Cllr  I can't believe I put my hand up for that one. I'm just going to make some 
observations really for other deliberations, I suppose. The first one I looked at is 
it allocated? Well yes, it is, so clearly that's a tick in the box. Are we in tilted 
balance? Yes. Does it make a difference to this one? I don't know whether it 
does or not to be honest, because it was in the Local Plan anyway, so tilted 
balance might not make a difference, but I'm not sure about if it does on the 
number game. None of the technical consultees have had issues with it. 
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What I do have problems with in my own mind is still this density factor, the fact 
that it's on the edge, the fact that it's trying to separate between Houghton and 
Wyton and St Ives. The allocation, had it been potentially 88 as opposed to 
potentially 120, might have made my mind a bit clearer. I think it has been 
design-led, although I do comprehend that there's not been a masterplan that 
sometimes comes with this one, but it obviously has to link into the other 
phases. And I suppose from a masterplan perspective, I mean it's only really 
been two years since this came in and there were others. 
 
My main concern, as I think a number of the speakers have said as well on this 
one, is just this business around density which I still haven't quite got my head 
round as to there seems to be a variation of density on some of it, which I'll be 
honest, I can't see in here because we're just being asked to look at up to 120. 
So if it goes through and Officers recommend it, they could look at it and say, 
yes, we can adjust that to ensure that it doesn't look quite so built up on that 
edge. 
 
I think I'll leave it there, Chair, because at the moment I'm a little bit betwixt and 
between on it. There's some good aspects on it from the fact that it was 
originally, as I said, originally allocated. Yes, we do need housing, there's 
affordable housing there, but there always has to be a balance and I just have a 
slight concern on not necessarily the gap, because I think the gap is bearable. I 
think it's just maybe how it looks as a gap with the density on the edge. Thank 
you, Chair. 

Chair Thank you. Cllr . 134.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. Just playing second fiddle to Cllr  now because he's 

stolen a lot of what I was about to say. I think the two issues, I'm not going to 
labour the point, is the density and the gap between what's now going to 
become Houghton and St Ives. I think on both counts I'd like to have seen it 
lower on the density and obviously greater on the gap. 
 
The gap carries lesser weight I think. We're not going to be able to dictate too 
much on that one because I think it's there is a gap and there's obviously no 
policy, it's not a set figure there, is it? It's you must have a gap. So that doesn't 
exist. There is a gap and that's what we've got to run with at the moment. 
 
I'm more towards approval, but I'm not there yet. I think I take comfort in, and I 
hope that should this go further, I hope that the residents that have all spoken 
very passionately and with good cases, I hope they can take some sort of, I don't 
know the right word now, but some heart out of the fact that this is only an 
outline application at the moment. There's obviously a phenomenal amount of 
work gone into this already, just in the pack alone, let alone the application, and I 
think there's a phenomenal amount of work yet to get it to a full application.  
 
So I think we have to take some heart from the fact that this will come back to 
us, I'm sure, to sort of tidy this one up. And hopefully between now and then, 
should it go down that route, some of these issues will be cleared up and it 
should make it a little bit easier for when it does come back as a full application. 
But again, I'll leave it there and just see where the debate takes us. Thank you. 

135.  

Chair Thank you very much. Cllr . 136.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. Again, we've heard from all of the speakers they're not 

necessarily against development, what they're concerned with is some of the 
separation, some of the density and so on. And when you look at the northern 
part, that's where they're saying, well, overall the site is at 32.6 I think it was – 
32.3 density, but with the northern part going to be at a reduced density, that 
means the rest is going to be at a higher. So we've not got that sight, we've not 
got that insight because obviously that will come later on. 
 
And I think to my mind, it's this 10% of 400 that is the problem. And if you say – 
if you want to play devil's advocate, they could have gone as a total for the 
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whole site of 440, another 15 on top of this. Were it to be just 10% of the site, 
the 88, I think we wouldn't have this discussion. I think it would have been fairly 
well gone through, but it just seems that the other sites by not having that extra, 
it's brought it to a head here. And I'm still undecided on this one, there's a long 
way to go, but I do think we do need to really think long and hard to make sure 
that what we're developing here is something that is good for St Ives, for 
Houghton and so on. We do need to get this right. 

Chair Thank you, Cllr . Cllr . 138.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair, and thank you to everybody who's come here tonight to talk 

so passionately about this. Yeah, I agree with what's been said before. I have 
concerns about the density. I think if we were just putting those 80 houses on 
there, I think the Parish would have agreed with it and worked very closely. I do 
have concern that there wasn't a masterplan. I understand your reasons for it, 
but it does go through the whole of this report, whether it's your report or the 
Parish Council's report. And it just seems a shame that that didn't happen. 
 
I still have concerns about the traffic as well. That junction is very wide and I 
understand about the movements, but that traffic's got to go somewhere and it's 
going to go down to a road to another set of traffic lights, to another set of traffic 
lights and it's got to go somewhere and there's nowhere else for it to go except 
Harrison's Way if you're going to work in Cambridge or the guided bus or into 
Huntingdon. So I'm afraid I have some really grave concerns about this. As I 
said, the density one is one of them and I'm yet to be convinced that I would 
approve this. I know a lot of work has gone into this, and I thank the Officer for 
the report, but I still have grave concerns about it. 

139.  

Chair Cllr . 140.  
Cllr  Thank you, Chair. I agree with Cllr  that – well, first of all, I think the 

people here this evening, I think the Parish Council have spoken very well. 
They've clearly put a lot of work into their submissions and I do appreciate their 
concerns. But I think they should take some heart I think with Cllr  
phrase, some comfort perhaps. This is an outline application as we know. 
Important that we bear that in mind. So it will come back, reserved matters I 
assume will come back to this Committee at some stage. And questions, we 
don't have the details of course, by definition, yet, so I think some of the 
questions that we've got will be answered as we go through the process, were 
we to approve this this evening, as we go through the reserved matters stage. 
 
I think it was – was it Cllr ? I probably – apologies if I’ve misquoted you, 
Jon – or somebody mentioned the – sorry it was Cllr , the allocation. 
We've heard a clear – we got a clear answer and it's in the report 7.23, it's within 
the 10% threshold, isn't it? But it’s across the allocated site in the Local Plan. 
And we've also had I think a pretty clear answer about the distances. 
 
I think Cllr  when he spoke mentioned the football field analogy, but I think I 
actually should know the answer to this question because I’m a football fan, but I 
think the shortest distance is actually just under 131m. So some of the distances 
between this area and St Ives will be further than that, they'll be greater than 
that. I'm inclined – and we have also had a very clear answer from Jez Tuttle 
from the County Council Highways. I'm inclined that we approve this application, 
but I'm happy to hear from other speakers. Thank you. 

141.  

Chair Cllr  142.  
Cllr  Thank you. Yeah, I'm also grateful to all who have brought forward views this 

evening, but clearly many more have inputted into the views we've heard 
represented tonight and it's certainly clear what the strength of local feeling is. I 
think as we referenced earlier and I had an exchange with Cllr , I think he 
acknowledged that, for better or ill, this isn't a democratic decision in the normal 
sense of the term. It's a decision we need to take as democratically elected 
Councillors on the interpretation of our rules and policies, the local ones, the 
national ones, that the law requires us to apply here. 
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So as Cllr  noted, the question for us isn't what would be ideal, what would 
be an easy decision to take, what's the most popular one. It's on the application 
before us and we need to make a decision that's defensible. We heard from one 
of our speakers DMC makes the final decision. That's obviously only true if we 
do make a decision we then successfully defend. Otherwise, we don't make the 
final decision and any conditions we might wish to apply to an application fall by 
the wayside as well. So a decision that's not defensible, overturned on appeal, 
can be, if I can put it like this, worse as an outcome from the point of view of 
those who don't wish it to take place than a decision by our Committee to 
approve with the various conditions we're able to apply. So I suppose that's the 
context of our conversation, as I know we all well appreciate. 
 
Cllr  raised the question about whether the tilted balance made a 
difference here and I appreciate that was I think a partly rhetorical point, but for 
avoidance of doubt, the tilted balance very much is relevant. We've heard that 
clearly from our Officers. I mean it's demonstrably true given our housing 
numbers. And what that means is that to defend refusing this application, 
acknowledging it is simply an outline application as Cllr  drawn attention to, 
we need to consider that – not only that it does harm, but that harm significantly 
and demonstrably outweighs the benefits here. And that is a high threshold for 
defending refusal. 
 
On a couple of the points that colleagues have picked up around the table, I 
don't think it's credible to say that this hasn't been design-led either, which is the 
necessary belief I think we'd have to take to dismiss the 10% threshold sort of 
out of hand. I think the 10% tolerance clearly does apply to the 400, sort of 440 
homes within the tolerance of the policy, a policy that allows going beyond that 
tolerance in certain situations that don't arise here. I think that is clearly the 
context we need to make a decision in. 
 
We've heard clearly that that original 400 figure isn't separated out by section of 
this allocation, it's a figure across the allocation as a whole. So I don't see we 
can defend an interpretation that says we can only look at the number of houses 
we would have expected in this section of the allocation and then apply 10% to 
that. So I don't see that the numbers of houses here present a defensible ground 
for refusal in my mind. And as Cllr  and Cllr  have drawn attention to, 
because it's outline, it's up to that number. Reserved matters applications would 
still have to show that the number they did pick complied with the various rules. 
 
Cllr  raised transport concerns, again which are hugely understandable, 
particularly for many of us who know that route well and congestion on it. But 
Highways have – we're very grateful having a Highways Officer here this 
evening. I think in the context of the Highways position on this and the lack of 
objection, there’s clearly no defensible refusal on transport grounds here either. 
 
For me, colleagues, where my primary concerns are, are around the gap 
between the communities. I think even if the Neighbourhood Plan carries no 
weight on the basis of the argument in our Officers' report, our own plan policy 
SI1 in paragraph G does talk about the need to recognise boundaries. In view of 
tilted balance, we can only apply some weight to that, but I think there's clearly a 
weight that we should have in our mind and clearly that's a relevant factor for the 
local communities. 
 
So I think the decision I'm weighing up in my mind is, to the extent that we can 
apply weight to that requirement and to the extent that the application before us 
impacts the boundary between the communities, which I think it demonstrably 
does, even if you can reach different sort of subjective views about how 
significant that is, the question I'm weighing up is, is that impact so significant 
that there's significant and demonstrable harm here? 
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And that's the hurdle I'm not seeing that is reached, even though that's my I think 
primary area of concern after having heard others' views and Officers' advice. 
It's around that gap. I think that's clearly an issue in our policies and for the 
community, but I don't think we can credibly defend it being enough of an issue 
to refuse this application. So I'm certainly minded to support this outline 
application and I'm open to hearing views from others as well, but I am prepared 
to make a proposal if you would like one at this stage, Chair. 

Chair If you're willing to put that as a proposal, then I will accept that as a proposal. 
Cllr  

144.  

Cllr  Thank you, Chair. Yeah, the separation gap that we're all looking at, I don't think 
it would make much difference whether you build 88 on there or 120. That gap is 
going to be much the same and I doubt whether it would change at all, so forget 
about the gap. That gap is there. The density I have problems with, and I feel for 
quite a few of the speakers that have been before us tonight and I understand 
their feelings. 
 
But we as a panel, we have to decide whether the benefits outweigh the harm 
basically and that's always our question. Do the benefits outweigh the harm? 
And I feel that it's a difficult decision, but the benefits of the extra dwellings 
cancel out the harm. Because if we refuse this, the 106 monies will change, well, 
at least anyway, that's assuming that it doesn't go to appeal. So we gain on the 
106 if we accept it as it is and we gain on the affordable which is very important 
and it probably means another 30 or 13 houses I think more on the affordable 
side. So I shall be supporting the decision to recommend powers be delegated 
to the Head of Planning. So I will second Cllr  proposal if you'll accept 
that. 

145.  

Chair Thank you. I will accept that as being a second to the proposal. Are there any 
other speakers that wish to add anything before we go to a decision? Cllr . 

146.  

Cllr  Thank you. Just a point of clarity for those listening both here and elsewhere, 
does this come back as full to DMC? 

147.  

Chair Can I bring you in just to confirm? 148.  
Officer 1 I mean, yes, in terms of the reserved matters submission, that is something that 

could be potentially called in by Members. Obviously, it could be referred from 
my position in terms of the – from the Service Manager. So yes, at this stage, 
yes. However, there is the national scheme of delegation that, subject to how 
that's worded, may change that, but as it stands at this moment in time, the 
answer is yes, Councillor. 

149.  

Chair Thank you. So we have a recommendation that the powers be delegated to the 
Head of Planning, Infrastructure and Public Protection to approve subject to 
conditions and completion of a Section 106 application, or refuse in the event 
that the obligation referred to above has not been completed and the applicant is 
unwilling to agree to an extended period for determination or on the grounds that 
the applicant is unwilling to complete the obligation necessary to make the 
development acceptable. All those – 

150.  

Cllr  Chair, forgive me, before you take a vote, there was just one point that I'm 
conscious we haven't picked up, the reference from the Highways Officer about 
the change of technology on the junction that would assist the congestion 
issues. Is there any condition that it would be helpful to add to the proposal to 
make that more likely to happen. 

151.  

Laura Fisher That one's – so yes, in terms of the proposed conditions, there is a list in section 
8 of the report and the third one up from the bottom says, the installation of 
MOVA at the site access signal control junction with the A1123 prior to 
occupation. In brackets after that it says, unless provided by Morris Homes in 
the meantime under section 278 works. So yes, we have added that as a 
condition, having received the comments through from the Highways Transport 
Assessment Team. 

152.  

Cllr  So forgive my lack of expertise about the highways technologies. So the 
reference from our Highways Officer this evening wasn't to anything beyond 
what's covered in the recommending conditions already? 

153.  

Laura Fisher That's correct. 154.  
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Cllr  In which case, forgive me. Carry on, Chair. The proposal stands un-amended. 155.  
Chair So we will go to the vote. So we are voting for approval to delegate powers to 

the Head of Planning. All those in favour of approval, please raise your hand. 
156.  

M2 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. 157.  
Chair Any against? 158.  
M2 1, 2, 3. 159.  
Chair Any abstentions? Therefore that has been approved to delegated powers. 160.  
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 

COMMITTEE 21st JULY 2025 

Case No:     23/00627/OUT (Outline Planning Application) 

Proposal:    Outline planning permission with all matters reserved 

for the construction of up to 120 homes (Use Class 

C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, 

play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car 

parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility 

infrastructure and associated works 

 

Location:    Land between Houghton Grange and The How, 

Houghton   Road, Houghton  

 

Applicant:   Homes England 

 

Grid Ref:     (E) 529919 (N) 272039 

 

Date of Registration:   6th April 2023 

 

Parish:         Houghton and Wyton 

RECOMMENDATION - POWERS DELEGATED to the Head 

of Planning, Infrastructure & Public Protection to 

APPROVE subject to conditions and completion of a 

Section 106 obligation. 

 

OR 

 

REFUSE in the event that the obligation referred to above 

has not been completed and the Applicant is unwilling to 

agree to an extended period for determination, or on the 

grounds that the Applicant is unwilling to complete the 

obligation necessary to make the development 

acceptable. 

 

 

 



This application is referred to the Development Management 

Committee (DMC) as the S106 contributions associated with the 

development if approved would amount to more than £100,000.00 

and the Officer recommendation is contrary to the recommendation 

of the Parish Council.  

 

1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 

 

1.1 The Houghton Grange Field site which is located within the Parish 
of Houghton and Wyton comprises approximately 21.87ha of land 
situated to the eastern edge of the villages of Houghton and Wyton 
and to the west of the town of St Ives, located to the south of 
Houghton Road (A1123). The Thicket footpath is located to the 
south of the site, beyond which is the River Great Ouse floodplain 
and the settlement of Hemingford Abbots and Hemingford Grey. 
Part of the Thicket woodland was in the past gifted to the Council 
by the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council 
(BBSRC).  

 
1.2 The Slepe Meadows housing development (Garner Drive) is 

located to the north whilst to the west is the residential Houghton 
Grange development phase 1 (being developed by Shelbourne 
Estates) and to the east is The How development and land 
formerly part of the golf course (which has been developed for 
residential purposes known as The Spires). The site has a main 
pedestrian and vehicular access from Houghton Road, opposite 
Garner Drive. 
 

1.3 There are five listed buildings close to the site which include the 
Grade II listed Houghton Grange (Houghton Poultry Research 
Station); the Grade II listed Houghton Grange East and West 
Lodges (East Lodge to Houghton Poultry Research Station, West 
Lodge to Houghton Poultry Research Station); the Grade II listed 
The How and its curtilage listed Gate Lodge and the Grade II listed 
Houghton Bury.  
 

1.4 The south-western part of the site is located within the Houghton 
and Wyton Conservation Area and the St Ives and Hemingfords 
Conservation Areas are located adjacent to the boundary of the 
site to the south and south-east respectively.  
 

1.5 The Environment Agency flood maps confirm that the majority of 
the application site is located in Flood Zone 1, which indicates a 
low probability of flooding from rivers or the sea in any given year 
of less than 1 in 1000. There is a very small area at the 
southernmost tip of the application site which lies partially within 
Flood Zones 2 and 3, as shown on the updated 2025 Environment 
Agency maps. The very small proportion of the site within Flood 
Zone 3 is not material to the proposed development.  



 
1.6 There are statutory ecological designations within the site; part of 

the application site (to the south of Houghton Grange) comprises 
a County Wildlife Site. The nearest Site of Special Scientific 
Interest is the Houghton Meadows SSSI, located to the south west 
of the site.  
 

1.7 There are a number of trees around the edge of the site and a 
group within the centre which are subject to a Tree Preservation 
Order (TPO) (reference 015/91).  
 

1.8 The topography of the site is such that the site generally falls 
gently from the north to the south towards the River Great Ouse 
floodplain. Ground levels are approximately 33m AOD in the north, 
falling to approximately 21-24m AOD across the majority of the 
area. In the south western part of the site, the ground levels reduce 
more steeply to approximately 9m AOD, and 7.8m AOD in the 
most southern point. 
 

1.9 The Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) confirms that the site is 
located within the ‘Western Periphery’ character area. The site is 
not located within any statutory landscape designations. 

 
1.10 The application site forms part of the land allocated for residential 

development in the Local Plan to 2036 within allocation SI 1 ‘St 
Ives West’; referred to previously and within the Local Plan as the 
BBSRC Field Site. The land to the east of the application site 
comprises The How along with the former St Ives Golf Course, the 
latter of which has been developed by Barratt Homes as ‘The 
Spires’. The southern part of the former Golf Course is a publicly 
accessible Strategic Green Space covering approximately 8.4 
hectares known as Berman Park. Both the application site and 
land further to the east and west (Houghton Grange) form part of 
the Local Plan allocation.  

 
1.11 The application has been made in outline form with all matters 

reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes (Use Class C3) 
with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, 
surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and 
cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated works. Details 
relating to access, layout, scale, appearance and landscaping 
have been reserved for subsequent approval.  
 

1.12 The final number of dwellings will be determined at the detailed 
design stage however it is anticipated that the site will achieve up 
to 120 dwellings. The development will be served from the existing 
access road (Edith Coote Drive) taken off the A1123 - Houghton 
Road (already constructed as this serves the adjacent Houghton 
Grange phase 1 site).   

 



1.13 The application is supported by a Planning Statement, Planning 
Obligations – Heads of Terms note, Statement of Community 
Involvement, Design and Access Statement, Cultural Heritage 
Desk-based Assessment, Transport Assessment, Framework 
Residential Travel Plan, Landscape and Visual Assessment, 
Ecological Impact Assessment, Biodiversity Net Gain 
Assessment, Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Flood Risk 
Assessment and Drainage Strategy, Phase 1 Land Contamination 
Report, Noise Assessment, Rapid Health Impact Assessment, 
Illustrative Masterplan, and Parameter Plan.  

 
1.14 Amendments have been received during consideration of this 

application, which have been consulted upon accordingly.  

2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework 2024 (NPPF) sets out 
the three economic, social and environmental objectives of the 
planning system to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development. The NPPF confirms that ‘So sustainable 
development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development…’ (para. 10). The NPPF sets out the Government's 
planning policies for, amongst other things: 

• delivering a sufficient supply of homes; 

• building a strong, competitive economy;  

• achieving well-designed, beautiful and safe places; and 

• conserving and enhancing the natural, built and historic 
environment. 

2.2 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), the National 
Design Guide 2019 (NDG) and the Noise Policy Statement for 
England (NPSE) are also relevant and a material consideration.  

2.3 For full details visit the government website National Guidance.   

2.4 Relevant Legislation: 

• Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

• Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

• Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

• Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 

 

 

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


3. PLANNING POLICIES 

3.1 Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 (Adopted 15th May 2019): 

• LP1 Amount of Development 

• LP2 Strategy for Development 

• LP3 Green Infrastructure 

• LP4 Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery 

• LP5 Flood risk 

• LP6 Waste Water Management 

• LP11 Design Context 

• LP12 Design Implementation 

• LP13 Placemaking 

• LP14 Amenity 

• LP15 Surface Water 

• LP16 Sustainable Travel 

• LP17 Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 

• LP24 Affordable Housing Provision 

• LP25 Housing Mix 

• LP29 Health Impact Assessment  

• LP30 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• LP31 Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows 

• LP 34 Heritage Assets and their Settings  

• LP37 Ground Contamination and Groundwater Pollution 

• SI1 St Ives West 

3.2 Houghton & Wyton Neighbourhood Development Plan 2018 - 
2036 (March 2018):  

• Policy HWNP1 - Houghton and Wyton built up area  

• Policy HWNP2 - Protection of sites  

• Policy HWNP3 - Anti-coalescence  

• Policy HWNP6 - Retaining and enhancing biodiversity  

• Policy HWNP7 - Protection of best and most versatile 
agricultural land  

• Policy HWNP11 - Provision of new community facilities  

• Policy HWNP12 - Parking to serve new development/Houghton 
and Wyton village  

• Policy HWNP13 - Access by non-car modes  

• Policy HWNP14 - Flooding and drainage  

• Policy HWNP16 – Windfall residential development  

• Policy HWNP17 - Design of new development  

3.3 Supplementary Planning Documents / other guidance: 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document (2017)  

• Developer Contributions SPD (2011)  



• Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment 
(2022) 

• Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD (2017)  

• Huntingdonshire Tree Guidance Note 3  

• Annual Monitoring Report – Part 1 (Housing Supply) 2023/2024 
(24 October 2024) 

• Annual Monitoring Report – Part 2 (Policy Analysis) 2023/2024 
(20 December 2024) 

• RECAP CCC Waste Management Design Guide (CCC SPD) 
(2012)  

• Houghton & Wyton Conservation Area Character Assessment 
(2012)  

• St Ives Conservation Area Character Assessment (2007)  

• The Hemingfords Conservation Area Character Assessment 
(2008) 

• Huntingdonshire District Council Playing Pitch and Outdoor 
Sports Strategy Document (December 2022)  

  For full details visit the Council’s website Local policies 

Housing Land Supply  

3.4 NPPF paragraph 78 requires the Council to identify and update 
annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 
a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against our housing 
requirement. A substantially revised methodology for calculating 
local housing need and the reimposition of this as a mandatory 
approach for establishing housing requirements was introduced 
on 12th December 2024 in the revised NPPF and associated 
NPPG (the standard method).  

3.5 As Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 is now over 5 years old 
it is necessary to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply 
(5YHLS) based on the housing requirement set using the standard 
method. NPPF paragraph 78 also requires provision of a buffer to 
ensure choice and competition in the market for land. As 
Huntingdonshire has successfully exceeded the requirements of 
the Housing Delivery Test a 5% buffer is required here. The five 
year housing land requirement including a 5% buffer is 5,501 
homes. The current 5YHLS is 4,330 homes equivalent to 3.94 
years’ supply.  

3.6 As a result of this, the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development is applied for decision-taking in accordance with 
paragraph 11 (d) and footnote 8 of the NPPF in relation to 
applications involving the provision of housing. This is generally 
referred to as ‘the tilted balance’. While no 5YHLS can be 
demonstrated the Local Plan policies concerned with the supply 
and location of housing as set out in the Development Strategy 
chapter (including policies LP2, LP7, LP8, LP9 and LP10) of 

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


Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 are considered to be out of 
date and can no longer be afforded full weight in the determination 
of planning applications. 

3.7 The Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 confirms the strategic 
policies within the Plan (those which are essential to the delivery 
of the Local Plan strategy) includes the site allocations, and that 
Neighbourhood Plans must be prepared in general conformity with 
the strategic policies of the Local Plan. It is acknowledged that the 
Local Plan is more recent than the Neighbourhood Plan; therefore, 
the Local Plan takes precedence, as set out in paragraph 31 of the 
NPPF.  

3.8 The application site is allocated under policy SI 1 ‘St Ives West’ of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036.  Allocation SI 1 stands as 
adopted in the Local Plan and is not considered to be out of date; 
policy SI1 is therefore afforded significant weight in the 
determination of this planning application.  

3.9  The Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan (NP) was adopted 
in 2018. As the tilted balance is engaged a number of policies 
within the NP are given reduced weight in the determination of this 
application. In addition to the tilted balance being engaged, Policy 
HWNP1 is given no weight as it has been superseded by the site 
allocation SI 1 and Policy HWNP3 is given significantly reduced 
weight, noting the conflicts between this policy and allocation SI 1.   

 

4. PLANNING HISTORY 

4.1 As referred to at paragraph 1.2 and within the ‘Principle of 
Development’ section of this report, there are a number of planning 
permissions for the surrounding developments, as set out below.  
 

4.2 The David Wilson Homes permissions (9801132OUT and 
0900023REM) for residential development and reserved matters 
details for the erection of 128 dwellings; this development (forming 
Phase 1 of the Spires development) is now complete.   

 
4.3 The Barratt Homes permissions (1301895OUT, 17/00589/REM, 

17/02325/FUL and 19/01671/FUL) relate to the erection of 186 
dwellings and change of use of part of the former golf course to a 
country park (Strategic Green Space); this development (forming 
part of the Spires development) is now complete.  
 

4.4 Houghton Grange (phase 1) has in total 107 dwellings. This 
comprises of 5 dwellings within the converted listed Grange 
(20/01438/FUL), the refurbishment and extension of the two listed 
lodges (East and West) and 100 new builds on the site, including 



4 replacement dwellings (1402210OUT, 19/00828/S73 and 
19/01180/REM). The net increase of dwellings at Houghton 
Grange (phase 1) is therefore 101 dwellings; these are currently 
being built on site.   
 

4.5 Land associated with The How has permission (19/02280/FUL 
and 21/02079/S73) for the erection of 18 new dwellings and the 
refurbishment and extension of the curtilage listed Gate Lodge; 
this development is currently being built on site.   
 

4.6 1301056OUT - Outline application for 224 dwellings and retail unit 
and associated roads, pathways, Public Open Space, and 
landscape – Withdrawn 08.09.2020. 
 

4.7 21/70046/SCRE - EIA Screening Opinion – Response issued 
24.03.2021 and is in the public domain. The response concludes 
that the Local Planning Authority opines the proposed 
development is not EIA development. 

5. CONSULTATIONS 

5.1 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (H&W PC) (COMMENTS 
ATTACHED dated 28.06.2023) – recommends REFUSAL. The 
H&W PC objections are detailed in a letter prepared by Richard 
Buxton solicitors which raises the following summarised objections 
to the proposals: 

• That the development is contrary to the adopted 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan (in particular policies LP2, LP3, 
LP10, LP11, LP12 and site allocation policy SI 1);  

• That the development is contrary to policies of the Houghton 
Neighbourhood Plan (in particular policies HWNP1 and 
HWNP3); and  

• That the development is contrary to the NPPF paragraph 174.  

In addition, H&W PC commissioned Peter Radmall Associates to 
prepare two reports: (i) a Review of the Applicant’s Landscape and 
Visual Appraisal (“the LVA Review”), and (ii) Implications for 
Separation between Houghton and St Ives (“the Separation 
Report”). 

5.2 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (COMMENTS ATTACHED 
dated 22.10.2024) – recommends REFUSAL maintaining their 
original objections in respect of the development being contrary 
with policies within the Local Plan, Neighbourhood Plan and the 
NPPF. A detailed letter has been submitted by Richard Buxton 
solicitors on behalf of H&W PC which notes that the setback of the 
development along Houghton Road has been increased which is 
welcomed, but there has been no reduction in the scale of 
development; concerns are therefore raised in relation to the 
density of development proposed. A further review of the LVA 



(prepared by Peter Radmall Associates on behalf of H&W PC) was 
also submitted, raising concerns relating to the amended LVA.  
 

5.3 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (COMMENTS ATTACHED 
dated 28.02.2025) – recommends REFUSAL and includes an 
Update Review on the LVA “A review of the applicants revised 
LVA” prepared by Peter Radmall Associates, which states that 
there are a number of concerns that are considered to remain as 
unaddressed. Again, a detailed letter has been submitted by 
Richard Buxton solicitors on behalf of H&W PC raising concerns 
relating to the development being contrary with policies within the 
Local Plan, Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF. The letter also 
raises concerns in relation to the density of the proposals and 
considers that the tone of the application takes no account of local 
considerations from the parish and neighbouring councils.  
 

5.4 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (COMMENTS ATTACHED 
dated 24.04.2025) – recommends REFUSAL noting that whilst 
welcoming the removal of the LEAP from the countryside 
separation gap, relocating this as an informal play area in the 
linear green space seems inadequate. They consider that a 
second LEAP should feature within the developable area, and that 
there is enough space if the number of homes were reduced. The 
PC consider that if the proposals were reduced in scale and 
remodelled then a MUGA or tennis courts could be provided to 
relieve capacity on the village playing field. Concerns have been 
reiterated in relation to the number of houses proposed within the 
village and the capacity of community infrastructure (when taking 
into account Houghton Grange phase 1 proposals), the density of 
development proposed and that the proposals would be out of 
keeping and detract from the wider Great Ouse Valley Landscape 
Character Area and Great Ouse Valley Green Infrastructure 
Priority Area, as has been cited on a reason for refusal under 
application reference 24/02275/FUL1. The PC consider that there 
is a more acceptable solution to the development of this site by 
reducing the amount of houses which would create more space for 
play and leisure facilities, thereby enhancing the perception of 
separation, complimenting Phase 1 and providing a more fitting 
density of housing for this countryside / small settlement location 
(all of which would then be consistent with the alternative proposal 
shared by the PC previously).  
 

5.5 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (COMMENTS ATTACHED 
dated 23.05.2025) – recommends REFUSAL, noting that LTP3 
and the Houghton & Wyton Neighbourhood Plan Policies HWNP 
12 and HWNP 13 all point towards refusing this application as it 
stands, and towards reconsidering it following a reduction to the 

 
1 24/02275/FUL - Development of Use Class C2 Residential Accommodation 
with Care comprising of apartments for people aged 65 and over, communal 
facilities, associated landscaping, car parking, services and access from 
Meadow Lane - Land at junction of Harrison Way and Meadow Lane, St Ives. 



excessive number of homes currently proposed. They note that 
the revised TA submitted with the application shows that by 2028, 
even without this development, the Houghton Road/Garner 
Drive/Houghton Grange Site Access junction is forecast to operate 
above capacity in both the AM and PM peak hour, and that by 
2033 the Houghton Road/Hill Rise/ High Leys Junction is also 
calculated to be over capacity. Comments note that this 
application already pushes the boundaries of excess by trying to 
build extra housing, over and above the residual allocation for this 
single piece of land without justification. The PC have noted that 
in respect of Policy HWNP12: Parking to serve new development 
previous comments have noted that by removing the excess 
housing numbers this would create space for additional 
recreational facilities such as a MUGA to be allocated on the site 
and which could include public parking. In respect of Policy 
HWNP13: Access by non-car modes the PC have noted that the 
Revised Transport Assessment makes assumptions about the 
mode of travel that residents will use and models a high 
percentage of movements by non-motorised modes; however, it is 
felt that these are excessive and that car usage levels will be 
greater than assumed. The PC have note that they have anecdotal 
evidence from existing residents of Houghton Grange Phase 1 that 
there is a tendency to use the car when visiting the village to 
participate in the social and recreational life of the village rather 
than to walk or cycle. Concerns are also raised in relation to 
access to the centre of the village (which is beyond 15-20 minutes 
away by foot and 5-10 minutes by bike) and that there is a hill 
involved in the return journey, pointing to the fact that the site is 
less sustainable than has been suggested, and that car use will be 
greater than modelled. The comments conclude that this is 
another reason why the site should not be considered suitable for 
additional housing numbers beyond those originally allocated 
within the Local Plan. 
 

5.6 Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (COMMENTS ATTACHED 
dated 26.06.2025) – requests S106 agreement be secured which 
provides funds to improve the utilisation of existing parish land for 
sports and recreation provision, together with new land and 
infrastructure within the developed footprint of the Houghton 
Grange Phase II site to provide a new, flexible community sports 
and recreation facility. 
 

5.7 St Ives Town Council (as adjacent Parish) (COMMENTS 
ATTACHED dated 28.06.2023) - recommends REFUSAL raising 
concerns relating to the layout and density of the buildings and 
elimination of the green entrance to St Ives; the development area 
size being larger than that shown in the current Local Plan vision 
of the area, thus impacting the green space and vista from the 
road; the number of dwellings proposed should be reduced and at 
or close to the minimum number within the permitted range (56 
houses); and the design of houses should be similar to that in 
phase 1 of the development and not a smaller more cramped town 



style development. The Town council noted their agreement with 
the concerns from Anglian Water regarding the drainage from the 
site and also with those from the County Council regarding traffic 
implications. Concerns have also been raised in relation to the lack 
of provision for Active Travel connectivity with Houghton village 
through to Huntingdon. Comments also note that feedback from 
SITC and local residents was very much in opposition to the 
proposed development in its current format and general 
consensus was that many changes were required for it to be 
acceptable.  
 

5.8 St Ives Town Council (as adjacent Parish) (COMMENTS 
ATTACHED dated 14.10.2024) recommends REFUSAL noting 
that members were unhappy about the brevity of the consultation 
period for town and parish council feedback. While noting the 
minor changes to the configuration of properties within the 
proposed plan, members felt that previous concerns about the 
number and density of properties being proposed had not been 
addressed, noting that the number of properties still exceeds 
HDC's requirements for the area and that the density of 28 
properties per hectare far exceeds those for Houghton Grange 
phase 1 (16 properties per hectare) and it also exceeds that for 
the Spires development in St Ives (26 properties per hectare). 
SITC comments that there is no perceived justification for the high 
density of this application and concerns have also been raised in 
relation to the impact the development would have on local 
amenities, including schools. Comments were also made in 
relation to concerns that the developer had not specified the 
surface water drainage solution to be used at the site and that the 
more homes that are built on the site, the greater the flood risk 
from surface water could be.  
 

5.9 St Ives Town Council (as adjacent Parish) (COMMENTS 
ATTACHED dated 13.03.2025) – comments received welcome 
the increased green space in the north side of the development, 
however it is noted that this is compensated by the play area being 
moved to the east side. It is also noted that councillors are looking 
for the impact to be minimal in terms of the open space between 
the development and St Ives.  
 

5.10 St Ives Town Council (as adjacent Parish) (COMMENTS 
ATTACHED dated 15.05.2025) recommends REFUSAL stating 
that the Local Plan allocated 88 homes, plus or minus ten percent 
and that the application’s plan exceeds this number; the 
Committee strongly feels that a figure of minus ten percent would 
be more appropriate for the area (79 homes). Comments note that 
Councillors shared local residents’ views on the application, noting 
that many objections have been made by the public and that the 
Committee express concerns on grounds of overdevelopment and 
a significant strain on local infrastructure and resources. Traffic 
and congestion issues are also raised as a major concern for the 
Council and local residents, noting that the existing traffic figures 



and congestion levels on Houghton Road are already very high 
and these would only increase further with the proposed 
application. Comments received also note that the proposed 
density of 25dph for the development is not suitable for the edge 
of a town, which cannot sustain a central town density, and that 
the application would also eliminate a significant amount of the 
green space between St Ives and Houghton. 

 
5.11 Hemingford Grey Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 

(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 16.05.2023) recommends 
APPROVAL, noting that the proposals meet the Parish Council's 
concerns initially raised on impact from the development on 
Hemingford Grey.  
 

5.12 Hemingford Grey Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 15.10.2024) recommends 
REFUSAL, noting that the number of trees has reduced and the 
impact of the proposals on drainage, sewerage and traffic. The 
Council raises concerns about the increased traffic on the A1123, 
which is already over capacity and that the proposals would further 
degrade the buffer between Houghton and St Ives. Comments 
also state that the density of development is far higher than the 
surrounding area and would need significantly decreasing to be 
acceptable.  
 

5.13 Hemingford Grey Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 28.02.2025) recommends 
REFUSAL noting that the proposals represent overdevelopment 
of the site and that the development overrules the local plan for 
Houghton and Wyton, places too much strain on local services and 
roads, and destroys the historic nature of this village to becoming 
a suburb of St Ives. The PC note that they would like to see the 
'green gap' between this ancient tourist village and market town of 
St Ives preserved in perpetuity. 
 

5.14 Hemingford Grey Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 22 April 2025) recommends 
REFUSAL and whilst reiterating previous comments from 
28.02.2025, note that the amendments did not seem to be 
significantly different from previous submissions. 
 

5.15 Hemingford Abbots Parish Council (HAPC) (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 30.05.2023) recommends 
REFUSAL, noting that the development is not in accordance with 
HDC’s Local Plan in relation to the scale and size of the 
application, with a resultant loss of openness between Houghton 
and Wyton and St Ives, exacerbated by building close to, rather 
than away from, the A1123. HAPC also raised concerns relating 
to the potential overflow of polluted surface water from the site into 
the river, which is stated by CCC on the HDC portal as a reason 
for refusal (they note that this is especially relevant to Hemingford 



Abbots as any damage to the health of the river would directly 
affect the parish). 
 

5.16 Hemingford Abbots Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 22.10.2024) recommends 
REFUSAL, noting that the unnecessarily short consultation period 
sets an unwelcome precedent, and does not promote support for 
local democracy. Comments provided state that the proposals 
contradict the local and relevant Neighbourhood Plans and that 
the high density proposed ignores the anti-coalescence policy. 
Concerns have also been raised in relation to the potential 
overflow of surface water into the river and it is requested that a 
full and proper assessment is made with respect to the capacity of 
the drainage and irrigation systems for the wider site, because 
much of the infrastructure in the surrounding area is potentially 
obsolescent and prone to failure. 
 

5.17 Hemingford Abbots Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 05.03.2025) recommends 
REFUSAL – reiterates comments from 22.10.2024. 
 

5.18 Hemingford Abbots Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 29 April 2025) recommends 
REFUSAL – reiterates comments from 30.05.2023. 
 

5.19 Wyton on the Hill Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 25.06.2023) recommends 
REFUSAL, noting that they do not object to building on this land, 
but it needs to be proportionate and given proper attention which 
they consider this application does not. They note that the 
application has not followed the local plan and raise concerns 
relating to transport / traffic, flood risk and drainage issues, the 
integration of settlements, anti-coalescence and loss of valued 
landscapes. 
 

5.20 Wyton on the Hill Parish Council (as adjacent Parish) 
(COMMENTS ATTACHED dated 14.10.2024) raises concerns 
relating to the amount of time given for comments. Requests 
further time to submit comments and in the meantime queries the 
size of the gap between Houghton and St Ives, the impact on 
flooding, and the impact of increased traffic.   
 

5.21 Anglian Water – NO OBJECTIONS, noting that there will be 
available capacity for wastewater treatment at the St Ives Water 
Recycling Centre. Details of a scheme for an on-site drainage 
strategy and on-site foul water drainage works are requested to be 
secured by condition, along with a number of informatives.  
 

5.22 Cambridgeshire County Council – Education: NO OBJECTIONS 
subject to securing S106 obligations in relation to Early Years, 
Primary Education and Libraries and Lifelong Learning. 



 
5.23 Cambridgeshire County Council – Lead Local Flood Authority: NO 

OBJECTIONS in principle subject to the imposition of conditions.    
 

5.24 Cambridgeshire County Council Transport Assessment team –
Following receipt of additional information – NO OBJECTIONS 
subject to conditions relating to the installation of a MOVA at the 
site access signal-controlled junction with the A1123 and the 
provision and implementation of Residential Welcome Packs. 
 

5.25 Cambridgeshire County Council Highways team – NO 
OBJECTIONS subject to conditions, noting that this is an outline 
application and the actual layout in the form of roads and buildings 
will be the subject of a reserved matters application.  
 

5.26 Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue – NO OBJECTIONS subject to 
provision being made for fire hydrants by S106 or condition.   
 

5.27 Environment Agency – No comments received (officer note:  the 
significant majority of the site is located within Flood Zone 1). 
 

5.28 Natural England – Has provided standing advice, noting that 
consideration should be given to the recreational pressure impacts 
to sensitive Sites of Special Interest (SSSI) which could arise from 
residential development.  
 

5.29 HDC Active Lifestyles – NO OBJECTIONS, noting that a 
development with 120 dwellings with an average household size 
of 2.19 would equate to a total average household size of 263 
people; as a result requests an offsite contribution of £72,401.40 
towards formal outdoor sports provision.    
 

5.30 HDC Arboricultural Officer – NO OBJECTIONS, subject to 
conditions which include the submission of a Tree Survey 
(TS),Tree Protection Plan (TPP) and an Arboricultural Method 
Statement (AMS) as part of any future reserved matters 
submission.  
 

5.31 HDC Conservation – Confirms that the impact of the development 
on the significance of the identified assets has been assessed 
appropriately. It is noted that there will be less than substantial 
harm to three designated heritage assets and substantial harm to 
a non designated heritage asset (medieval ridge and furrow). The 
officer concludes that in accordance with the NPPF the identified 
level of harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposals.  
 

5.32 HDC Environmental Health (contamination) – Notes that the 
Phase 1 Site Investigation report indicates that the site requires 
further investigation, so a full “Phase 2” land contamination 
investigation is recommended which targets the former Leucosis 



Unit, with a less intensive investigation of the “greenfield” land 
(along with the submission of a remediation scheme, 
implementation of approved remediation scheme and reporting of 
unexpected contamination), so NO OBJECTIONS subject to 
conditions.  
 

5.33 HDC Environmental Health (construction period) – Proposes a 
condition so that construction times and deliveries during the 
construction and clearance phases are restricted, so NO 
OBJECTIONS subject to conditions. 
 

5.34 HDC Environmental Health (noise) – Notes that the importance of 
noise impact should be considered early in the design stage to 
avoid the reliance on alternative ventilation provision, but that with 
appropriate mitigation appropriate noise levels can be achieved, 
so NO OBJECTIONS subject to a condition.  
 

5.35 HDC’s Landscape Consultant (Expert Landscape Consultancy, 
April 2024, November 2024 and June 2025) – NO OBJECTIONS 
and considers that the submitted LVA provides a fair assessment 
of the landscape and visual effects of the development.  
 

5.36 HDC Urban Design Officer – NO OBJECTIONS, noting that the 
amended scheme is considered acceptable with the key design 
principles illustrated on the Parameter Plan, and quantum of 
development illustrated on the Illustrative Masterplan.  
 

5.37 HDC Planning Policy Officer – NO OBJECTIONS, confirming that 
the information submitted appears to align well with the 
requirements of the allocation. It has been noted that the 
cumulative proposals of this scheme in conjunction with the 
permitted portions of the allocated site will achieve a housing 
number below that allocated when including the acceptable 10% 
tolerance set out in paragraph D.8, and that cumulatively it will 
achieve more green space than that required through the 
allocation and a substantial proportion of biodiversity net gain. The 
indicative layout illustrates housing being focussed in the northern 
part of the site and retaining a substantial band of green space 
between new homes and the western edge of The Spires 
development, in accordance with paragraph 11.9 of the Local 
Plan.  

 
5.38 Historic England – No comments to make and advises to seek 

views of specialist conservation and archaeological advisors. 
 

5.39 Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology - Due to the limited 
results of archaeological works in the locality, there are NO 
OBJECTIONS or requirements. 
 

5.40 Cambridgeshire County Council Definitive Maps team – NO 
OBJECTIONS subject to a condition, noting that Public Footpath 



Number 8, Houghton and Wyton is located in the south-west 
section of the site and that the applicant should ensure that there 
is connectivity between this footpath and the proposed new public 
highways of the adjacent planning sites.  
 

5.41 NHS – NO OBJECTIONS subject to securing a financial 
contribution towards the capital cost of delivering the additional 
primary care floorspace required to serve residents of the new 
development (towards refurbishment/ extension at the Spinney 
Surgery in St Ives). Based upon the population generated, for a 
development of 120 dwellings that would result in 276 people, this 
would amount to £119,074.00.    
 

5.42 Police Designing Out Crime Officer – notes that whilst this is at an 
early stage of development it is important that security and crime 
prevention are considered and discussed at the earliest 
opportunity to ensure that the security of buildings, and the 
environment provide a safe place for residents and visitors and 
should be considered as an integral part of any initial design for 
proposed development’s, it should incorporate the standards of 
“Secured by Design”, to design out crime and reduce the 
opportunities for crime. Further comments are withheld until a 
reserved matters application is submitted. 
 

5.43 Wildlife Trust - NO OBJECTIONS subject to conditions which 
include securing a LEMP, compliance with the submitted 
Ecological Impact Assessment and an update to the BNG metric 
(once the detailed layout of the development is known).   
 

6. REPRESENTATIONS 

6.1 The following table summarises the 136 comments received (in no 
particular order) from people that have made representations to 
the Local Planning Authority relating to the original application and 
the re-consultations. Several people have submitted more than 
one representation, typically responding to each consultation 
undertaken.  

 

 

 

 



Issue / concern raised Number of 
comments 
received 

The gap between Houghton and St Ives is too narrow and does 
not maintain a ‘substantial band of green space’. 

59 

Houghton will become a satellite of St Ives and will lose its 
identity, changing its character beyond recognition.  

37 

Overdevelopment of the site. 28 

Density of the development is too high and much higher than 
other developments in the immediate vicinity.  

33 

Does not comply with HDC Local Plan Policy SI1 (by exceeding 
the site allocation and as no masterplan has been submitted). 

35 

Does not comply with HDC Local Plan Policy LP2 1 

Inappropriate development for this sensitive area. 13 

Does not comply with Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 
anti-coalescence policy (as evidenced by comments from the 
Landscape assessor appointed by H&W PC). 

38 

No amenities proposed (no shops or community centre). 4 

Creates an increase of over 25% to the size of the village. 13 

Concerns over the mosaic of pathways within ‘the gap’ and play 
area within the gap, which leads to urban sprawl and ribbon 
development.  

3 

Building too close to Houghton Road that results in ribbon 
development which fundamentally changes the entrance to the 
site and gateway to St Ives.  

19 

The number of dwellings should be reduced to 48, as suggested 
by the Parish Council. 

1 

No demand for housing or development in the local area (noting 
existing properties are not selling).  

5 

There is no access to the village except via the A1123, therefore 
residents and school children will have to walk along the main 
road, thicket path or travel by car. 

1 

No direct, complete or safe cycle link between Huntingdon and 
St Ives. 

3 

Site is not in a sustainable location given the reduction in bus 
services along the A1123. 

1 

Noise disturbance. 2 

Air pollution.  5 

Contamination on the site (hazardous waste, infectious and toxic 
chemicals and radioactive waste which could well be still under 
this area). 

1 

Traffic pressures and congestion along the A1123, which is 
already over capacity.  

92 

Proposals are based on old traffic survey data, which raises road 
safety issues.  

2 

Impact on existing services (hospitals, schools, doctors and 
dentists). 

58 

St Ivo school is very large and already full  3 

Houghton village currently lacks sufficient amenities to support 
a large influx of new residents. 

1 



Impact on sewerage capacity, noting that the wastewater 
treatment plan is already over- capacity.  

12 

Increased flooding in the locality. 60 

Contamination of the River Great Ouse. 4 

Impact on biodiversity and existing wildlife - deer, small 
mammals and birds.  

20 

Loss of mature trees in the area over the last 17 years (which 
were not adequately protected). 

1 

Concerns regarding securing biodiversity net gain in perpetuity 
(no transparent S106 agreement process). 

1 

Increased pedestrian and cycling traffic along the Thicket 
Footpath put the SSSI meadow, the CWS and the River Great 
Ouse (CWS) under more pressure. 

5 

Impact on the Great Ouse Valley (noting it is a Green 
Infrastructure Priority Area) and its future designation as a 
landscape of value / AONB. 

17 

Need to include more social housing (which the PC could 
manage – which to date, HDC has resisted). 

1 

The topography of the site means there will be runoff down the 
hill, through sensitive, important habitats. 

1 

Proposals do not fully assess the impact on nearby 
Conservation Areas. 

2 

Need for smaller properties (not large 4-beds) and that housing 
should meet local need.  

6 

Development should not be more than 2.5 storeys high and the 
heights need reducing.  

4 

Limited recreation space provided. 1 

The ‘gap’ should be planted with woodland.  1 

Undermines the quality and value of the current development at 
Houghton Grange (Shelborne Estates).  

21 

Visual impact (homes up to 10m tall far too close to the frontage 
of the site) which effects the visual amenity of the gateway into 
St Ives, along with views from Hemingford Meadow.  

16 

Detrimental to views and out of Houghton Hill which forms the 
backdrop to the Great Ouse Valley. 

2 

All homes should be fixed with solar panels and heat pumps. 6 

Insufficient time to respond to the application proposals.  22 

Loss of outlook for residents at Slepe Meadow.  1 

Concerns relating to the pathways and how these connect to 
The Spires development (impact on amenity for existing 
residents).  

1 

Legal searches when purchasing on the Shelbourne Estate did 
not reveal these proposals 

2 

Will reduce the value of homes in the local area.  3 

Very limited communication from Homes England with residents 
(in the face of local opposition). 

11 

Ignores H&W PC’s proposals for the site (which includes setting 
up a CLT). 

2 



Resubmission only has minor cosmetic changes that fail to 
address the core concerns previously raised. 

3 

Loss of the second and important play area (LEAP). 1 

Additional sports and recreation facilities required on site. 2 

Error in the amended parameter plan:  The Thicket footpath and 
that across the CWS are legally footpaths and not cycle/ 
pedestrian routes. The parameter plan makes a distinction 
between proposed pedestrian routes and proposed 
cycle/pedestrian routes; this distinction should also be made in 
respect of the existing footpaths.   

1 

Other recent applications in the local area have been refused on 
grounds of impacts to the Great Ouse Valley Landscape 
Character Area and Great Ouse Valley Green Infrastructure 
Priority Area; this equally applies to this site.  

2 

 

6.2 Full copies of all comments received can be viewed on Public 
Access. The key objections therefore raised by local residents are 
as follows: 

• That the density of the development is too high and much higher 
than other developments along Houghton Road. 

• The proposals do not comply with Houghton and Wyton 
Neighbourhood Plan anti-coalescence policy. 

• The proposals do not comply with HDC Local Plan Policy SI1 
(by exceeding the site allocation and as no masterplan has 
been submitted). 

• That the gap between Houghton and St Ives is too narrow and 
does not maintain a ‘substantial band of green space’. 

• Concerns that Houghton will become a satellite of St Ives and 
will lose its identity. 

• The proposals result in overdevelopment of the site.  

• The impact on biodiversity and existing wildlife. 

• The impact on existing services (hospitals, schools, doctors and 
dentists). 

• Traffic pressures and congestion along the A1123, which is 
considered to already be over capacity. 

• Concerns that the proposals undermine the quality and value of 
the current development at Houghton Grange (Shelborne 
Estates).  

• The proposals will result in increased flooding in the locality. 

6.3  1 comment of support has been received in respect of the principle 
of building 120 dwellings on this site. 

6.4 Objections have also been received from the local MP who has 
noted the concerns locally regarding the proposal to build on the 
site, as well as the number of homes proposed, and that local 
residents have been vocal in their opposition to the plans. 
Objections have been raised on the following issues:  

https://docs.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/PublicAccess_Live/SearchResult/RunThirdPartySearch?FileSystemId=PS&FOLDER1_REF=23/00627/OUT
https://docs.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/PublicAccess_Live/SearchResult/RunThirdPartySearch?FileSystemId=PS&FOLDER1_REF=23/00627/OUT


• Concerns relating to the 10% tolerance on property numbers 
and how this has been applied in the absence of a detailed 
masterplan for the site. Considers that without this there is no 
transparency or scrutiny regarding the justification for these 
additional units, which are considered unnecessary. 

• Considers that the proposed scale and density of the 
development directly contradicts LP2 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan, which aims to "protect the character of existing 
settlements and recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of 
the surrounding countryside".  

• Notes that the gap between Houghton and St Ives plays a 
crucial role in maintaining the rural identity of both and that if 
this development is approved, the two settlements will lose their 
distinctiveness and risk becoming indistinguishable from one 
another. 

• Concerns that as a small settlement, Houghton and Wyton’s 
unique character will be severely impacted by a development of 
this scale and that the proposed density will irrevocably harm 
the local environment, contrary to the protection offered under 
LP9. 

• Considers that the current design proposal introduces a much 
higher housing density than what is seen in nearby 
developments or within Houghton and Wyton, noting that this 
would create a discordant and visually unappealing 
environment that fails to integrate with the existing character of 
the area. 

• Concerns that the proposals do not address crime prevention 
or security, noting that this is particularly troubling given the 
comments from Cambridgeshire Constabulary (dated 
07/10/24), which highlights the need for these issues to be 
considered. 

• No master plan has been provided for the broader St Ives West 
area. As a result, key elements like site integration, property 
density, and urban design have not been sufficiently 
considered, in direct violation of policy SI 1 of the Local Plan. 

• The proposal fails to maintain a sufficient sense of separation 
between Houghton Grange and The Spires. Notes that the 
plans do not respect the separation requirement stipulated in 
the Local Plan, which is essential to preserving the character of 
both developments.  

• Raises concerns that the increase from 88 to 120 homes 
significantly encroaches on the visual and physical separation 
between Houghton, Wyton, and St Ives, which undermines the 
core principle of the HWNP to prevent coalescence and protect 
the distinct identities of these settlements. 

6.5 Whilst not raising any material planning reasons, Cllr Dew and Cllr 
Keane as Ward Members both called the application to DMC for 
consideration (comments received 22.05.2023). In accordance 
with the Scheme of Delegation this application already requires 



referral to DMC so no further clarification on reasons for the call in 
have been sought.  

7. ASSESSMENT  

7.1 When determining planning applications, it is necessary to 
establish what weight should be given to each plan’s policies in 
order to come to a decision. The following legislation, government 
policy and guidance outline how this should be done.  
 

7.2 The development plan is defined in Section 38(3)(b) of the 2004 
Act as “the development plan documents (taken as a whole) that 
have been adopted or approved in that area”.  
 

7.3 As set out within the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
(Section 38(6); reiterated within the NPPF (2024) at paragraph 2) 
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of 
any determination to be made under the planning Acts the 
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise”.  
 

7.4 The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (Section 70(2)) states 
that “In dealing with an application for planning permission or 
permission in principle the authority shall have regard to — 
(a) the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to 

the application, 

(b) any local finance considerations, so far as material to the 

application, and 

(c) any other material considerations.” 

 
7.5 In Huntingdonshire the Development Plan (relevant to this 

applications) consists of:  

• Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 (2019)  

• Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan (2018) 

• Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local 
Plan (2021)  

 
7.6 Within Guidance on Plan Making the PPG (Paragraph: 072 

Reference ID: 61-072-20190315) states that “The requirement to 
review local plans at least every 5 years, does not apply to 
neighbourhood plans. However, individual policies in a 
neighbourhood plan may become out of date, for example if they 
conflict with policies in a plan that is adopted after the 
neighbourhood plan becomes part of the development plan. In 
these cases, the more recent policy takes precedence…” In this 
instance, the Local Plan to 2036 was adopted after the 
Neighbourhood Plan. The position is also reiterated within PPG 
guidance on Neighbourhood Planning where paragraph 044 
Reference ID: 41-044-20190509 states “Should there be a conflict 
between a policy in a neighbourhood plan and a policy in a local 



plan or spatial development strategy, section 38(5) of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the conflict must 
be resolved in favour of the policy which is contained in the last 
document to become part of the development plan.”  
 

7.7 The statutory term ‘material considerations’ has been broadly 
construed to include any consideration relevant in the 
circumstances which bears on the use or development of the land: 
Cala Homes (South) Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government & Anor [2011] EWHC 97 (Admin); [2011] 1 P. 
& C.R. 22, per Lindblom J. Whilst accepting that the NPPF does 
not change the statutory status of the Development Plan, 
paragraph 2 confirms that it is a material consideration and 
significant weight is given to this in determining applications. 
 

7.8 The main issues to consider in the determination of this application 
are:  

• Background information  

• Principle of Development  

• Landscape and Visual Impacts  

• Design and Character of Built form 

• Housing Mix  

• Impacts on Trees 

• Heritage Impacts 

• Highway Safety and Transport Impacts 

• Impacts to Residential Amenity  

• Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Drainage and Flood Risk 

• Land Contamination  

• S106 Considerations    

• Other Matters 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

7.9 In respect of relevant background information, the Inspector’s report 
and findings on the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 (2019) in 
relation to St Ives West noted that:  

 
147. The site at St Ives West (SI1) is allocated for approximately 
400 homes along with social and community facilities and a 
significant amount of green space. It occupies a sensitive location 
between the western outskirts of St Ives and the east of Houghton 
and Wyton and is subject to a number of constraints. There is a 
complex planning history to the site with a number of planning 
applications and planning permissions. The eastern part of the site 
(The Spires) has planning permission for residential development 
(184 dwellings) and is currently under construction with 48 
dwellings completed by the end of 2017/18.   
 
148. The site allocation will make a significant contribution to the 
housing needs of the District and will be important in sustaining 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/section/38
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/section/38


the role of St Ives in line with the overall spatial strategy and within 
the context of the constraints to growth in the town that exist.   
 
149. Policy SI1 sets out appropriate criteria which will be effective 
in guiding development on the site and ensuring a co-ordinated 
approach. It will also ensure that issues relating to the potential 
adverse impacts of development are addressed effectively and 
appropriate infrastructure and mitigation is put in place. In 
particular, criterion g), the indicative illustration on page 206 of the 
Local Plan and the requirement in Policy SI1 for approximately 
23ha of green space, give adequate safeguards in relation to the 
maintenance of a sense of separation between developments at 
Houghton Grange and The Spires whilst providing for some 
flexibility in terms of the layout of development. They provide a 
sufficient basis to ensure that the individual and distinct identities 
of Houghton and Wyton and St Ives are respected.   
 
150. There are some issues to resolve in terms of bringing different 
elements of the site forward for development. However, there is 
clear and definite interest in doing so and good progress has been 
made at The Spires. I am satisfied that the site overall is 
deliverable and that the timescales and rates of development set 
out in the Council’s housing trajectory are realistic.  

 
7.10 Within the development guidance section of the Local Plan 

allocation SI 1, it notes at paragraph 11.3 that this “is a complex 
site which contains a number of constraints and will require a 
sensitive approach to development” and at paragraph 11.9 it sets 
out that “Housing development should be predominantly situated 
in the northern part of the site and arranged in a series of clusters 
separated by green corridors running north-south through the site 
both to screen and separate areas of development and to connect 
through to the greenspace in the south of the site.”  

 
7.11 Policy HWNP3 of the Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 

is entitled ‘Anti-coalescence’. This policy seeks to “define and 
protect those areas of land responsible for delivering both the 
actual and perceived anti coalescence of village and town as 
experienced from road, footpaths, meadow or river” (paragraph 
5.14) and “help to protect the special character of Houghton and 
Wyton which has a clear and distinct identity as a village from that 
of St Ives as a market town” (paragraph 5.16). Within the 
justification to the policy it is recognised that this site occupies the 
only undeveloped frontage adjoining the A1123, which also runs 
south to the Thicket Wood.  

 
7.12 Reflecting this policy on anti-coalescence, part g. of the site 

allocation SI1 requires “a landscape scheme design recognising 
vistas, boundaries and the surrounding green infrastructure 
network…and maintaining a sense of separation between 
developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires”. In addition, 
the development guidance to SI 1 at paragraph 11.9 states that a 



“substantial band of greenspace should be retained through the 
portion of the BBSRC field to the east of the derelict buildings and 
up to the western edge of the residential development at ‘The 
Spires’”. The allocation is also supported by an indicative 
illustration which shows how development of the area could take 
place (paragraph 11.4).  

 
 

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT  
 
7.13 The presumption in favour of sustainable development is clearly 

outlined within the NPPF, with the goal of creating positive 
improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic 
environment, which includes widening the choice of high-quality 
homes.  

 
7.14 Policy LP1 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 sets out the 

amount of development the Local Plan seeks to address having 
regard to the objectively assessed need for development in 
Huntingdonshire. The Strategy for Development at paragraph 4.4 
of the Local Plan confirms that allocated sites are included to 
promote the deliverability of the strategy. 
 

7.15 St Ives is classified in policies LP2 and LP7 as a Spatial Planning 
Area (SPA), as one of the district's traditional market towns and 
most sustainable centres.  Collectively, LP2 anticipates that 
Huntingdonshire’s Spatial Planning Areas will deliver 
approximately three quarters of the objectively assessed need for 
housing and the majority of employment and retail growth will be 
focused in SPA’s.  
 

7.16 As noted, the application site is included within the wider site 
allocated under St Ives West SI 1 ‘St Ives West’ of the adopted 
Local Plan to 2036. Allocation SI 1 relates to 54ha of land within 
the parishes of St Ives and Houghton and Wyton and allocates a 
mix of uses to comprise: 

1.  approximately 23ha of green space;  
2.  approximately 400 homes; and 
3.  social and community facilities to meet needs arising from the 

development. 
 

7.17 The St Ives West Policy (SI 1) lists a number of requirements that 
successful development of the site will require which include: 
 
a. completion of a detailed master planning exercise to be agreed 

with the Council  
b. design codes or conceptual appearance of development 

proposals  
c. phasing of development, including the provision of green space  
d. appropriate access via the Houghton Road/ Garner Drive 

junction and Knights Way  



e. assessment of the surrounding road network and measures to 
address identified inadequacies that would come about as a 
consequence of development of this site  

f. a sustainable transport network for pedestrians, cyclists and 
vehicles across the site to be integrated with the wider network  

g. a landscape scheme design recognising vistas, boundaries and 
the surrounding green infrastructure network, to be particularly 
focused on restoring the tree lined approach on the south side 
of the A1123 and maintaining a sense of separation between 
developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires  

h. social and community facilities appropriate to the scale of 
development  

i. sustainable drainage systems  
j. enhancement and provision for habitats in accordance with an 

ecological strategy  
k. production of a management plan for all areas of green space  
l. safeguarding and enhancing the character, appearance and 

setting of the conservation areas and the grade II listed 
Houghton Grange and the two lodges 

 
7.18 Allocation site SI 1 includes three other developments as well as 

this application site: The Spires to the east, The How to the east 
and south east, and Houghton Grange (phase 1) to the west.    
 

7.19 As noted, the Local Plan allocation is supported by an indicative 
illustration which shows a form of development which could 
address the opportunities and constraints of the site, but this is 
indicative only and each application is to be assessed on its own 
merits against the policies in place.  

 
7.20 In respect of assessing the application against the principles of 

Policy SI 1, part 1 criterion 1 of the site allocation states that 
approximately 23ha of green space should be provided. The 
current application proposal provides for 16.84 ha of green space 
and in combination with the green space at Berman Park and The 
How this amounts to 26.4 ha across the wider St Ives west site 
allocation, which exceeds the requirement for “approximately 23ha 
of green space” set out in part 1, criterion 1 of Policy SI 1; thus part 
1 of the site allocation has been addressed.  
 

7.21 In relation to part 1, criterion 2 of the SI 1 allocation, the planning 
history for the adjacent sites as listed at paragraphs 4.2 - 4.5 of 
this report sets out that consent has been granted for 305 new 
dwellings as part of St Ives West (noting there have also been 
some replacement dwellings for historic residential units on the 
Houghton Grange site). 

 
7.22 A number of comments and concerns have been received relating 

to the quantum of dwellings and this application exceeding the 
Local Plan allocation. Policy SI 1 allocates “approximately 400 
dwellings”. The introductory text to ‘Section D: Allocations’ in the 
Local Plan confirms at para. D.8 that there “is scope for variation 



in the proposed numbers through the planning application process 
and it is expected that in many cases higher capacities may be 
achieved on sites as a result of individual design processed.” The 
text continues that a “10% tolerance either side of the approximate 
figure set out is considered to be reasonable” although, where a 
number outside of this variance is proposed, it does also allow for 
justification through the Design and Access Statement. 
 

7.23 In terms of the current application proposals for (up to) 120 
dwellings, the total number of dwellings would fall within the 10% 
tolerance referred to in the Local Plan (it would bring the total 
number across the allocation to 425 which is less than 440 
dwellings with the 10% tolerance), thus it is considered that the 
amount of development sought complies with part 1 criterion 2 of 
the SI 1 site allocation when the Local Plan wording around the 
allocations is applied.  
 

7.24 In relation to part 1 criterion 3 of the SI 1 allocation, no social and 
community facilities have been provided directly on the wider 
allocated site or are proposed as part of the current application 
proposals. However, financial contributions have been secured by 
previous applications across the site allocation towards facilities 
and contributions are recommended to be secured pursuant to this 
current application, which include education, libraries, health and 
outdoor sports facilities.  
 

7.25 In respect of the SI 1 (St Ives West) allocation criteria (a) – (l): 
 

a. It is acknowledged that no detailed master planning exercise 
has been completed for this site allocation. However, given the 
planning history to the site whereby consent was granted for the 
Barratt Homes scheme ahead of the adoption of the Local Plan, 
and given the planning history to the Houghton Grange phase 
1 site which also had outline consent ahead of the Local Plan 
adoption, there has not been a chance to undertake a master 
planning exercise. The current planning application is the final 
element of the site allocation to come forward, thus it is too late 
to undertake detailed master planning at this stage. The current 
proposals do take into account the developments that have 
been granted planning permission to date and the submitted 
parameter plan ensures that links into these have been fully 
considered and will be secured (final details to be considered at 
reserved matters stage, if outline consent is granted). The lack 
of a masterplan for the whole site does not prevent 
comprehensive and appropriate development of the site, 
especially when the Local Plan is supported by an indicative 
illustration designed to guide development in the same way as 
a masterplan and give an overall vision and comprehensive 
indication of the intention for development of the site in a holistic 
manner, despite the submission of separate applications. This 
has allowed planning decisions to be guided by not only the 
policies, but also the overall illustrative vision for the site. 



b. No design code or conceptual appearance of development 
proposals have been prepared. This is a result of no site wide 
master planning having taken place. However, an acceptable 
Parameter Plan has been submitted as part of this outline 
submission (along with an Illustrative Masterplan) and detailed 
design will be considered at reserved matters stage.  

c. In relation to the phasing of development (including the 
provision of open space) the Barratt Homes development 
delivered Berman Park and The How proposals have secured 
further strategic green space land; these areas, alongside 
existing HDC owned land at The Thicket will link up with the 
application site to deliver a substantial area of publicly 
accessible greenspace. The SI 1 allocation has therefore been 
delivered in a phased arrangement, with the provision of green 
space linking to the various permissions granted so far.  

d. In respect of access via Houghton Road/ Garner Drive junction 
and Knights Way, the traffic light junction along Houghton Road 
and access road to the current application site has already been 
constructed and CCC highways have raised no objections to 
the proposals, subject to conditions. 

e. A detailed assessment of the surrounding road network has 
been undertaken, as detailed later in this report. CCC highways 
have confirmed that there are no objections to the proposals 
subject to conditions. The current application proposals are 
supported by a detailed Transport Assessment and a 
Framework Residential Travel Plan, which the CCC Transport 
Assessment team have reviewed and have raised no objections 
to.  

f. The submitted Parameter Plan illustrates a variety of footpaths 
and cycleways for future residents, which link in with the Knights 
way development, the Spires development, The How, the 
Houghton Grange phase 1 proposals and down towards the 
Thicket. These will create a sustainable transport network 
linking the wider SI 1 allocation site to Houghton & Wyton, St 
Ives, and the wider area.  

g. The current application is supported by a detailed LVA, as 
considered later in this report. The wider site SI 1 allocation has 
been developed taking into account existing vistas, boundaries 
and green infrastructure and the A1123 tree lined approach has 
been retained along this stretch as part of the Houghton Grange 
phase 1 proposals. The current proposals include new tree 
planting along the boundary with the A1123 to help maintain the 
sense of separation between developments at Houghton 
Grange and The Spires, as required by policy. Further details 
are set out later in this report.   

h. As noted earlier, whilst no social and community facilities have 
been provided directly on the wider site or are proposed as part 
of the current application proposals, financial contributions have 
been secured across the SI 1 site allocation towards facilities 
which include education, libraries, health and outdoor sports 
(which will include contributions secured as part of this current 
application).  



i. In respect of sustainable drainage systems, the wider site 
allocation has delivered a large new SUDS pond as part of 
Berman Park and a further drainage pond is proposed as part 
of the current application proposals.  

j. The current application proposals deliver a clear and significant 
biodiversity net gain. TPO protected trees have been 
incorporated successfully into the wider site allocation (as well 
as the current application proposals), and the Houghton Grange 
County Wildlife Site will be enhanced through future restoration 
proposals. Taken as a whole across the wider SI 1 allocation 
and the green space that has been secured, habitats have 
clearly been enhanced and each application (including the 
current submission) has been supported by appropriate 
ecological reports and follow up surveys where required, albeit 
no site wide ecological strategy has been prepared. 

k. The green space secured as part of The Spires development 
delivered Berman Park which was secured through the S106 
Agreement as a 100 year lease to the District Council, which is 
to be managed and maintained by the HDC Operations team. 
A formal offer of strategic green space associated with land to 
the south of The How has also been made; if the District Council 
take ownership this can then also be successfully managed by 
the HDC Operations team. The green space associated with the 
current application will include a cascade within any S106 
agreement, with the offer for the transfer of this land first being 
made to the District Council, so that one large publicly 
accessible area can be successfully managed by the District 
Council. A requirement for a management plan for all areas of 
green space on the application site can be secured through the 
S106 agreement, which will ensure that these open space 
enhancements are preserved for generations to come.  

l. The character, appearance and setting of the adjacent 
conservation areas and the Grade 2 listed Houghton Grange 
and two lodges (along with the How listed building and curtilage 
listed gate lodge) have all been successfully integrated into the 
development on the wider SI 1 allocation to date. Heritage 
statements have been prepared for all the applications to date, 
including the current proposals.  

 
7.26 In respect of relevant Houghton and Wyton’s Neighbourhood Plan 

Policies, Policy HWNP1 ‘Houghton and Wyton built up area’ 
states: 
 
“The built up area boundary for Houghton and Wyton is shown on 
Figure 3 above. A built up area is defined as a distinct group of 30 
or more homes and their immediate surroundings. Other areas 
outside the built up area are part of the open countryside. 
Proposals for development within the built up area will be guided 
by the relevant Neighbourhood Plan policies and other policies in 
the development plan. Proposals for development outside of the 
defined built up areas will be acceptable where they comply with 
relevant policies for building in the countryside.” 



 
7.27 It is noted that the application site is not shown within Figure 3 in 

the Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan as being within the 
built-up area of the village.  
 

7.28 Houghton and Wyton’s Neighbourhood Plan Policy HWNP3 ‘Anti- 
coalescence’ states:   
 

“Development proposals should respect the individual and distinct 
identities of the village of Houghton and Wyton and the town of St 
Ives. Development will not be permitted if, individually or 
cumulatively, it would result in the loss of the visual and physical 
separation between these two settlements, or would lead to their 
coalescence.” 
 

7.29 There is a tension between the Houghton and Wyton 
Neighbourhood Plan’s aim of preventing coalescence and the fact 
that approximately 400 houses are allocated to the west of St Ives 
in the Local Plan. The H&WNP accepts that the Local Plan, which 
was emerging at the time the NP was written, would make the 
decision about where exactly they would be located. The 
application site subsequently became part of allocated site SI 1 in 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036. As noted above, as the 
tilted balance is engaged, Policy HWNP1 is given no weight and 
Policy HWNP3 is given significantly reduced weight in the 
determination of this application.  

 
7.30 Comments from third parties have been received which refer to 

the application site being within the countryside and the proposal 
therefore being contrary to Policy LP10 (The Countryside) of the 
Local Plan and Policy HWNP1 of the Houghton and Wyton 
Neighbourhood Plan. As acknowledged above, the site is outside 
of the built-up area within the Neighbourhood Plan, however this 
pre-dates the Local Plan policies and is therefore considered to 
have no weight as it has been superseded by the site allocation SI 
1. Under the Local Plan, the definition of the St Ives Spatial 
Planning Area refers to including the built-up areas of parts of 
adjacent parishes (including Houghton and Wyton) where the built 
up area or St Ives extends into them and / or where development 
is allocated in the plan. Site allocation SI 1 expressly includes land 
within the parish of Houghton and Wyton and states that once 
developed, parts of the site that comply with the Built-up-Areas 
definition will form part of the relevant built-up area. It is therefore 
not considered that policies LP7 (Development Proposals on 
Unallocated Sites) and LP10 (The Countryside) are applicable 
policies for the consideration of this application. These policies 
help steer unallocated development proposals as is made clear in 
the supporting text (reasoning) notes to Policy LP7 (paragraph 
4.88). As such, the site allocation policy SI 1 is considered to be 
the appropriate policy for the determination of this application.  
 



7.31 The site is therefore an allocation (SI 1) within the Local Plan which 
has established the principle of the proposals in this location, and 
it is therefore considered the principle of residential development 
is acceptable in accordance with Policy SI 1. The proposal 
therefore falls to detailed considerations on other matters within 
the following sections.  

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACTS  

7.32 The application site is located on a ridge of higher ground to the 
north of the River Great Ouse; the north western corner of the site 
is the highest point at approximately 35m AOD and the northern 
half is broadly flat. A belt of trees extends from the eastern 
boundary, towards the centre of the site, and from here the land 
falls southwards towards St Ives Thicket and the Ouse Valley Way 
long distance path, with the Great Ouse flood plain beyond 
(approximately 20m AOD). The boundaries of the site are largely 
lined by mature shrubs and trees and the site contains significant 
trees of different species covered by Tree Preservation Order 
015/91; these are of importance to the site and contribute to the 
wider landscape. 

 
7.33 The land is predominantly pasture, surrounding two discrete areas 

of hardstanding. Large-scale institutional, agricultural and 
industrial buildings (Houghton Poultry Research Station) have 
been demolished on the site in recent years. 

 
7.34 There are a number of Development Plan policies relevant to 

landscape and visual matters which seek to ensure that 
developments respond to their context and contribute positive to 
an areas character and identity. These are Policies LP2, LP3, 
LP11, LP12 and LP31 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 
and Policies HWPN3 and HWNP17 of Houghton and Wyton’s 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
 

 
The Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment 
SPD 
 

7.35 In addition, the Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape 
Assessment Supplementary Planning Document 2022 
(HLTASPD) is a material consideration and identifies nine 
Landscape Character Areas (LCAs). It also provides an urban 
character assessment of five market towns within the district, 
including the St Ives Spatial Planning Area, within which it 
identifies thirteen individual character areas (CAs). The application 
site is located within the St Ives Character Area: Western 
Periphery (SICAWP, Area 11), and adjacent to the Ouse Valley 
Landscape Character Area (OVLCA). 
 
 



Local Nature Recovery Strategy and the Nature Recovery 
Network for Huntingdonshire  
 

7.36 With the introduction of the Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) and Local 
Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) requirements into the 
Environment Act 2021, Huntingdonshire District Council’s 
Biodiversity for All project commissioned a report by the 
Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire (BCN) 
Wildlife Trust (September 2023), to aid the Council with its 
approach to these new areas of work. This report is called the 
Nature Recovery Network for Huntingdonshire (NRNH). The 
NRNH identifies evidence-led priority landscape areas for large-
scale, strategic biodiversity and landscape enhancement in 
Huntingdonshire; this information informs the statutory Local 
Nature Recovery Strategy and wider place-shaping strategies and 
funding streams.  

 
7.37 Local nature recovery strategies propose actions which are 

intended to help nature and improve the wider natural 
environment. The Local Nature Recovery Strategy is a County 
wide piece of work that is being developed by Cambridgeshire 
County Council who will be undertaking the work on behalf of the 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority. The 
report was formally recognised by HDC at a Cabinet meeting on 
15th October 2024 and a Council meeting on 16th October 2024 
where it was resolved, amongst other criteria “to inform the 
response to and engagement with the development of the Local 
Nature Recovery Strategy and subsequently future Planning 
Policy”. Therefore, whilst not forming part of the adopted 
Development Plan this document represents a relevant material 
consideration in the determination of this planning application.  

 
7.38 Within the NRNH ‘Priority Landscapes of Huntingdonshire’ are 

identified which include the Great Ouse Valley Priority Area 
(GOVPA). Whilst the GOVPA lies outside the application site, it is 
immediately adjacent on its southern boundary. It should be noted 
that the recognition of Huntingdonshire’s Priority Natural 
Landscapes is not designed to inhibit the development and growth 
of the district, but support it by complementing the vision of the 
Huntingdonshire Futures strategy. 
 

 
Landscape and Visual Appraisal  
 

7.39 The application is supported by a Landscape and Visual Appraisal 
(LVA), which has been updated during consideration of the 
proposals and provides an assessment of the likely landscape and 
visual effects resulting from the proposals:  

 

• Landscape effects relate to changes to the landscape as a 
resource, including physical changes to the fabric or individual 



elements of the landscape, its aesthetic or perceptual qualities 
and landscape character.  

• Visual effects are closely related to landscape effects, but 
concern changes in views and visual amenity experienced by 
people living, visiting or working (receptors) within the study 
area.  

 
7.40 The LVA was first updated in early 2024 in response to comments 

to include: updates to the Parameter Plan; winter photography, 
updated photomontages; an extension of the ZTV to 5km radius; 
updates to Landscape and Townscape character areas and 
updates to the assessment section of the report.   

 
7.41 The LVA was then further updated in December 2024 to reflect 

adjustments to the site design. This included updates to certain 
Figures, a re-run of ZTVs, updates to photomontages, and 
updates to the assessment section. All updates are written in 
different colours in the document for clarity.  
 

7.42 The Revised Landscape and Visual Appraisal is dated January 
2025; this is available to review through Public Access.  
 

7.43 The LVA sets out the likely landscape and visual effects in relation 
to the application proposals during construction, year 1 and year 
15 of operation. The assessment for construction and year 1 
operation have been undertaken for winter conditions, when 
vegetation is not in leaf, and therefore there would be greater 
perception and visibility of the proposals, representing a worst-
case scenario. The assessment for year 15 operation has been 
undertaken for summer conditions, when vegetation is in leaf, to 
present the remaining effects after the proposed mitigation 
planting has established.  
 

7.44 The LVA sets out the susceptibility and sensitivity for both the 
landscape character areas and visual receptors.  
 

7.45 In terms of landscape effects during construction, in relation to the 
likely effects on the LCAs, the LVA states that there would be 
moderate adverse effects for a short duration for part of the 
Western Periphery LCA, minor adverse effects relating to the 
Great Ouse Valley LCA and for the remaining LCAs (Central 
Claylands, Central Expansion and Bridgefoot and London Road 
LCAs) there would be no direct effects.   
 

7.46 In respect of visual effects during construction, the LVA concludes 
that these range from neutral to moderate adverse effects, with 
only four of the receptor groups identified experiencing adverse 
effects.  
 

7.47 In terms of landscape effects in relation to operations in year 1, the 
LVA notes that there would be minor adverse effects relating to 
the Western Periphery LCA where the development is located, but 

https://docs.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/PublicAccess_Live/SearchResult/RunThirdPartySearch?FileSystemId=PS&FOLDER1_REF=23/00627/OUT


that once the proposals are operational, perceptual effects on the 
setting of the Central Claylands, Great Ouse Valley, Central 
Expansion and Bridgefoot and London Road LCAs would diminish 
as the proposals would appear within the settlement context of St 
Ives. In respect of the year 1 visual effects, the LVA concludes that 
the effects will range from neutral to moderate adverse (with the 
same groups identified as those most affected as during the 
construction stage).   
 

7.48 In relation to operations in year 15 the LVA notes that the planting 
to mitigate the effects of the proposals would have established to 
help enclose the site and screen and filter views of the proposals, 
particularly in close distance views.  Year 15 effects are set out 
within the LVA as follows: 
 

Receptor Sensitivity Magnitude 

of impact 

Operation 

Effect 

(summer 

year 15) 

Landscape Character 

Central Claylands LCA Low None Neutral 

Great Ouse Valley LCA High None Neutral 

Western Periphery CA Medium Very Low Negligible 

Central Expansion CA Low None Neutral 

Bridgefoot and London Road CA Medium None Neutral 

Visual Receptors 

People walking on footpath 132/10 

south of the site 

Medium None Neutral 

People walking on footpath 132/8 within 

the southern part of the site 

Medium Very low Negligible 

People walking on informal path within 

the southern part of the site 

Medium Low Minor 

adverse 

People travelling on the A1123 

Houghton Road and residents of Garner 

Drive 

Medium Medium Minor 

adverse 

People traveling on the B1090 Low None Neutral 

Residents of The Spires Medium None Neutral 

People walking across Hemingford 

Meadow, south of St Ives 

High None Neutral 

People walking across Houghton 

Meadow 

High None Neutral 



People walking across Hemingford 

Meadow 

High None Neutral 

Residents of Hemingford Grey, north Medium None Neutral 

Residents of Hemingford Grey, south Medium None Neutral 

People travelling on London Road Medium None Neutral 

People travelling on A1096 Harrison 

Way 

Medium None Neutral 

Residents south of RAF Wyton Medium None Neutral 

Recreational users Fen Lane Public 

Right of Way 

Medium None Neutral 

Road users travelling north along 

Connington Road 

Low None Neutral 

 

Comments received in respect of landscaping matters 

7.49 Concerns have been raised by members of the public and by the 
Town and Parish Councils that the proposed development would 
significantly harm the landscape of the Great River Ouse valley. 
However, it is noted that the Ouse Valley is not currently subject 
to any statutory landscape designation.    

 
7.50 H&W PC have submitted four landscape & visual consultant  

reports during the consideration of the application as part of their 
formal comments, as follows: (i) a Review of the Applicant’s 
Landscape and Visual Appraisal dated June 2023, (ii) Implications 
for Separation between Houghton and St Ives dated June 2023; 
(iii) a Review of the Applicants revised LVA dated October 2024; 
and (iv) a Review of January 2025 Landscape and Visual 
Appraisal dated February 2025. These reports are enclosed with 
this DMC report as part of H&W PC’s comments on the proposals.  
 

7.51 The H&W PC report titled ‘Implications for separation between 
Houghton and St Ives’ (June 2023) concludes that despite the 
presence of the access road into Houghton Grange, the site 
remains demonstrably open (and has become increasingly so with 
recent demolition of the poultry sheds). This report also notes that 
the openness of the site can be appreciated in the sequence of 
views along Houghton Road, in contrast to the built-up edge of St 
Ives to the north and the vegetated frontages to Houghton Grange 
and The Spires, and that it is also seen in views from the southern 
part of the site.  
 

7.52 The report states that whilst built development would occupy only 
approximately 22.5% of the site, it would be concentrated on its 
north-western corner, adjacent to Houghton Road; as a result the 
width of the east/west green gap between Houghton & Wyton and 
St. Ives would be reduced by about two-thirds, to a corridor of open 



land around 100- 150m wide adjacent to The Spires. The report 
notes that the visualisations in the LVA confirm that it would have 
a significantly obstructive and enclosing effect on views from 
Houghton Road and would introduce a developed skyline into 
views from the southern part of the site.  It should be noted that 
since receipt of this report in 2023 the LVA visualisation from 
Houghton Road has been updated following amendments made 
to the Parameter Plan, which reduces the scale (height) of 
development along the road frontage.  
 

7.53 The June 2023 report also notes that the resulting loss of 
openness would increase the actual and perceived sense of 
coalescence between Houghton & Wyton and St. Ives, such that 
it would no longer be clear where one settlement ends and the 
other begins, which is contrary to the Neighbourhood Plan 
HWNP3, as well as that the application proposals are at variance 
with the principles illustrated in Local Plan Policy SI 1, which 
envisaged that development on this site would not extend as far to 
the east, or as close to the main road, and would occupy a smaller 
footprint.  The H&W PC report also states that the development 
would encroach into open countryside and have a further 
urbanising influence on the locality, contrary to the Neighbourhood 
Plan HWNP1, Local Plan policy LP10 and the NPPF 174(b). The 
report concludes that the Parish Council’s concerns about the 
implications for coalescence and further urbanisation are therefore 
considered to be justified.  

 
7.54 Comments received from H&W PC on 22 October 2024 included 

a report prepared by Mr Peter Radmall titled ‘Review of Applicant’s 
Revised LVA, October 2024’ where it was stated that four 
concerns remained, including:  

• The value of the landscape, particularly with relevance to local 
conservation areas and the highly sensitive Great Ouse Valley, 
may have been under-stated; 

• The LVA’s focus on published character areas has been at the 
expense of landscape components and perceptual attributes 
such as pastoral fields and openness; 

• There are unexplained variations in the sensitivity of visual 
receptors; and  

• The site’s contribution to local character and to separation 
between the village and St Ives has not been recognised.  

 
7.55 This October 2024 report concludes that as a result the LVA may 

have understated some of the predicted effects, including the 
degree to which the development would increase the actual and 
perceived sense of coalescence between Houghton and Wyton 
and St Ives. 
 

7.56 Alongside comments received from H&W PC on 28 February 2025 
was a further document ‘Review of January 2025 Landscape and 
Visual Appraisal (LVA), February 2025’ which states that the most 
significant change to the parameter plan occurs in the character of 



the green corridor with the introduction of a children’s play area 
and additional paths. The report considers that this would result in 
the existing rural appearance of the meadowland taking on a more 
suburban character and that as such, there would be a reduction 
in separating function of the site as a green space to a material 
degree both spatially and visually meaning there would be little 
perceived break in the westward extension of the urban fringe of 
St Ives along the southern side of Houghton Road. It should be 
noted that following receipt of these comments the Parameter Plan 
has been amended by the applicant to remove the children’s play 
area from the green corridor and the pathways have been 
reduced. 

 
7.57 The ‘Review of January 2025 Landscape and Visual Appraisal 

(LVA), February 2025’ report states that concerns remain as 
unaddressed, as follows:  

• The site and its component landscape/perceptual attributes 
have not been identified as landscape receptors for assessment 
purposes; 

• The site’s representativeness of/ contribution to the published 
LCAs/CAs has not been fully assessed; 

• The Conservation areas adjoining the site (and their component 
sub-areas) have not been identified as landscape receptors; 

• There was no explicit consideration of whether the site may 
form part of a valued landscape; 

• In view of the Parish Council’s concerns about implications for 
the perceived separation between Houghton and St Ives, 
additional viewpoints looking towards the site from both 
directions along Houghton Road would have been helpful;   

• The location/representativeness of some of the viewpoints may 
be questioned. The Parish Council is of the opinion that longer-
distance views from the south/south-east should have been 
considered. Additional closer-range viewpoints along Houghton 
Road and the Ouse Valley Way should also have been 
considered; 

• Discrepancies in sensitivity between the same categories of 
visual receptor are not readily explicable; and  

• The LVA does not assess the latest version of the Parameter 
Plan. 

  
7.58 The report concludes that no explicit response has been made to 

most of the concerns remaining from the Second LVA review 
(‘Review of Applicant’s Revised LVA, October 2024’).  
 

7.59 As a result of the above, H&W PC consider that there are 
outstanding ‘deficiencies’ in the submitted LVA which they 
consider means that the conclusions within the LVA cannot be 
relied upon.   

 

Landscape and Visual Appraisal Review  



7.60 The LVA and its revisions have been assessed independently by 
a Landscape Consultant engaged by the Local Planning Authority. 
Expert Landscape Consultancy have provided responses in April 
2024, November 2024 and June 2025. These are enclosed as part 
of the appendices of this DMC report.  

 
7.61 The April 2024 review confirms that the assessment of the 

landscape and visual effects in the revised LVA is fair. 
 
7.62 In respect of Policy SI 1 of the Local Plan and Policy HWNP3 of 

the Neighbourhood Plan, the April review prepared by Expert 
Landscape Consultancy concludes:  

 
“4.1  The application site is within allocated site SI 1. It is the last 

of a series of developments within that allocation and is 
located on a field previously associated with the research 
facility at Houghton Grange. There are conflicting views on 
whether Houghton Grange belongs to Houghton and Wyton 
village (it is within the village CA), or to the new western 
periphery of St Ives (HLT SPD). I consider that the Houghton 
Grange site now reads as part of St Ives due to:  

 
• The change in character to the Houghton Grange site as a 
result of the Houghton Grange Phase 1 development, 
including the access road across the application site ; 
• The spread of development from the edge of St Ives on both 
sides of Houghton Road; and 
• Road widening and associated traffic lights. 

 
4.2  The Houghton and Wyton NP Policy HWNP3 seeks to retain 

the individual and distinct identities of the village of Houghton 
and Wyton and the town of St Ives. The NP considers that 
the field in which the application site is located makes a 
significant contribution to this separation. I consider that for 
the reasons given above the field no longer has a significant 
role in retaining the individual and distinct identities of the 
settlements and that the perception of a change in character 
now begins west of Houghton Grange Phase 1. I do not 
consider that the application proposals will affect the 
individual and distinct identities of the settlements. 

 
4.3  The St Ives West (SI 1) allocation in the 2019 Local Plan 

requires that a sense of separation is maintained between 
developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires. This 
sense of separation is important in maintaining an 
appreciation of the open landscape of the Great Ouse Valley 
to the south from Houghton Road and providing attractive 
access to it. That sense of separation would be more clearer 
defined if the development did not extend as far to the east 
and if a pinch point with The How Development was relaxed.” 

 



7.63 In November 2024, Expert Landscape Consultancy commented 
on amendments to the Design and Access Statement (and LVA), 
namely:  

• Changes to the Houghton Road frontage;  

• Changes to the eastern edge of the development;  

• Changes to the development footprint; and  

• Changes to public open space (POS) within the development. 
 
7.64 The conclusion was that the amendments to the application are 

welcomed from a landscape and visual perspective. Expert 
Landscape Consultancy commented that it would be desirable if: 
 

• “The height restriction to 8.5m was extended west of the access 
road and therefore encompassed the whole of the Houghton 
Road frontage; and  

• More detail was provided with regard to the location and 
character of the ‘Green Avenue’ within ‘the eastern open 
space.”    

 
7.65 In June 2025, Expert Landscape Consultancy reviewed the 

revised LVA (dated January 2025), the amended Illustrative 
Masterplan, the amended Parameter Plan and the review 
prepared by Mr Peter Radmall for Houghton and Wyton Parish 
Council titled ‘A Review of the Landscape and Visual Appraisal’ 
(dated February 2025). Paragraph 7.57 above sets out what Mr 
Peter Radmall on behalf of H&W PC considers to be the 
outstanding ‘deficiencies’ in the submitted LVA. 
 

7.66 As noted, this final review of the landscape and visual 
documentation from Expert Landscape Consultancy is enclosed 
within the Appendix of this report. This review responds to each of 
the outstanding points in detail raised by Mr Peter Radmall on 
behalf of H&W PC, concluding that the LVA is adequate and that 
Expert Landscape Consultancy agree with the overall conclusions 
of the LVA.  
 

7.67 The Executive Summary provides that (as relevant): 

“Concerns have been raised by Houghton and Wyton Parish 
Council (PC) that the development proposed would result in 
coalescence between Houghton and Wyton and St Ives. I consider 
that the site already reads as being part of St Ives and this is 
reflected in the recent Huntingdonshire Landscape and 
Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 (HDC 
SPD). The HDC SPD includes all of the SI 1 Allocation within the 
Western Periphery Character Area of St Ives.  

The gap between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton is already 
experienced as the land between the Houghton Grange Phase 1 
development, the most westerly part of the SI 1 Allocation, and the 



eastern edge of Houghton. This will not change when the 
proposed development is in place.  

The LVA submitted with the application is adequate and has 
assisted in the assessment of the landscape and visual effects of 
the development. The methodical approach adopted in the LVA is 
acceptable although it does not always reflect best practice. 
Although there has been some underestimation of effects I agree 
with the overall conclusions of the LVA. I consider that the 
landscape and visual effects of the proposed development are 
unlikely to represent a reason to refuse the application.”  

Landscape and Visual Impact Conclusions  

7.68 As established above, a number of documents have been 
considered as part of the assessment of this application in respect 
of landscape and visual impact matters. Whilst the objections from 
H&W PC are noted, taking into account the comments received 
from Expert Landscape Consultancy, officers consider the 
submitted LVA is acceptable and that the landscape and visual 
effects of the proposals do not represent a reason to refuse the 
application. 

 
7.69 The St Ives West (SI 1) allocation requires that a sense of 

separation is maintained between developments at Houghton 
Grange and The Spires. As detailed within the Design and 
Character section of the report below (see in particular paragraph 
7.92) the separation gap varies in width and at its northern end it 
is approximately 145m wide. This sense of separation is important 
in maintaining an appreciation of the open landscape of the Great 
Ouse Valley to the south from Houghton Road and providing 
attractive access to it. It is considered that the sense of separation 
has been made more defined following receipt of amended plans. 
The officer’s position is therefore that the application proposals will 
maintain a sense of separation between the developments at 
Houghton Grange and the Spires, in accordance with Policy SI 1 
of the Local Plan 
 

7.70 It is therefore concluded with regards to landscape and visual 
impacts that the proposals are acceptable and have considered 
the natural environment, respond to the context within which they 
are to sit and will create a sense of separation between the 
developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires. As such the 
proposals are considered to be in accordance with the NPPF 
2024, policies LP3, LP12 and SI 1 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan 
to 2036 and Policy HWNP17 of the Houghton and Wyton 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
DESIGN AND CHARACTER OF BUILT FORM 

 



7.71 The application site is located within the built up area of St Ives, 
and within the Western Periphery, as identified in the Landscape 
and Townscape SPD 2022. The site is largely open having been 
previously cleared of former buildings; it noticeably slopes down 
towards the south with a drop in ground levels.  

 
7.72 It is noted that this application is in outline form and that future 

applications will be required with regards to the matters reserved; 
namely appearance, landscape, layout and scale. At this stage, 
however, consideration is to be had to whether the Parameter Plan 
and the indicative Illustrative Masterplan demonstrate an 
acceptable standard of design can be achieved within the 
development. 
 

7.73 Following receipt of an amended Parameter Plan and Illustrative 
Masterplan, the HDC Urban Design Officer has raised no 
objections to the proposals. The officer considers that the 
submitted details have adequately demonstrated that the 
development can be accommodated in a satisfactory manner.  
 

7.74 The Parameter Plan is detailed illustrating the background context, 
and key elements of the development for approval. The 
background context information on the plan includes the site 
constraints which encompass the water mains and foul water 
routes with their associated easements, the existing Houghton 
Grange Phase 1 masterplan and consented SUDs pond, vehicular 
access, existing and consented cycle and pedestrian routes and 
retained trees. 
 

7.75 The Parameter Plan builds upon the identified site constraints with 
the developable area of the site for residential use, and seeks in-
principle approval for a number of detailed elements which will 
inform future site layout including open spaces and trees, 
pedestrian and cycle routes, as well as building height and density. 
 

Building heights  

7.76 The scheme proposes development of up to 10m ridge height 
(from finished ground level) for the main part of the site, except 
for the perimeter edges around the south and east, and to the 
north along Houghton Road and the western parcel adjacent to 
Edith Coote Drive which are limited to 8.5m (from finished ground 
level) in height. The restriction of building height in these 
locations is intended to further reduce the impact and visibility of 
the proposed development when viewed from Houghton Road 
behind the proposed Houghton Road tree planting, and provide 
a softer interface with the wider open space to the south and 
east.  

7.77 Development backing onto the tree belt along Houghton Road 
on phase 1 at Houghton Grange varies in height from 7.8m to 



ridge, to 8.7m ridge. Across the wider development there is the 
inclusion of larger key buildings including 2.5 storey within ridges 
of 9.8m and 9.2m respectively.  

7.78 Along the Slepe Meadow estate frontage onto Houghton Road 
opposite the application site frontage, dwellings range in height 
from approximately 7.8m (plot 82 on the Garner Drive / Houghton 
Road junction), 8.1m (plot 85 on the Garner Drive / Houghton 
Road junction), to 9.2m (plot 77).  

7.79 There is also variation in building height on The Spires phase 1 
development close to Houghton Road including 3 storey 
apartments with a ridge height of 10.3m on Adams Drive, with 
other apartments on the development of 10.7m in height. Taller 
2.5 storey dwellings are located as key buildings fronting key 
areas of public open space within the centre of the site. The three 
bespoke dwellings at the southern end of The Spires 
development (application 19/01671/FUL) fronting Berman Park 
have ridge heights of 7.8m. 

7.80 The How development contains some larger 2.5 storey dwellings 
under a monopitch roof with ridge height of 8.5m. 

7.81 Whilst storey heights have not been specified on the Parameter 
Plan it is likely that should 2.5 storey development be proposed 
at a future reserved matters application, that a second floor 
would be included within the roof space in order to meet the 
heights set out on the Parameter Plan. The maximum ridge 
heights proposed over the development are therefore 
considered acceptable within the context of the site. 

Density  
 
7.82 Local residents and Houghton and Wyton Parish Council, St Ives 

Town Council, Hemingford Grey Parish Council and Hemingford 
Abbots Parish Council have objected on the basis of density and 
overdevelopment of the site. However, officers consider that the 
proposed density of the development is in line with standard 
densities common in Market Town developments.  
 

7.83 In addition, when considering the density of other developments in 
the immediate area (calculated with the inclusion of development 
roads but not public open space to ensure consistency), the 
average density of the Slepe Meadow estate to the north of 
Houghton Road is 39.4 dwellings per hectare (dph). The dwellings 
backing onto Houghton Road on phase 1 of Houghton Grange 
have an average density of 16 dph, with the average density of the 
development east of the Lime tree Avenue (73 plots) of 26.7 dph. 
It should be noted however that the site constraints of phase 1 
Houghton Grange are unique with the existing landscape features, 
trees and listed buildings, which the development layout 



successfully responds to and as such the average density is lower 
than might be typically found on new build developments in both 
village and town environments. 
 

7.84 The average density on phase 1 Knights Way (David Wilson 
Homes) at The Spires is 36.7 dph, with an average density on 
phase 2 (Barratt Homes) being 32.3 dph, with a total average of 
34 dph at The Spires. 
 

7.85 Whilst the detailed layout will fall to reserved matters stage, the 
submitted Parameter Plan and Illustrative Masterplan illustrate 
three areas within the site that would accommodate residential 
uses. A residential parcel is proposed to the north of Edith Coote 
Drive along the Houghton Road frontage, and then two parcels to 
the south of Edith Coote Drive, separated by a central linear area 
of public open space. These areas are to contain different 
densities and the Parameter Plan identifies that the northern part 
of the site adjacent to the access from Edith Coote Drive and 
adjacent to Houghton Road will have a density of no more than 23 
dph. The Parameter Plan does not stipulate a maximum density 
for the remainder of the site, however based upon the number of 
dwellings shown on the Illustrative Masterplan on the two parcels 
to the south of Edith Coote Drive and their areas (excluding the 
central linear area of Public Open Space) and the density fix at the 
northern end of the site, the overall total based upon 120 dwellings 
would achieve an average density of 31.4 dph across the site.  
 

7.86 It is noted that the two southern parcels are broken up by the 
central linear POS and whilst detailed layout matters would be 
agreed at reserved matters stage, the Illustrative Masterplan 
illustrates detached dwellings on the outer southern and eastern 
interface with the strategic green space, creating a soft interface 
and lose grain character. 
 

7.87 The comments from Houghton and Wyton Parish Council are 
noted in relation to the recent Local Plan call for sites strategic land 
assessment criteria stating low densities of 25 dph are anticipated 
at edge of village locations. However the application site forms part 
of the existing SI 1 St Ives West allocation within the current 
adopted Local Plan and Local Plan Policy LP11 states that 
proposals will be supported where they respond positively to their 
context. The exercise which has been undertaken in relation to the 
density of adjacent developments is therefore important to note. In 
addition, the Local Plan call for sites assessment criteria considers 
densities of around 35 dph are appropriate in edge of town 
locations.  
 

7.88 In considering the best use of land and the various uses and land 
requirements the development will need to accommodate, it is 
considered the proposal does not result in overdevelopment and 
reflects an appropriate density that has regard to the wider 
character and adjacent developments. 



 

Trees  
 
7.89 The Parameter Plan also seeks approval for the inclusion of 

various tree planted areas on the site. The Houghton Road 
frontage has two areas of tree planting proposed which will 
facilitate in reinstating the green backdrop to the site before the 
Houghton Road widening during 2011, and maintain and reinstate 
the green character along the southern side of Houghton Road. 
The tree belt to the west of the Houghton Road / Edith Coote Drive 
junction is proposed at depths ranging from approximately 17.4m 
to 21.3m.  The tree planting area to the east of the Houghton Road 
/ Edith Coote Drive junction is larger ranging in depth between 
approximately 40.6m to 63m and extends approximately some 
85.6m to the east of the junction immediately south of Houghton 
Road. The proposed residential development is set behind these 
frontage tree areas creating a similar character of development set 
behind the tree and landscape character along the southern side 
of Houghton Road (Houghton Grange phase 1 to the west, and 
The Spires / Knights Way to the east), and in time views will be 
largely filtered from Houghton Road by the trees and landscaping. 
 

7.90 Trees are also proposed along the eastern side of the site adjacent 
to plots 10-12 of The How, around the north eastern corner of the 
proposed SUDs pond, and a fourth area to the south of the 
proposed residential area and LEAP connecting the existing East 
-West tree belt on the eastern side of the site with the trees on the 
western side of the site.  
 

7.91 A line of trees is also proposed around the outer southern and 
eastern perimeter edge of the residential development. Street 
trees within a highway verge are also proposed along both sides 
of Edith Coote Drive and a linear North – South row of trees are 
proposed within the centre of the site adjacent to the central area 
of public open space. Whilst the precise details of this planting will 
be detailed as part of the reserved matter applications, the 
inclusion of trees within the Parameter Plan is supported, with the 
proposed location of trees complementing the development and 
landscape setting of the site and wider landscape character of the 
area (noting the presence of trees within Houghton Grange phase 
1, The How and The Spires). 

 
 

Open space  
 
7.92 The Parameter Plan illustrates a significant amount of open space 

on the site with residential development located within the 
northwestern corner. A notable amount of open space is proposed 
to the east of the site between the residential development and 
The How drive / The Spires development. The gap varies in width, 
at the northern end it is approximately 145m wide. Within the 
centre of the gap where there are a number of pedestrian routes 



crossing the site, the width is approximately 115m-130.9m. 
Towards the south eastern corner between plot 10 of The How the 
width ranges from approximately 136m to 165m. 

 
7.93 Open space continues around the southern side of the 

development, incorporating a SUDs pond to the southeast 
between the existing East - West tree belt and the development. 
The SUDs pond has been illustrated as the maximum extent of 
water and is located within this area as the site topography falls 
towards the south. Details of the form of the SUDs pond and 
opportunities for its dual use with ecology and soft landscaping will 
be detailed at future reserved matters applications. The location of 
the SUDs pond in design terms is supported and provides the 
opportunity for enhanced landscaping along with ecology as a 
backdrop to the development and wider area of open space. 
Further details in relation to the SUDs pond are detailed within 
paragraph 7.252 of the report.  

 
7.94 The Parameter Plan includes two areas for children’s play. An 

informal play area such as a trim trail (to a standard of a Local 
Area of Play) is included within the central linear area of public 
open space (POS), and a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) is 
located within the open space south of the development and 
central linear POS area. A LEAP has a minimum area of 400 
square metres and comprises of informal recreation and varied, 
simulating and challenging play experiences. The locations of 
these spaces are considered acceptable, being close to proposed 
pedestrian routes through the site and encourage activity within 
the development and wider area of open space to the south. 
Details of the equipment as well as hard and soft landscaping for 
these play spaces will be considered via future reserved matters 
applications. 
 

7.95 A North-South linear green space is also proposed with a 
pedestrian route and connections into Houghton Grange (phase 
1) along the western edge of the site where an existing tree belt is 
located, ranging in width of 23m to 35m. A community garden / 
orchard is proposed as part of this wider area of green space to 
the north east. 
 

7.96 Whilst the site layout and appearance are to be considered via 
future reserved matters applications, the submitted Illustrative 
Masterplan demonstrates development being outward facing and 
providing opportunities for natural surveillance over all areas of 
open space adjacent to and within the development area and 
could be achieved with the quantum of development sought. 
 
Pedestrian and Cycle routes  

 
7.97 The Parameter Plan proposes an East - West shared pedestrian / 

cycle route across the northern part of the site connecting to The 
How, which will connect to Knights Way and beyond to the St Ivo 



High School and further afield. Another pedestrian connection 
traverses the site East-West to The How to the east and, Houghton 
Grange phase 1 to the west. There are pedestrian paths within the 
strategic green space which are located on key desire line routes 
allowing for wider connectivity with the adjacent developments to 
the east, and allowing for connectivity to the south onto The 
Thicket and Public Right of Way. The Parameter Plan has a 15m 
tolerance of the location of the pedestrian and cycle access points 
and exact location of the routes to allow precise details to be 
agreed at future reserved matters stage. The incorporation of 
these routes is welcomed and accords with the site allocation SI 1 
for a sustainable transport network for pedestrians and cyclists to 
be integrated with the wider network. Such routes are likely to 
encourage Active Travel by residents and visitors.  

7.98 Whilst the Illustrative Masterplan that accompanies the 
application is not for formal approval it builds upon the principles 
established within the Parameter Plan to show the quantum of 
development proposed. The agent has confirmed that the 
Illustrative Masterplan contains 99 dwellings and 21 apartments. 
Whilst the proposed apartments are shown on the Illustrative 
Masterplan to front onto the central linear open green space, it is 
considered that there could be opportunities under a future RMA 
for an alternative layout and apartments could potentially be 
located along the western side of the site (having a dual aspect 
onto the western tree belt in a similar configuration to the 
apartments at Houghton Grange phase 1 on the opposite side of 
the tree belt), with detached or semi-detached dwellings fronting 
the linear central area of open space for example. 

Other design matters 

7.99 Comments regarding concerns that the proposals undermine the 
quality and value of the current Houghton Grange (phase 1) 
development are noted. Officers consider however that the 
principles of development established on the Parameter Plan for 
the current proposal complements the landscape led character 
of phase 1 into phase 2. This has been created through the 
identification of key placemaking principles illustrated on the 
Parameter Plan including the tree lined approach into the site 
from the junction of Houghton Road along both sides of Edith 
Coote Drive close to phase 1, the retention of trees along the 
western boundary with phase 1, the creation of a central North-
South linear green space with street trees, the setback of 
development from the Houghton Road frontage, and restriction 
on building ridge heights.  Details of the scale and appearance 
of development will be considered at future reserved matters 
applications and considered on their own individual merits, 
noting a range of architectural styles within the vicinity of the site. 
However there could be opportunities to build upon the character 



areas established within Houghton Grange phase 1 with a mix of 
larger detached dwellings and smaller cottage style dwellings. 

7.100 As noted, the HDC Urban Design Officer has raised no objections 
to the proposals and considers that the key design placemaking 
principles illustrated on the amended Parameter Plan are 
acceptable.  
 

7.101 In order to ensure the development retains the principles 
established within the parameter plan, a condition is necessary to 
require the reserved matters application to include a statement 
demonstrating how it has accorded with the parameter plan and to 
justify any variances from it. 

 
7.102 On the whole, therefore, and subject to conditions, officers 

consider the proposal would be capable of achieving an 
acceptable design arrangement, in accordance with adopted 
policies LP11, LP12 and LP13 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 
2036, Policy HWNP17 of Houghton and Wyton’s Neighbourhood 
Plan and the provisions of section 12 of the NPPF.  

Health Impact Assessment 

7.103 Policy LP29 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan states that a proposal 
for large scale development will be supported where it has been 
informed by the conclusions of a rapid Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA). The application has been accompanied by a rapid HIA 
which is considered to demonstrate a satisfactory approach to 
human health, having regard to the subject matter covered by the 
rapid HIA.  
 

7.104 The submitted HIA has followed the London Healthy Urban 
Development Unit (HUDU) Rapid Health Impact Assessment 
toolkit and has assessed the principle health benefits for future 
residents and within the local community as follows:  

 
a. Provision of housing, including the availability of affordable 

housing options, adaptable homes and wheelchair accessible 
homes. It is noted that some of the housing will meet the needs 
of lower income members of the community, as well as the 
needs of the disabled;  

b. Connection to the Public Rights of Way network and the 
creation of accessible open space will encourage social 
interaction and cohesion as well as promoting physical activity; 
and  

c. The construction phase is likely to provide direct and indirect 
employment opportunities to local people. This has the potential 
to induce positive health impacts that are associated with 
increased income, the establishment of networks, job 
satisfaction and a sense of self-worth.  

 



7.105 The submitted rapid HIA is considered to be acceptable and 
accords with the requirements of policy LP29 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036. 

 
 

HOUSING MIX 
 
7.106 Policy LP25 requires that developments provide housing in 

accordance with the Cambridgeshire and West Suffolk ‘Housing 
Needs of Specific Groups (2021)’ that provides guidance on the 
mix of housing required to meet the needs of Huntingdonshire. 
This gives broad ranges reflecting the variety of properties within 
each bedroom category. This indicates a requirement for the 
following ranges needed; 0-10% 1 bedroom, 20-30% 2 bedroom, 
40-50% 3 bedroom, 20-30% 4+ bedroom dwellings. 

 
7.107 Policy HWNP16 of the Neighbourhood Plan relates to ‘Windfall 

residential development’ and states that windfall sites in the village 
that meets local needs will be supported. In particular, the 
provision of one or two bedroom units and housing that meets the 
needs of older people is particularly encouraged, and self-build 
units will be supported on appropriate sites. A number of 
neighbour comments and objections have also been received in 
relation to the need for smaller properties and to accommodate the 
needs of older people. Paragraph 11.8 of the Local Plan also notes 
that the H&W NP indicates a high level of demand for smaller 
properties and that development proposals should respond to this 
preference. Whilst the application proposals are not windfall 
development when considered against the Local Plan allocation 
(including supporting text), this policy should still be considered, 
noting the aspiration for smaller sized units in the parish as stated 
within the NP and within neighbour comments.  

 
7.108 As the Local Plan is a later adopted document Policy LP25 takes 

precedence; whilst more weight should be given to Policy LP25 in 
relation to housing mix, given the wording at paragraph 11.7 of the 
Local Plan a level of smaller properties (in particular two bedroom 
units) will be discussed and agreed through reserved matters.   
 

7.109 The submitted Design and Access Statement confirms that a mix 
of housing is proposed, to provide a variety of typologies. The 
Illustrative Masterplan shows the potential for three apartment 
blocks along the linear park, whilst semi-detached and detached 
houses are illustrated within the remaining part of the proposals. 
The housing mix includes a variety of unit sizes from two to five-
bedroom houses, although the specific breakdown for these has 
not been provided by the applicant at this stage.  
 

7.110 Detailed housing mix would be determined at reserved matters 
stage and controlled through condition, but based on the 
submitted illustrative masterplan on the whole the proposal 
appears to make a positive contribution in terms of its mix, 



enabling a range of occupants and dwelling sizes. As this 
application is in outline a condition would be necessary to ensure 
that the submission of a reserved matters application complies 
with policy LP25 in relation to housing mix. 

 
7.111 The requirements within policy LP25 of Huntingdonshire’s Local 

Plan to 2036 relating to accessible and adaptable homes are 
applicable to all new dwellings. This states that all dwellings should 
meet Building Regulation requirement M4(2) ‘accessible and 
adaptable dwellings’. These include design features that enable 
mainstream housing to be flexible enough to meet the current and 
future needs of most households, including in particular older 
people, those with some disabilities, and also families with young 
children. Homes meeting M4(3)(a) ‘wheelchair user adaptable 
dwellings’ include further design features so that homes are 
capable of simple adaptation to meet the needs of wheelchairs 
users, or M4(3)(b) which are built to fully ‘wheelchair accessible’ 
standards where affordable housing for a known user is to be 
constructed. Policy LP 25 seeks a further uplift above the M4(2) 
‘accessible and adaptable’ standard for a proportion of new 
dwellings unless site specific factors demonstrate achieving this is 
impractical or unviable. The starting point for negotiations for 
provision of M4(3)(a) ‘wheelchair adaptable dwellings’ is set at 9% 
for market dwellings and 30% for affordable dwellings. As this 
application is in outline, with only access details submitted for 
approval, a condition would be necessary to ensure that the 
submission of reserved matters applications comply with this 
policy. 

 
7.112 Subject to the conditions set out above, officers consider the 

proposed development would accord with Policy LP25 of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036. 

IMPACTS ON TREES 

7.113 As noted, the site contains significant trees of different species 
covered by Tree Preservation Order 015/91. An Arboricultural 
Implications Assessment (AIA) has been submitted which 
confirms that thirteen individual trees, eight full groups and part of 
eight groups are to be removed to facilitate the proposed 
development; this includes part of four groups classed as high 
quality (Category A), three individual trees and part of two groups 
classed as moderate quality (Category B) and the remaining ten 
individual trees, eight full groups and part of two groups classified 
as low quality (Category C). In addition, nine individual trees, three 
full groups and part of one group which are identified as unsuitable 
for retention (Category U) are also required for removal to facilitate 
the proposals. The AIA confirms that the loss of these trees is 
necessary to achieve the construction and landscaping proposals 
for the site, and to avoid inappropriate tree retention in proximity 
to new structures and surfacing, where future growth is highly 
likely to cause conflicts. Some pruning of trees may also be 



necessary to facilitate pedestrian access, but it is noted that where 
this is the case, pruning will be kept to a minimum.  
 

7.114 The exact details of the tree loss and pruning to trees would be 
confirmed at the reserved matters stage once the detailed design 
of the development has been progressed.  It is proposed that tree 
loss will be mitigated with a robust and high-quality scheme of new 
tree planting, which represents an opportunity to increase the 
quality, impact, diversity and resilience of the local tree stock.  
 

7.115 The HDC Tree officer has fully considered the submitted details 
and confirmed that the precise location of buildings and 
infrastructure should be considered in the context of the tree 
constraints. He has noted that the footprint of any new dwelling, 
hard surfaces, street furniture or over ground / underground 
services should avoid the Root Protection Area (RPA) of the 
retained trees, as well as being mindful of shading and future 
branch growth, not just of the buildings but of garden spaces too. 
This is particularly important along the western boundary of site, 
with the master plan showing a close relationship between 
retained trees and development. The Tree officer has noted that 
any REM application should be supported with a Tree Survey (TS) 
(to include any access facilitation works necessary for 
construction), a Tree Protection Plan (TPP) and an Arboricultural 
Method Statement (AMS).   
 

7.116 The recent felling of trees and a hedge along the road frontage to 
facilitate the installation of underground services has also been 
raised by the officer, who wishes to see significant planting along 
the road frontage to provide screening and re-instate important 
habitat links with tree belts on either side of this development. The 
latest Parameter Plan for the application illustrates a foul water 
rising main and 3 m easement, but with frontage tree planting to 
the north of this along Houghton Road; further details of this 
planting will be secured at reserved matters stage.   
 

7.117 It is therefore concluded with regards to the impacts upon 
protected trees that subject to conditions the scheme responds to 
the context within which it is to sit. As such the proposals are 
considered to be in accordance with Policy LP31 of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 and policy HWNP17 of the 
Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan.  

 

HERITAGE IMPACTS 

7.118 The decision on this application has to be made in accordance 
with section 66(1) and section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (General duties as 
respects listed buildings and Conservation Areas in exercise of 



planning functions).  Section 66(1) states, “In considering whether 
to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed 
building or its setting, the local planning authority … shall have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses”. Section 72(1) imposes a duty on local 
planning authorities “with respect to any buildings or other land in 
a conservation area… special attention shall be paid to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of that area.” 

 
7.119 The NPPF 2024 recognises the importance of preserving heritage 

assets and supports sustainable development. Paragraph 8 of the 
NPPF 2024 details the three objectives of sustainability. In relation 
to environmental matters, this confirms that this includes 
protecting our natural, built and historic environment.  
 

7.120 Section 16 of the NPPF 2024 (paragraphs 202 to 221) sets out 
principles and policies for conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment. Paragraph 207 states that Local Planning Authorities 
should require an applicant to describe the significance of any 
heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their 
setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ 
importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the 
potential impact of the proposal on their significance’. Paragraph 
208 says ‘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)’. This paragraph also says that the significance of 
the heritage assets ‘should be taken into account’ when 
‘considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset’. 

 
7.121 Paragraph 212 of the NPPF 2024 advises that ‘great weight’ 

should be given to the conservation of designated heritage assets; 
and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should 
be. This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to 
substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 
significance. Any harm to, or loss of significance of a designated 
heritage asset (including from development within its setting) 
should require clear and convincing justification (paragraph 213).  
 

7.122 Paragraph 215 states that where a development proposal will lead 
to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated 
heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public 
benefits of the proposal. 
 

7.123 Paragraph 216 states that the effect of an application on the 
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken 
into account in determining the application. In weighing 
applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated 
heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having 



regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the 
heritage asset.  
 

7.124 Policy LP34 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 states that 
great weight and importance is given to the conservation of 
heritage assets and their settings. 
 

7.125 The Heritage Assets in the immediate location are: 
1. The St Ives Conservation Area 
2. The Hemingfords Conservation Area  
3. The Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area 
4. Seven Grade II listed buildings (and curtilage listed Gate 

Lodge) 
 

7.126 There are no World Heritage Sites, registered parks and gardens, 
registered battlefields or scheduled monuments within the 
application site or within 1km of the site. 
 

7.127 The application site is partially located within the Houghton and 
Wyton Conservation Area. The St Ives and Hemingfords 
Conservation Areas are located adjacent to the boundary of the 
application site to the south and approximately 200m south-east 
respectively.  
 

7.128 A total of seven listed buildings (Houghton Poultry Research 
Station, East Lodge to Houghton Poultry Research Station and 
West Lodge to Houghton Poultry Research Station, Houghton 
Bury, Houghton Hill House, The How and curtilage listed The How 
Gate Lodge) are recorded within 500m of the application site, all 
listed at Grade II. 
 

7.129 Two non-designated parks and gardens are located within 500m 
of the application site. A further 52 non-designated assets dating 
from the Palaeolithic period to the modern period are recorded by 
the Cambridgeshire HER within 1km of the site and a total of 12 
previous archaeological investigations (events) have also been 
recorded. 
 

7.130 The application is supported by a detailed cultural heritage desk-
based assessment which includes full details of identified heritage 
assets and an assessment of the impact of the application 
proposals upon the significance of the identified heritage assets 
and the archaeological potential of the application site.  

Impacts on Designated Assets: 

Houghton And Wyton Conservation Area 

7.131 As detailed within the submitted cultural heritage assessment, the 
application proposals have the potential to impact on two 
character areas of the Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area: 



Houghton Hill, and Thicket Road East and The Meadows. The 
Houghton Hill character area is centred on Houghton Hill House 
and takes in the former grounds of Houghton Grange including 
land to the north, which comprises Phase 1 of the Houghton 
Grange development and is located immediately west of the 
application site, and land to the south of the house which is part of 
the application site. The south-western part of the application site 
south of Houghton Grange faces the Thicket Road East and The 
Meadows character area across Thicket Road and the south-
eastern part is separated from the character area by St Ives 
Thicket, a belt of woodland approximately 60m wide and located 
to the north of Thicket Road.  
 

7.132 No proposed development is shown for the part of the application 
site within the Houghton Hill character area. Where the application 
site shares a boundary with the Houghton Hill character area 
development on it will introduce built development to part of the 
setting that was formerly agricultural. The area of the application 
site to be developed to the north of the Thicket Road East and The 
Meadows character area will be over 300m north of the boundary 
of the conservation area and will be screened from it by St Ives 
Thicket. The developable area of the application site does not form 
part of the setting of this part of the character area which at its 
eastern end is defined by woodland to the north and the River 
Great Ouse and its floodplain to the south. Impact on the 
conservation area as a result of the application proposals will 
therefore be confined to the boundary with Phase 1 of the 
Houghton Grange development. This development is currently 
underway and the change to setting will result in less than 
substantial harm, at the lower end of that scale. 

St Ives Conservation Area  

7.133 The St Ives Conservation Area takes in the historic core of the 
town but also extends to the west in two strands separated by the 
eastern extent of the Thicket Road East and The Meadows 
character area of the Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area. 
The northernmost of these two strands incorporates St Ives 
Thicket, a belt of woodland to the north of Thicket Road which 
forms the southern boundary of the application site. The area of 
the application site to be developed as detailed on the Parameter 
Plan will be approximately 260m north of this point. 
 

7.134 The land slopes gently up from the southern boundary of the 
application site with the conservation area (20m AOD) to the upper 
part of the application site (33m AOD). The majority of the 
application site will be screened from the conservation area by the 
natural landform but it is possible that buildings on the southern 
edge of the developed area will be visible from the boundary of the 
conservation area on the north edge of St Ives Thicket (see 
photomontages in LVA from viewpoint 5).  
 



7.135 The other western strand of the conservation area is mainly 
located between the River Great Ouse and the disused railway line 
and the application site will be screened from it by St Ives Thicket 
and the woodland between Thicket Road and the river which is 
part of the Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area. The south-
western extent of the application site is passed immediately to the 
south by Thicket Road which then continues along the southern 
boundary of the conservation area. However, this part of the 
application site will not be developed and those parts of the site 
that are to be developed are not passed by any other routes 
leading into the conservation area; the impression of the visitor of 
the setting of the conservation area on approaching it will not be 
altered as a result.  
 

7.136 The setting of the conservation area to the north of St Ives Thicket 
will be changed by the application proposals which will introduce 
built development to part of the setting that was formerly 
agricultural. However, the distance of the proposals from the 
conservation area (adjacent to the southern boundary of the site), 
the fact that only part of the proposals will be visible and that it will 
take the place of the previous research buildings will mean that 
any harm caused to the conservation area will be less than 
substantial, at the lower end of that scale. 

The Hemingfords Conservation Area 

7.137 The Hemingfords Conservation Area is a large area located mainly 
to the south of the River Great Ouse. The southern boundary of 
the application site is approximately 200m north-west of the 
conservation area boundary. The area of the application site to be 
developed is approximately 400m north of the conservation area 
which is screened from the site in this location by a belt of 
woodland either side of Thicket Lane approximately 200m deep.  
 

7.138 The setting of the conservation area is the valley of the River Great 
Ouse including its floodplain and the wooded valley side to the 
south of the application site. The application site does not form 
part of this setting. The application proposals are not passed by 
any routes leading into the conservation area and the impression 
of the visitor of the setting approaching the conservation area will 
not be altered as a result. Within the south-west field of the 
application site, the spire of St Margaret’s Church in Hemingford 
Abbots is visible. While there is intervisibility between the Spire 
and the south-west section of the site, the proposals are not 
considered to alter the rural character of the conservation area. As 
there are no buildings proposed for the south-west field of the site, 
this would also not affect the views to the church. The application 
proposals would not alter the special character of the conservation 
area. Thus there will be no changes to the setting of the 
conservation area as a result of the proposals and therefore no 
resulting impact or harm. 

 



Impacts on nearby Listed Buildings and their Settings 
 

Houghton Poultry Research Station (Houghton Grange): 
 

7.139 Houghton Grange is located approximately 80m from the 
boundary of the application site but approximately 170m west of 
the area designated for development. The setting of Houghton 
Grange is its former park and gardens which includes the 
southwestern part of the application site that occupies the meadow 
that formed the southern part of the parkland. However, the area 
of the application site designated for development is confined to 
the north and northwest parts of the application site which was in 
agricultural use up to and after its partial development with 
buildings belonging to the former research station. 
 

7.140 This listed building is well screened from the application site by the 
curving belt of trees to the east of the house that was part of the 
original planting scheme, by existing trees on the western 
boundary of the house’s park, and by existing trees bordering the 
area to the east of that boundary formerly containing research 
buildings (now demolished) and now used for attenuation in Phase 
1 of the Houghton Grange development.  
 

7.141 The setting of Houghton Grange has changed as a result of the 
Houghton Grange Phase 1 development which has removed the 
modern wings to either side of the house, converted the house into 
five residential units and developed the area either side of the lime 
tree avenue that approaches the house. However, development 
on the application site will not result in further changes to 
Houghton Grange’s setting. The house’s relationship with the 
remaining elements of its park will be unchanged as a result. The 
remaining elements of the house’s formal gardens to the south will 
be unchanged by the application proposals and the house’s 
relationship with them will be preserved. Similarly, the important 
view over the valley of the River Great Ouse for which the house’s 
location will have been chosen will be uninterrupted. There will 
therefore be no impact on the asset as a result of the application 
proposals and no resulting harm. 
 

 
East Lodge and West Lodge to Houghton Poultry Research 
Station: 
 

7.142 The two lodges are located approximately 215m west of the 
application site. The setting of the lodges is Houghton Grange and 
its drive, bordered by an avenue of lime trees that links them to it. 
While the Houghton Grange Phase 1 development will change this 
setting by introducing development either side of the avenue, 
development on the application site will not further detract from 
this relationship, with no resulting loss of significance. The assets 
are screened from the application site by existing planting along 
the western boundary of the site and by existing planting and 



buildings within the Houghton Grange Phase 1 site. Development 
on the application site will be apparent to those travelling west 
along the A1123 Houghton Road towards the lodges, however, the 
north-west corner of the site is approximately 240m east of the 
lodges and the ability of the viewer to appreciate the significance 
of the assets as gate lodges to a large country house will not be 
affected at this distance. It is considered therefore that there will 
be no impact on the assets as a result of the proposals and no 
resulting harm. 
 
Houghton Bury: 
 

7.143 Houghton Bury is located approximately 80m west of the 
application site and approximately 330m south-west of the area 
proposed for development. The majority of the intervening 
distance is covered with existing tree planting which is dense in 
places. Development of the application site will not therefore 
change the asset’s isolated setting on the north side of the valley 
of the River Great Ouse. A proposed footpath from the application 
site to St Ives Thicket will link with an existing PRoW to the east of 
the asset and south of Houghton Grange. However, the asset is 
not visible or appreciable from this location, being screened by 
dense tree planting. There will therefore be no impact on the asset 
as a result of the proposals and no resulting harm. 

 
Houghton Hill House: 
 

7.144 Houghton Hill House is located approximately 550m west of the 
application site. This asset will be screened from development on 
the site by buildings and existing tree planting in the grounds of 
Houghton Hill House, existing tree planting either side of and 
within the grounds of Houghton Grange and buildings within the 
grounds of Houghton Grange. While development on the site will 
be apparent to those travelling west along the A1123 Houghton 
Road the asset is not visible or appreciable from the road and a 
distance of almost 500m is covered between the north-west corner 
of the site and the entrance to the asset’s grounds. It is considered 
therefore that there will be no change in the setting of Houghton 
Hill House with no resulting impact on or harm to the assets as a 
result of the proposals. 
 
The How: 
 

7.145 The How is located approximately 70m east of the application site 
boundary and approximately 200m south-east of the area 
proposed for development. The asset’s setting has changed 
considerably since it was built, from complete isolation on the north 
side of the valley of the River Great Ouse to the western edge of 
the suburban fringe of St Ives. The residential development to the 
north and north-east of the asset (on land previously occupied by 
a golf course and before that used as agricultural land) has 
increased this effect. In addition planning permission has been 



granted for the development of 18 homes to the north of The How 
(application reference 19/02280/FUL), which are currently being 
constructed.  
 

7.146 The asset is reasonably well screened from the proposals by 
planting within its grounds; however the proposals will be apparent 
from the How access road, which runs through the belt of trees 
immediately to the east of the application site.  

 
7.147 The presence of the proposals in the landscape will increase the 

area of built development to the west of St Ives, further changing 
the How’s setting. However, the broad expanse of agricultural land 
to the west of this asset, which runs across the southern extent of 
the application site and on to the boundary of Houghton Bury 
approximately 700m away will remain unchanged. The asset’s 
important views to the south across the valley of the River Great 
Ouse, which will have been the reason the house’s location was 
chosen, will also be uninterrupted.  
 

7.148 The application proposals will therefore change The How’s setting 
by introducing further built development to the area to the north of 
the asset leading to some impact on the asset, but the asset’s 
setting to the south and west and its important views to the south 
will be unaffected and this, along with the large area of the asset’s 
grounds remaining, mean that the asset will continue to be 
appreciated as an early 20th century country house. The resulting 
harm will therefore be less than substantial, at the lower end of 
that scale. 
 

Gate Lodge to The How: 
 

7.149 The curtilage listed Gate Lodge to The How is located directly to 
the north-east of the application site. Modern houses have been 
built to the south-west of the Lodge, situated between the Lodge 
and the application site. There would likely still be some 
intervisibility with the site from the first floor of the Lodge.  
 

7.150 The proposals will change the Gate Lodge’s setting by introducing 
further built development to the area to the south-west of the asset, 
leading to some impact on the asset. The pedestrian cycle access 
connection to the south of the Gate Lodge may also result in 
increased movements along the approach road to The How, which 
would alter the building’s setting. However, the addition of modern 
buildings to the south-west of the Lodge and the increased 
movements would not alter the Lodge’s relationship with The How, 
or the existing avenue to the house. Thus, the harm caused would 
be less than substantial as neither the building, nor its relationship 
to the How, would be changed. 

 
7.151 The submitted Heritage assessment does not specifically confirm 

at what end of the scale the less than substantial harm will be in 
respect of the Gate Lodge to the How, unlike the assessment does 



for other heritage assets. However, the HDC Conservation officer 
considers that the resulting harm will be less than substantial, at 
the lower end of that scale. 
 

 
Non-Designated Heritage Assets: 
 

7.152 A number of non-designated heritage assets have been identified 
within the submitted cultural heritage assessment, which include 
Houghton Grange Park and Garden and Houghton Hill House and 
Garden. The submitted assessment concludes that there will be 
no resulting impact on or harm to these identified assets as a result 
of the application proposals.  
 

7.153 In respect of ridge furrow, based upon previous archaeological 
evaluation, magnetometer survey and aerial photography it is 
highly likely that medieval ridge and furrow will be impacted by 
works associated with the proposals. This is considered to hold 
local significance based on its archaeological and historical 
interest; however, it is very degraded, with much of it already 
ploughed flat and only discernible via geophysical surveys. It is 
therefore of limited heritage value and it is noted that there are 
much better examples surviving as earthworks to the west and 
southwest, outside the application site.  
 

7.154 In relation to previously unrecorded archaeological remains, the 
submitted statement notes that due to the low significance of the 
identified medieval ridge and furrow, and the high likelihood for 
any previously unidentified archaeological remains to have been 
heavily truncated by ridge and furrow, the County Archaeologist 
has determined any impacts from intrusive works associated with 
the construction of the application proposals to be negligible.  

 
Conclusion:  

7.155 The submitted assessment concludes that the application 
proposals will cause no harm to the Hemingfords Conservation 
Area and will cause less than substantial harm to the Houghton 
and Wyton Conservation Area through physical changes to the 
south-west field of the application site and to the St Ives 
Conservation Area through a change to its setting. However, it is 
concluded that the harm would be at the lower end of less than 
substantial.  
 

7.156 Of the listed buildings within the 500m study area it is concluded 
that the proposals will have an impact on the Grade II listed The 
How and its curtilage listed Gate Lodge as a result of change to 
their settings, but that the resulting harm will be less than 
substantial at the lower end of that scale. The assessment 
concludes that the proposals will result in no impact on the two 
non-designated built heritage assets within the 500m study area; 
Houghton Grange Park and Garden and Houghton Hill House 
Park and Garden.  



 
7.157 The proposals will result in physical impacts on the site and it will 

impact upon non-designated assets of local significance (very 
degraded medieval ridge and furrow). Whilst there would be 
substantial harm where it results in the truncation of these, it is 
noted that these assets are of local importance only and are only 
of low significance as they are very degraded and there are much 
better examples surviving as earthworks to the west (A34) and 
south-west (A35), outside the application site.  
 

7.158 Historic England have not offered any comments; instead they 
have advised seeking the views of specialist conservation and 
archaeological advisers.  

 
7.159 Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology have confirmed that 

due to the limited results of archaeological works in the immediate 
vicinity, they have no objections or requirements for further 
archaeological investigations at the site. 
 

7.160 The HDC Conservation officer has fully reviewed the proposals 
and considers that the submitted report makes a reasonable 
assessment of the impact of the development on the significance 
of the identified heritage assets, as set out above (noting that it is 
considered that the resulting harm will be less than substantial at 
the lower end of that scale in respect of the impact of the proposals 
on The How Gate Lodge, as set out in paragraph 7.151 above). 
The Conservation officer confirms that that a proportionate 
approach has been taken (the report focuses on the assessment 
of harm) that accords with the NPPF and is therefore acceptable.  
 

7.161 The Conservation officer has noted that the application is for 
outline planning permission with all matters reserved and therefore 
consideration of the proposals are limited to the acceptability of 
the principle of development. Details such as roads, lighting, noise 
etc will be fully considered within any future reserved matters 
application. Therefore at such time as a reserved matters 
application is submitted, impacts on heritage assets from other 
aspects of the development, such as roads, lighting and noise can 
be fully considered and opportunities for mitigation can be 
identified, if required.  
 

7.162 To conclude on the issues relating to the impacts of the proposals 
on three designated heritage assets, the development will 
constitute ‘less than substantial harm’ to these identified 
designated heritage assets and ‘substantial harm’ to a non-
designated heritage asset (medieval ridge of furrow). In terms of 
the NPPF 2024, paragraph 212 directs that great weight should be 
given to the conservation of designated heritage assets 
“irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial 
harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance”. 
Any harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset 
(including from development within its setting) should require clear 



and convincing justification (paragraph 213). Paragraph 215 
states that where harm is identified to be ‘less than substantial’ this 
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal, including, where appropriate, securing its optimum 
viable use.  

 
7.163 Paragraph 216 of the NPPF directs that “the effect of an 

application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset 
should be taken into account in determining the application. In 
weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non-
designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required 
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance 
of the heritage asset.” 
 

7.164 Later in this report it is concluded that the less than substantial 
harm to three identified heritage assets and substantial harm to a 
non-designated heritage asset from the proposed development is 
outweighed by the public benefits of this development (housing 
delivery on an allocated site and the delivery of additional public 
access to green space). Therefore, the scheme is considered to 
comply with policy LP34 which recognises “the statutory 
presumption that the avoidance of harm can only be outweighed if 
there are public benefits that are powerful enough to do so”.  
 

7.165 Giving effect to the statutory duties set out in the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 means that they are 
accorded considerable importance and weight when weighing up 
any harm against the benefits. Against that background, and 
applying the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF and Policy LP34 of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036, the heritage harm identified 
above must be weighed against the benefits of the proposal.   

 

 

HIGHWAY SAFETY AND TRANSPORT IMPACTS  

 

7.166 This section is concerned with the impacts of the proposal itself, in 
terms of the level of vehicle movement associated with its 
development, appropriate mitigation and related aspects.  

 
7.167 Paragraph 115 of the NPPF (2024) advises that in assessing 

applications for development, it should be ensured that 
‘sustainable transport modes are prioritised taking account of the 
vision for the site, the type of development and its location’ and 
that ‘safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all 
users’, and that any significant impacts from the development on 
the transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on 
highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable 
degree. Paragraph 116 goes on to state that development should 
only be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would 
be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual 



cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe, taking 
into account all reasonable future scenarios.  

 
7.168 Policy LP16 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 encourages 

sustainable transport modes and LP17 supports proposals which 
incorporate appropriate space for vehicle movements, facilitates 
accessibility for service and emergency vehicles and incorporates 
adequate parking for vehicles and cycles. 

 
7.169 The application is supported by a Transport Assessment (TA) and 

Framework Residential Travel Plan (FTP). The submitted TA 
states that access to the site will be via an existing signal-
controlled junction on Houghton Road at its junction with Garner 
Drive. There is a staggered toucan crossing with dropped kerbs 
and tactile paving at the junction on the southern arm that will 
connect to the application site, providing safe east-west pedestrian 
and cycle accessibility along the southern side of Houghton Road. 
There are also staggered puffin crossings with dropped kerbs and 
tactile paving across Houghton Road, one each side of the 
junction, providing a safe route to Garner Drive and beyond to 
Thorndown Primary School. 

 
7.170 To the north of the application site, along the A1123 Houghton 

Road, there is a shared footway and cycleway on the southern 
side of the carriageway between St Ivo Academy to the east and 
Houghton to the west. There is also a footway on the northern side 
of Houghton Road to provide access to an eastbound bus stop and 
connecting to crossing points. The A1123 is single carriageway 
that has a 30mph speed limit and has street lighting. 
 

7.171 PRoW 132/8 is an existing footpath within the southern area of the 
application site that runs in an east-west direction for 276 metres 
from PRoW 132/10. PRoW 132/10 is a footpath to the south of the 
application site that runs in an east-west direction between Church 
Street and Meadow Lane (along the Thicket).  
 

7.172 A pair of bus stops are located in the immediate vicinity of the 
application site along the A1123 Houghton Road. These serve 
eastbound and westbound services and both are within 50m of the 
junction. Both stops (which are served by Stagecoach bus routes 
B and C) have shelters with seating, timetable information and real 
time service information. The bus services link to the Guided 
Busway, which provides a fast and frequent public transport link 
connecting Huntingdon, St Ives and Cambridge.  
 

7.173 With regard to road safety, the submitted TA confirms that collision 
data for the surrounding highway network has been obtained from 
Cambridgeshire County Council. This data confirms that there 
have been two collisions in 5 years, however this is not considered 
to represent a cluster, and this, in conjunction with the low severity 
of the incidents recorded, suggests there are no existing safety 



issues in the vicinity of the application site that would be 
exacerbated by the application proposals.  
 

7.174 Multi-modal trip generation of the development has been 
assessed using trip rates obtained from TRICS and the modal split 
has been identified using 2011 Census journey to work data. The 
proposed development has been calculated to generate 117 two-
way trips during the morning peak hour 8-9am (26 in and 91 out 
trips) and 101 two-way trips during the evening peak hour 5-6pm 
(69 in and 32 out trips). The submitted TA states that that more 
than half of the development trips (54.6%) are predicted to travel 
east on Houghton Road towards St Ives while just less than a 
quarter (24.0%) are predicted to travel west on Houghton Road 
towards Huntingdon. Some trips are assigned to Sawtry Way for 
accessing the A1 in the North (16.9%) and both Hill Rise and High 
Leys generate some trips for those accessing employment 
locations (3.6% and 0.9% respectively).  
 

7.175 Capacity assessments have been undertaken at three junctions 
on Houghton Road including the site access, the Hill Rise/ High 
Leys junction and the junction with Sawtry Way. The results of 
surveys indicate that the Houghton Road/ Garner Drive/Houghton 
Grange site access junction currently operates within the desirable 
maximum during both peak hours and that the Houghton Road/Hill 
Rise/ High Leys junction operates below maximum desirable in 
both peaks. In respect of the Houghton Road/Sawtry Way junction, 
the results indicated that the A1123 Houghton Road / Sawtry Way 
junction currently operates within capacity with minimal queuing.  
 

7.176 The highway modelling results within the submitted TA compares 
the 2028 and 2033 future operation of key local junctions, allowing 
for general background growth and committed development, 
together with full occupation of the proposed development.  
 

7.177 The Houghton Road/Garner Drive/Houghton Grange site access 
junction is forecast to be operating with a negative practical 
reserve capacity (PRC) by 2033 without the proposed 
development. With the addition of the proposals the PRC reduces 
by 1.0% in the AM peak and 1.6% in the PM peak, with no 
significant changes in the mean maximum queue. Therefore, the 
TA concludes that the impact of the proposals on the operation of 
this junction is not significant. The Houghton Road/Hill Rise/ High 
Leys junction is forecast to operate marginally above the desirable 
maximum degree of saturation in the AM peak and below in the 
PM peak in 2033, without and with the proposals. The TA therefore 
concludes that the impact on the operation of the junction is 
considered to be negligible. The TA states that the proposal is 
forecast not to have a significant impact on the A1123 Houghton 
Road / Sawtry Way junction in 2033, operating below the desirable 
maximum ratio flow to capacity without and with the proposals. 
These results therefore indicate that, in general, the application 



proposals would not be expected to have a significant impact on 
the operation of the local junctions.  
 

7.178 As noted, access will be taken from the southern arm of the 
existing signal-controlled junction that serves the Slepe Meadow 
housing development to the north of Houghton Road. As shown 
on the submitted Parameter Plan, once into the development, a 
network of connected routes will be provided to ensure that it is 
permeable to encourage walking and cycling and that for motor 
vehicles the site is easy to navigate (noting that the layout of any 
development would be considered at reserved matters stage). The 
submitted plans illustrate pedestrian routes to the southern 
boundary of the site adjacent to the HDC owned land along The 
Thicket. Within The Thicket HDC land are a series of footpaths that 
connect to The Thicket (PRoW 132/10). There is also a proposed 
footpath and cycle path to the east towards The How, which will 
link up to Knights Way.  

 
7.179 The submitted Framework Residential Travel Plan sets out ways 

to reduce the use of private vehicles by residents, by promoting 
active travel and public transport facilities. A range of measures 
have been identified including promotion of the Travel Plan to 
actively engage residents in the process, measures and events to 
promote the benefits of active travel, measures to encourage 
cycling, and measures to encourage the use of local bus services. 
 

7.180 Following receipt of additional information the County Council as 
Local Highway Authority (LHA) raise no objections, noting that the 
site is connected to an existing access road to the highway which 
has been previously approved and that this is an outline 
application. They have noted that the actual layout in the form of 
roads and buildings will be the subject of a future reserved matters 
application which they will be consulted on in due course. A 
number of conditions have been proposed by the LHA covering: 
full details of layout and siting, visibility splays, parking provision, 
turning and loading areas; details of the proposed management 
and maintenance of the proposed streets; binder course surface 
level before first occupation, temporary facilities clear of the public 
highway during construction and construction traffic routes.  
 

7.181 The County Council Transport Assessment Team (TAT) have fully 
reviewed the submitted details and following receipt of additional 
information raise no objections to the proposals. Comments 
received note that updated LinSig models have been provided for 
the site access junction with the A1123 and the A1123 with Hill 
Rise; these have been reviewed by the signals team and are 
deemed sound. The models show that the site access junction is 
forecast to operate slightly over Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) 
in all forecast scenarios during both peak hours, although it is not 
forecast to reach absolute capacity. The TAT comments conclude 
that the proposed development traffic makes the junction 
performance deteriorate slightly as reported in the transport 



statement, and therefore the applicant should introduce MOVA 
control at the junction to reduce overall delays. 
 

7.182 To note, a MOVA (microprocessor optimised vehicle actuation 
control) is a sophisticated strategy that uses microprocessors to 
assess the best signal timings given the physical layout of the 
junction, the signal stages available and the traffic conditions at 
the time. Once a MOVA site has been set up successfully, the 
system will generate its own signal timings cycle-by-cycle, varying 
continuously with traffic conditions, both in the short term (hour to 
hour, day to day) and in the long term following annual trends and 
longer term traffic growth. This means that the signal timings can 
vary widely as the traffic conditions change, which reduces delays.  
 

7.183 The TAT has confirmed that there are no objections to the 
proposals subject to two conditions; the first relates to the 
installation of a MOVA at the site access signal controlled junction 
with the A1123, with full details to be submitted for approval 
(unless provided by Morris Homes in the meantime under S278 
works). The TAT also propose a condition relating to the provision 
and implementation of a Residential Welcome Pack, that shall 
include suitable measures and incentives inclusive of bus 
vouchers and/or active travel vouchers to promote sustainable 
travel. 
 

7.184 Officers note the recommended conditions by the Local Highway 
Authority and Transport Assessment Team and consider these are 
required to ensure the development is safe for its lifetime in 
highway terms and that the proposals deliver improvements 
necessary to ensure there is capacity for the development, and 
that sustainable travel is promoted.  
 

7.185 The County Rights of Way Team have raised no objections to the 
proposals, noting that Public Footpath Number 8, Houghton and 
Wyton is located in the south-west section of the site and that the 
applicant should ensure that there is connectivity between this 
footpath and the proposed new public highways of the adjacent 
planning sites. A condition has been proposed to secure a Public 
Rights of Way scheme, which is considered to be necessary as it 
will improve connections.   

 
7.186 Concerns have been raised from nearby residents and Parish/ 

Town Councils in relation to congestion along the A1123 and 
impacts of the proposals upon the highway network.  

 
7.187 In response to network capacity, as noted above the application 

has been accompanied by a Transport Assessment (TA) that, 
following further modelling and information, is supported by the 
County Council TAT as a technical consultee. It should also be 
noted that the Local Plan was supported by the Huntingdonshire 
Strategic Transport Assessment which included the development 
scenarios of the site allocations, including SI 1.  



 
7.188 This is a sustainable and accessible location with good public 

transport provision and bus stops along Houghton Road. The 
development will include pedestrian and cycle links from the site, 
through the adjacent How development and into the Spires 
development and the wider link into the town secured as part of 
the Barratts development. There will also be a more direct link 
south towards the Thicket Path (although the topography of this 
section of the site is acknowledged), thus enhancing the options 
for journeys by foot and bike. The shared foot and cyclepath along 
Houghton Road is in good condition, connecting towards 
Huntingdon and Cambridge. 
 

7.189 Having regard to the NPPF it is therefore not considered that the 
residual cumulative impacts of this development on the road 
network would be severe. Subject to adherence to the proposed 
conditions it is considered that adequate access could be provided 
for this residential development such that the proposed 
development would not be detrimental to highway safety. The 
proposal is therefore considered to comply with paragraph 115 of 
the NPPF 2024 and policies LP16 and LP17 of Huntingdonshire’s 
Local Plan to 2036.  

 

 

IMPACTS TO RESIDENTIAL AMENITY: 

 

7.190 The NPPF (2024), Policy LP14 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 
2036 and the Huntingdonshire Design Guide (2017) seek to 
protect the amenity of neighbouring occupiers and ensure a high 
standard of amenity for future occupiers of new developments.  

 
7.191 The application is in outline form, and as such the detailed design 

will fall to future reserved matters applications. It is therefore not 
possible to be conclusive in relation to matters of overlooking, 
overbearing, or overshadowing impacts. The correct test at this 
stage with an outline planning application is whether it is 
reasonably likely the development could be accommodated 
without adverse impacts to neighbouring residential amenity. 
 

7.192 Officers consider that, given the scale of the development and the 
separation from neighbouring property there is no reasonable 
basis to conclude an acceptable relationship cannot be 
accommodated with neighbouring off-site property in terms of 
overlooking, overshadowing or overbearing impacts. The 
development proposes uses that are largely reflective of typical 
residential locations, and as such there is not considered to be any 
basis to expect the development would give rise to noise or 
emissions that would otherwise impact surrounding amenity. 
 

7.193 Whilst development of the application site would change the 
nature of outlook of some properties constructed on adjacent 



development schemes, it is however noted from Case Law that a 
private view is not something which can be protected within the 
planning system.    

 
7.194 With regards to construction impacts on surrounding amenity, 

there will be an effect during the short to medium term without 
mitigation. The most impactful element of the construction phase 
will be at the outset during the foundation phase, where there is 
the heaviest machinery on site. That said, this is likely to be spread 
across the course of the development as the buildout works 
through phases. A condition to secure details within a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is therefore proposed 
to include potential mitigation measures (noise limits, compliance 
with industry standards and inclusion of appropriate review 
mechanisms). Any CEMP will also include an appropriate point of 
contact for local residents who may experience issues, together 
with proposals to ensure resolution. It is considered that this is a 
reasonable approach to mitigate the construction impacts of the 
development on surrounding amenity. 
 

7.195 Subject to the conditions set out above, it is considered the 
proposal is therefore considered to accord with the NPPF and 
policy LP14 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 in respect 
to off-site neighbour amenity. 

 
Amenity And Health Of Future Occupants 

7.196 The application is in outline form, and as such any matters of 
detailed design cannot be determined at this stage. Consideration 
should therefore fall to whether it is likely, having regard to the 
details available, that satisfactory arrangements can be made for 
future occupants with regards to amenity and health. 

 
7.197 In respect to amenity, given the scale of the application site, 

officers consider that there is a reasonable likelihood that 
residential units can be accommodated that provide sufficient 
amenity space and are not adversely impacted through 
overlooking or loss of light. It is noted that, in any event, occupants 
would be aware of the layout and relationship of the site and would 
be able to make an informed decision on how that relationship 
would relate to their personal needs. 
 

7.198 The application proposals are supported by a noise survey which 
confirms that long term noise surveys have been undertaken at 
two locations (location 1: to the north of the site at the boundary 
with Houghton Road and location 2: to the east of the site at the 
boundary with The Spires) to define ambient noise levels at the 
site and at nearby noise sensitive receptors. 
 

7.199 At location 1, the dominant noise sources observed on site during 
the day was traffic noise from Houghton Road, with other noise 
sources including crickets from the field and very low noise levels 
from HGV and plant activity from a nearby development site. At 



location 2 the dominant noise source was similar to that at location 
1, however traffic and site noise were quieter than at location 1 
due to the monitor being at a further proximity from these noise 
sources. 
 

7.200 In relation to internal noise conditions the submitted noise report 
confirms that the external façades of the proposed development 
will be designed to ensure provision of suitable internal noise 
conditions in accordance with BS 8233:2014. The report sets out 
glazing recommendations, which includes a high performance 
acoustic glazing for facades directly fronting onto Houghton Road, 
with standard thermal double glazing elsewhere on the site, to 
ensure that suitable internal noise conditions are achieved.  

 
7.201 The submitted report explains that it is generally accepted that the 

sound reduction through a partially open window is 10-15 dB(A). 
Based on the noise levels measured, ventilation using partially 
open windows would be acceptable throughout the development 
site except for the proposed properties directly fronting onto 
Houghton Road, where ventilation will need to be provided by 
acoustically attenuated trickle vents.  

 
7.202 To comply with Building Regulations (Part F) (Ref 16)14, it will be 

necessary to provide ventilation so occupants can ventilate their 
property without breaking the acoustic seal of the building 
envelope. Based on the predicted worst-case façade noise levels, 
acoustically attenuated trickle vents in the window frames are 
considered to be acceptable. It is noted that glazing and ventilation 
performance requirements will be refined and determined for all 
facades of the development buildings, which would be considered 
at reserved matters stage.  

 
7.203 In relation to outdoor amenity areas (i.e. gardens) the report states 

that these should aim to achieve noise levels that do not exceed 
the 55dB LAeq,T threshold stated in BS 8233.  

 
7.204 The report confirms that due to the proposed site layout, distance 

attenuation and acoustic screening provided by existing and future 
residences and the topography of the site, all outdoor private 
amenity areas (e.g. gardens) are expected to achieve noise 
criteria for external amenity spaces. 

 
7.205 It is noted that operational noise limits for any fixed plant and 

building services plant have been recommended as to not 
adversely affect existing noise sensitive receptors. Consideration 
will therefore need to be given to the noise emitted by fixed plant 
and building services during detailed design stages (at reserved 
matters stage) so as to not adversely affect new residential 
properties in the development itself. 
 



7.206 The HDC Environmental Health officer has fully reviewed the 
submitted details and confirmed that with appropriate mitigation, 
the required noise levels can be achieved.  
 

7.207 The officer has however noted that with regard to BS8233, HDC 
require all properties to be designed to meet the standard within 
BS8233:2014, defined as an internal noise level of 30dBLAeqT 
within bedrooms, 35dBLAeqT in living rooms; and 45dBLAFmax for 
individual noise events in bedrooms at night, as per the World 
Health Organisation (WHO).  These should be achieved with 
windows partially open in order to ensure that residents do not 
have to keep their windows closed.  Where this is not possible and 
developers rely on closed windows to achieve suitable internal 
noise levels, alternative ventilation may be considered by the LPA 
as a last resort.  Full justification demonstrating consideration of 
alternative mitigation measures such as the design, distance, 
acoustic screening, orientation of buildings, locating additional 
windows on quieter facades and screening of sensitive 
rooms/areas by non-sensitive ones etc, is required to confirm the 
need for alternative ventilation has been minimised as far as 
practicable.  Good acoustic design measures within ProPG 
Planning & Noise should be followed.  Where alternative 
ventilation is required full details of the system will need to be 
supplied, demonstrating that it can achieve air changes 
comparable to an open window, therefore occupants of all 
habitable rooms will require a suitable ventilation system which 
achieves 2 - 4 air changes per hour.  Trickle vents are considered 
to only provide background ventilation and would not be deemed 
sufficient to provide adequate ventilation for summer 
cooling.  Other mitigation measures to enable internal guidelines 
to be met with windows open include acoustic plenum windows 
which may provide sufficient attenuation whilst allowing windows 
to be open, which could negate the need for 
alternative/mechanical ventilation in habitable rooms.  
 

7.208 In respect of external noise levels, the Environmental Health 
officer has noted that as a mainly rural district HDC requires 
developers to aim for noise levels to not exceed 50dBLAeqT in 
external amenity areas during the day.  It is noted that guidance 
does provide an upper guideline value of 55dB LAeq, which it states 
would be acceptable in noisier environments, therefore HDC may 
accept this in more urban areas, as the maximum upper limit for 
sensitive external areas to be within.  In this case, with the site 
being located in close proximity to a main A road and the town of 
St Ives, 55dB is likely to be considered acceptable externally 
during the day. 
 

7.209 A noise related condition has therefore been requested by the 
officer, which is considered to be acceptable and necessary. 
Conditions have also been requested in respect of construction 
hours; to cover these matters, a CEMP condition is therefore 
proposed. 



 

7.210 Noting the comments of the Environmental Health Officer, who has 
raised no objections subject to conditions, officers therefore 
consider the proposal would create a satisfactory noise 
environment for future occupants. 
 

7.211 On the whole, and subject to conditions, officers consider the 
proposal has made adequate demonstration that a suitable 
amenity environment can be achieved for future occupants, and 
therefore accords with the NPPF and policy LP14 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036. 

 

BIODIVERSITY AND GEODIVERSITY: 

 
7.212 Section 15 of the NPPF (2024) provides national planning policy 

on Conserving and enhancing the natural environment. Paragraph 
187 of the NPPF (2024) states that ‘the planning system should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment’ 
including by ‘protecting and enhancing sites of biodiversity value 
(in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 
quality in the development plan); and ‘minimising impacts on and 
providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing 
coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 
future pressures’. 
 

7.213 Paragraph 193 of the NPPF (2024) sets out principles to apply 
when determining planning applications, including:  
 

“(a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development 
cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less 
harmful impacts), adequately mitigated or, as a last resort, 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused; 

(b) development of land within or outside of a Site of Special 
Scientific Interest, and which is likely to have an effect on it (either 
individually or in combination with other developments), should not 
normally be permitted. The only exception is where the benefits of 
the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh both its 
likely impact on the features of the site that make it of special 
scientific interest, and any broader impacts on the national 
network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest.”  

7.214 LP30 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 covers Biodiversity 
and Geodiversity. Its requirements include that proposals 
demonstrate that all potential adverse impacts on biodiversity and 
geodiversity have been investigated; that a proposal likely to have 
an impact, either direct or indirect, on biodiversity or geodiversity 
will need to be accompanied by an appropriate appraisal; that 
adverse impacts are avoided, adequately mitigated, or as a last 



resort to compensated against a hierarchy of sites, habitats, and 
protected species. It also requires a proposal to ensure no net loss 
in biodiversity and to provide no net gain where possible, with large 
scale developments required to provide an audit of biodiversity 
losses and gains.  
 

7.215 Policy HWNP2 ‘Protection of sites’ of the Houghton and Wyton 
Neighbourhood Plan states that “all new development should 
protect and, wherever possible, enhance biodiversity and 
establish, enhance or extend ecological corridors and the 
connectivity between them.”  
 
Designated And Undesignated Sites: 

 
7.216 The submitted Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) confirms that 

due to the distance (greater than 5 km) separating the application 
site from the identified designated sites of international 
importance, there will be no direct impact (through habitat loss) on 
habitat and no fragmentation of habitats, or of populations of 
species using habitats within designated sites of international 
importance.  

 
7.217 The application site is in close proximity to the Houghton Meadows 

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), which lies to the south 
west of the site. Natural England have raised the issue of 
residential development resulting in increased visitor / recreational 
pressure to the SSSI which has the potential to harm the important 
features that have led to its designation.  
 

7.218 Whilst this concern is acknowledged, the Local Plan allocation for 
St Ives West seeks to provide approximately 23ha of ‘Strategic 
Green Space’ with the first phase (associated with the Barratt 
Homes / The Spires development) that has already been provided 
to the Council through the delivery of Berman Park. Additional land 
has also been secured through ‘The How Strategic Green Space’ 
as part of The How development. The current application 
proposals will result in the delivery of further strategic green space 
(which contributes to the overall 23ha green space requirement as 
set out within the Local Plan allocation). Therefore collectively this 
land will provide a large alternative area of green space which will 
aid in reducing and limiting potential visitor recreational pressures 
on the SSSI. Officers therefore consider the proposal is not likely 
to cause material harm to the SSSI. 
 

7.219 There will be no direct impact (such as through habitat loss) on the 
Houghton Meadows SSSI as a result of construction of the 
proposals. There will be no fragmentation of habitats, or of 
populations of species using the SSSI, during construction. 
Boundary vegetation, such as hedgerows connecting the site to 
the SSSI will be retained, which will allow for connectivity for 
species using such features. There will be no disturbance to the 
SSSI or habitat degradation through construction of the proposals, 



although there will be some dust generation, along with noise, 
visual disturbance and any lighting. It is noted that providing 
embedded mitigation measures are adopted, indirect effects to 
Houghton Meadows SSSI during construction as a result of noise, 
visual disturbance and lighting will not impact on the integrity or 
the functioning of this SSSI. There will be no mortality of any 
species associated with the SSSI during construction of the 
proposals.  
 

7.220 Part of the application site (to the south of Houghton Grange) 
comprises a County Wildlife Site (CWS). This has been 
designated as such as it supports at least 0.05ha of NVC 
community MG5 Crested Dog's-tail - Black Knapweed grassland.  
 

7.221 All semi-improved neutral grassland present within the CWS will 
be retained. Security fencing will be erected to protect retained 
habitats from incursion during construction and there will be no 
direct loss of semi-improved neutral grassland. During 
construction, there is the potential that preparation of the site and 
construction of the proposals will result in dust and other pollutants 
(such as emissions from construction vehicles and oil-spills) which 
may impact grassland habitats within the CWS. However, the 
footprint of the proposals is around 150m from the CWS and the 
implementation of standard environmental protection measures 
will ensure that pollution during construction will not affect the 
integrity of retained grassland habitats.  
 

7.222 Semi-improved neutral grassland across the site will be retained 
and there will be no species mortality of any species using this 
habitat during construction of the proposals. Following occupation 
of the dwellings, increased recreational pressure has the potential 
to cause habitat degradation through increased recreational use. 
However, the creation of significant green open space and 
footpaths within the site and other existing public open space 
within the vicinity will reduce any potential pressure (through 
increased recreational use) on the CWS and ensure that there is 
no damage or destruction on the interest features of the CWS. 
 

7.223 The Wildlife Trust (as the LPA’s Ecological consultant) has 
reviewed the submitted details and confirmed that the Ecological 
Impact Assessment (EcIA) has been prepared in accordance with 
CIEEM guidelines and prepared to a high standard.  

 
7.224 In respect of designated sites, the Wildlife Trust considers that the 

EcIA has properly assessed impacts on internationally and 
nationally designated nature conservation sites, noting that the 
assessment correctly identifies that the only site likely to be 
adversely impacted by the development is Houghton Meadows 
SSSI. The impacts arise from an increased population and likely 
increase in numbers of visitors, particularly those walking dogs. 
However and as noted above, the application includes a significant 
area of new natural greenspaces which should be capable to 



providing suitable alternative natural greenspace to avoid impacts 
on the SSSI.  

 
7.225 The Wildlife Trust suggests on-site signage to show circular 

walking routes, other destinations of interest, and to explain the 
sensitivities of nearby nature sites including Houghton Meadows 
SSSI and Houghton Grange Grassland CWS, which should be 
reinforced by the inclusion of information within all new residents’ 
packs.  This can therefore be addressed and secured at reserved 
matters stage.  

 
7.226 In respect of un-designated sites and habitats, the Wildlife Trust 

notes that the application proposals avoid most impacts on 
habitats, although there will be removal of species-poor grassland, 
small areas of scrub, a few trees and a section of low value 
hedgerow. These are replaceable and the Biodiversity Net Gain 
Assessment report demonstrates how this will be achieved. 

 
7.227 It is noted that the biggest impacts from the development will be 

on Houghton Grange Grassland County Wildlife Site, which is 
within the site boundary and identified as part of the new natural 
greenspaces to mitigate potential impacts on Houghton Meadows 
SSSI. While there are no significant direct impacts from the 
construction phase, there will be adverse impacts from the use of 
the site as natural greenspace by new residents. The Wildlife Trust 
suggest that a detailed grassland restoration plan should be 
included within a Landscape and Ecology Management Plan 
(LEMP), which should include a reduction in the area of scrub and 
restoration of areas of species-poor grassland to increase the 
native wildflower component. A LEMP will therefore be secured by 
condition.  

 
7.228 With the imposition of conditions, it is therefore considered that 

impacts on designated and undesignated sites have been suitably 
addressed in accordance with Policy LP30 and paragraphs 187 
and 193 of NPPF (2024). 

 

Protected Species: 

7.229 The Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) submitted alongside 
the application confirms the proposals could affect a number of 
species which include Great Crested Newts, reptiles, breeding 
birds, bats and badgers.  

7.230 In respect of Great Crested Newts (GCN), there are known 
populations to the west of the application site and to the east; the 
potential impacts to GCN as a result of the proposals are direct 
mortality and loss of terrestrial habitat. It is noted that the site is 
dominated by improved grassland which offers low value habitat 
for GCN, but the linear habitats (such as tree-lines and boundary 



features) do offer more suitable habitat and it is assumed that 
transient GCN are likely to be present throughout the site, albeit in 
small numbers. Vegetation clearance is to be undertaken in a 
sensitive manner and at an appropriate time of year to avoid 
potential impacts to GCN, which is supported. The submitted EcIA 
confirms that a Natural England EPS licence will be sought to allow 
for the clearance of GCN terrestrial habitat that is necessary to 
undertake construction of the application proposals and that 
following the implementation of best working practices to reduce 
the risk of mortality (alongside the licence), there are unlikely to be 
adverse impacts upon GCN’s during the construction period and 
no significant effects. 

7.231 In relation to reptiles, the submitted EcIA confirms that the 
application proposals will lead to a small loss of habitat that is 
potentially suitable for transient reptile species, although the 
majority of habitat that offers suitable reptile habitat (such as the 
grassland, ditches) is retained within boundary features and is 
outside the footprint of the development proposals. It is noted that 
best practice construction methods will ensure vegetation 
clearance on site will be undertaken in a sensitive manner and at 
an appropriate time of year to ensure there is no species mortality 
to transient reptiles during construction. Therefore, through the 
retention of the majority of habitats on the site that could support 
reptiles and the mitigation measures outlined in the submitted 
EcIA, any transient reptiles on the site will be unaffected and there 
will be no adverse impacts on reptiles and no significant effects. 

7.232 In respect of breeding birds the submitted EcIA notes that the 
construction of the proposals will lead to a small loss of habitat 
used by breeding bird species, although the majority of habitat 
supporting breeding birds is retained within boundary features and 
within scrub and trees outside of the footprint of the proposed built 
development. It is noted that best practice construction methods 
will include implementation of measures to minimise noise, lighting 
and vibration disturbance to breeding birds to ensure that, where 
construction of the proposals is undertaken within the bird 
breeding season (typically March to August inclusive), then 
disturbance to breeding birds in adjacent and retained habitats will 
be minimised. 

7.233 The construction of the proposals, if undertaken within the bird 
breeding season (typically March to August inclusive), has the 
potential to cause mortality to breeding birds in habitats that are to 
be removed. Nesting bird checks will therefore need to be 
undertaken by an ornithologist prior to construction (where this 
occurs within the breeding season) to ensure there is no species 
mortality. Therefore, with mitigation in place, there will be no 
species mortality of any breeding bird species during construction 
of the proposals. Therefore, through the retention of the majority 
of habitats on site that support breeding birds and the mitigation 



measures, there will be no adverse impacts on breeding birds and 
no significant effects. 

7.234 In relation to bats, the proposals will not impact upon any identified 
bat roosts; the buildings that were found to contain bat roosts in 
2020 were demolished in 2021 and all boundary and on-site 
woodland/tree lines are being retained. If the footprint of the 
proposals result in any other features that are likely to be directly 
impacted (e.g. trees with moderate or high suitability) then further, 
more detailed bat roost surveys of trees will be required of specific 
features to inform mitigation and a EPSML (European Protected 
Species Mitigation Licence) application should one be required, in 
accordance with best practice guidance. Compliance with the 
submitted EcIA can be secured by condition.  

7.235 Effects from lighting have the potential to effect roosting bats within 
and close to the proposals and bats commuting to and from 
foraging areas during construction and operation. Some bat 
species are more sensitive to lighting and as the site is currently 
undeveloped and unoccupied, artificial lighting is minimal. Security 
and compound lighting is likely to be of a temporary nature and 
used only during the construction phase. Site activity will 
predominantly take place during daylight hours and is therefore 
not expected to cause significant disturbance to foraging or 
commuting bats. Security lighting where used during the 
construction phase is likely to be manually operated or on PIR 
(passive infrared) sensors and should not be on continuously, and 
given the rural nature of the site, it is unlikely that any security 
lighting would be often triggered. Therefore, through the retention 
of the majority of habitats on site that are of value to commuting 
and foraging bats, the retention and avoidance of roost sites; and 
the mitigation measures outlined in he submitted EcIA, there will 
be no adverse impacts on roosting or commuting / foraging bats 
and no significant effects. 

7.236 In relation to badgers, no setts would be lost to accommodate the 
proposals. The EcIA confirms that standard best practice working 
methods will be implemented to minimise any risk of direct 
mortality to badgers. The design of the proposals, which includes 
the retention of the majority of habitats on site, strategic planting 
to shield the outlier sett from disturbance and other habitat 
creation, would ensure that there are no adverse impacts on 
badgers and no significant effects.  

7.237 In relation to habitat impacts all woodland present within the site 
will be retained and measures embedded within the design to 
protect retained habitats during construction, including security 
fencing to protect from incursion. There will be no direct loss of 
woodland habitat. There will be no fragmentation of habitats, or of 
populations of species using woodland habitats, during 
construction. Boundary vegetation, such as hedgerows 



connecting woodland sites will be retained, which will allow for 
connectivity across the site.  

7.238 As noted within the submitted EcIA, during construction, there is 
the potential for dust and other pollutants (such as emissions from 
construction vehicles and oil-spills) which may impact woodland 
habitats. The implementation of standard environmental protection 
measures during construction will ensure pollution during 
construction will not affect the retained woodland. Where 
individual trees are removed (e.g. for access), the implementation 
of standard mitigation measures (such as nesting bird checks), will 
ensure there is no species mortality. Therefore, there are no 
impact pathways, either directly or indirectly, that would impact 
upon woodland habitats, resulting in no adverse impacts and no 
significant effects. 

7.239 In respect of hedgerows there will be a loss of a small section of a 
defunct species-poor hedgerow during construction, to facilitate 
the construction of new footpaths. There is likely to be a temporary 
and short-term adverse effect on this habitat type, however, there 
will be replacement planting included elsewhere on site and 
therefore this effect is reversible. During construction, there is the 
potential that dust and other pollutants (such as emissions from 
construction vehicles and oil-spills) may impact hedgerows, but 
the implementation of standard environmental protection 
measures during construction will ensure pollution during 
construction will not affect the integrity of retained hedgerows. 
Furthermore, fencing the boundaries of working areas with 
appropriate standoffs, where required, will protect both above-
ground vegetation and roots. The implementation of standard 
mitigation measures (such as nesting bird checks), will ensure 
there is no species mortality of any species using hedgerows 
during construction of the proposals. Enhancement of hedgerows 
(widening and strengthening through appropriate planting) would 
contribute to an overall net gain in this habitat type and over time 
would result in a beneficial impact. 

7.240 In relation to protected species the Wildlife Trust have noted that 
the EcIA considers the potential for impacts on a range of 
protected species and that detailed surveys have been undertaken 
for species groups that follow established best practice, though 
they are all now dated. The Wildlife Trust confirm that the surveys 
demonstrate the likely impacts arising from the development and 
identify appropriate mitigation measures for each group of 
species.  

 
7.241 While the surveys are dated, the Wildlife Trust have noted that the 

low ecological value of the land within the development footprint 
and the minimal loss of habitats means that the potential impacts 
and mitigation measures that have been identified remain valid (as 
of early 2025). Some additional surveys will be required prior to 



commencement of the development and these are set out in the 
EcIA. Updated surveys will be required for bats for any trees that 
are subject to removal and an updated site wide survey will be 
required for Badgers. The Wildlife Trust have confirmed that 
surveys for the other species groups will not be required. 

 
7.242 Chapter 7 of the EcIA sets out the detailed mitigation, 

compensation and enhancement measures that are required 
arising from this proposed development, which will be secured 
through appropriately worded planning conditions that shall 
include a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), 
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) together with 
other planning conditions including a nature friendly lighting 
strategy; these are all considered appropriate and necessary.  

 
7.243 It is therefore considered that impacts on protected species have 

been suitably addressed. 
 

 
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG):  
 

7.244 Due to the age of this application the development is exempt from 
the mandatory 10% BNG set out in the Environment Act 2021. 
Policy LP30 of the Local Plan sets out that a proposal will ensure 
no net loss in biodiversity and provide a net gain where possible, 
with large scale developments required to provide an audit of 
biodiversity losses and gains.   

 
7.245 The proposals are however supported by a Biodiversity Net gain 

report and metric which demonstrate that the development results 
in a significant net gain of biodiversity: a net gain of 26.08% for 
area habitat units and a net gain of 15.43% for hedgerow units, as 
illustrated in the submitted biodiversity net gain metric and 
accompanying report.  

 
7.246 The Wildlife Trust has confirmed that the submitted BNG 

assessment is of a high standard and makes appropriate 
assessment of the current baseline conditions, as well as 
predicted future habitats. They have however noted an error in 
relation to the classification of part of the Houghton Grange 
Grassland County Wildlife Site, but this change does not affect the 
principle of the development and only results in a minor change to 
the overall BNG assessment. As a result of this change the value 
of the baseline habitats is increased to 107 Biodiversity Units (BU), 
and the overall net gain reduced to 24.68%. However, this still 
represents a significant gain, and is line with local ‘Doubling 
Nature’ ambitions for a 20% net gain in biodiversity from 
development and the Wildlife Trust notes that this gain is realistic 
due to the significant area of natural greenspace proposed. 

 
7.247 The Wildlife Trust have raised a query in relation to the location of 

the different grassland habitat types within the new natural 



greenspaces; the proposed habitat map shows an area of better-
quality new wildflower grassland around the development, to the 
north, while that adjacent to the Thicket and providing an extension 
to Houghton Grange Grassland CWS is shown as the less 
species-rich Modified Grassland type. The Wildlife Trust considers 
this to be a minor error as the proposals should be aiming for the 
better-quality grassland as an extension to the CWS and the 
Thicket, with which it could be managed as a wildlife rich natural 
greenspace, while the poorer grassland should be closer to the 
development, where it will receive greater recreational pressures. 
Whilst this amendment is likely to result in changes to the BNG 
assessment and scores, it would be likely to increase the level of 
net gain as the southern area adjacent to the Thicket and CWS is 
slightly larger than the northern area around the new housing. This 
amendment can be dealt with through conditions (LEMP) and 
future updates to the BNG metric once the detailed layout of the 
development is known at reserved matters stage. 

 
7.248 The application scheme therefore exceeds the BNG target of 10% 

BNG for each habitat type; and notwithstanding the exemption, 
would exceed the minimum legislative requirements under the 
Environment Act 2021.  
 

7.249 A number of neighbour objections have been received raising 
concerns in relation to the impact on biodiversity and existing 
wildlife. Whilst these are noted, the Wildlife Trust (as the LPA’s 
Ecological consultant) have raised no objections to the proposals 
subject to conditions.  

 
7.250 It is therefore considered that the impacts of the proposed 

development on biodiversity would be minimised such that it would 
not have a significant adverse impact on biodiversity and protected 
species and would ensure the provision of measures to achieve 
net gains, subject to the proposed mitigation and enhancement 
measures set out in the EcIA and the imposition of conditions. 
Therefore, subject to conditions it is therefore considered the 
proposed development would accord with paragraphs 187 and 
193 of the NPPF (2024), policy LP30 of Huntingdonshire’s Local 
Plan to 2036 and policy HWNP2 of Houghton and Wyton’s 
Neighbourhood Plan (2018).   

 

DRAINAGE AND FLOOD RISK: 

 
7.251 The majority of the application site is in Flood Zone 1 as confirmed 

by the SFRA 2024, which means it has a low probability of 
flooding. There is a very small area at the southernmost tip of the 
application site which lies partially within Flood Zones 2 and 3, as 
shown on the updated 2025 Environment Agency maps. The 
application is supported by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) as the 
site area is greater than 1 hectare. The very small proportion of 



the site within Flood Zone 3 is not material to the proposed 
development.  

 
7.252 The FRA confirms that the area of the site in which hardstanding 

development is proposed is restricted to approximately 5 ha in the 
north-western most corner of the site. SuDS conveyance and 
storage systems have been proposed across the rest of the 
otherwise undeveloped site area including a proposed attenuation 
pond, with a capacity of 3,237 m3, together with a 4-8m wide 
swale. The report includes consideration of surface water sources, 
groundwater, sewer flooding and artificial sources to and from the 
site. 
 

7.253 The FRA concludes that the site is not at risk of flooding from tidal 
and artificial sources, it is at low risk of fluvial flooding, there is a 
low risk of groundwater and low risk of sewer flooding, and the risk 
of surface water prior to mitigation varies across the site from low 
to high. In respect of mitigation measures, the primary mitigation 
required is the implementation of a suitable surface water drainage 
strategy to ensure that the risk of surface water is managed and 
there is no increase in sewer flooding risk as a result of the 
application proposals.  
 

7.254 A surface water drainage scheme has been submitted which sets 
out how surface water will be attenuated on the site and 
discharged to the existing drainage ditch at a controlled rate (via 
the attenuation pond), so that the risk of surface water and sewer 
flooding to the site and surrounding areas is low.   

 
7.255 The LLFA has fully reviewed the submitted documents and raises 

no objections to the proposals, noting that the submitted 
documents demonstrate that surface water from the proposed 
development can be managed and treated through the use of 
permeable paving, raingardens and green and brown roofing 
transferred via swales and attenuated with a detention basin with 
surface water discharge from site being restricted to greenfield 
equivalents. The LLFA have noted support for using such features 
for their ability to treat surface water before discharge into 
receiving waters. It has also been noted that the existing site has 
little to no surface water flood risk and that water quality has been 
adequately addressed when assessed against the Simple Index 
Approach outlined in the CIRIA SuDS Manual. The LLFA have 
proposed a number of conditions if approval is granted, which 
include full details of the surface water drainage scheme, details 
of measures for water run-off during construction, and a survey to 
be completed once the drainage scheme has been completed. 
These conditions are all considered to be necessary and 
acceptable.  
 

7.256 The Environment Agency has reviewed the application and offers 
no comments.  
 



7.257 Anglian Water has confirmed that foul drainage from this 
development is within the catchment of St Ives Water Recycling 
Centre, which has available capacity for the flows. In terms of the 
used (foul) water network, Anglian Water state they will need to 
plan effectively for the proposed development and work with the 
applicants to ensure any infrastructure improvements are 
delivered in line with the development, given capacity constraints. 
Anglian Water request conditions relating to a phasing plan and/or 
an on-site drainage strategy, as well as a scheme for on-site foul 
water drainage works; these are all considered to be necessary 
and should be secured. A number of informatives have also been 
requested.  
 

7.258 It is noted that local objections have been received on the basis 
that the proposal will lead to increased risk of flooding elsewhere. 
In response and as noted, the LLFA, Environment Agency and 
Anglian Water have raised no objections to the proposals subject 
to conditions.  
 

7.259 On the whole, and subject to the conditions noted above, officers 
consider the proposed development is considered to be 
acceptable with regards to flood risk and drainage and is therefore 
compliant with the NPPF (2024), policies LP5 and LP6 of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 and policy HWNP14 of 
Houghton and Wyton’s Neighbourhood Plan (2018).  

 

 

LAND CONTAMINATION: 

 

7.260 The NPPF 2024 in paragraphs 196 to 201 refers to ground 
conditions and pollution. Paragraph 197 specifically refers to 
where sites are affected by contamination and states that the 
responsibility for securing safe development rests with the 
developer and/or landowner.  

 

7.261 Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 policy LP37 sets out the 
Council’s approach in relation to ground contamination and 
groundwater pollution. This requires investigation as to the risk 
and remediation where necessary.  
 

7.262 The application is supported by a Phase 1 land contamination 
assessment which recommends further assessment and 
discussions with the Local Planning Authority be undertaken, 
given the history to the site.  
 

7.263 The Council’s Environmental Health Officer has fully reviewed the 
submitted assessment and considers that the site is suitable for 
the proposed use subject to conditions, including a phase 2 land 
contamination assessment. The officer has noted that the majority 
of the site is ‘greenfield‘ with the exception of the former Leucosis 
Unit and that the site had Made Ground, but the extent has not 



been delineated. As hydrocarbon contamination has been 
identified around the former Leucosis Unit this area should be 
remediated as a “hotspot”, particularly as it appears to be located 
close to proposed residential development. The officer has 
concluded that intrusive ground investigation work has been very 
limited so a full Phase 2 land contamination investigation is 
recommended which targets the former Leucosis Unit with a less 
intensive investigation of the ’greenfield‘ land. Whilst further details 
are required these can therefore be secured by condition.  
 

7.264 The proposed development is therefore considered to be 
acceptable subject to conditions in relation to ground conditions 
and contamination and therefore complies with the NPPF 2024 
and Policy LP37 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036. 

 
S106 CONSIDERATIONS: 

 

7.265 The adopted Developer Contributions SPD 2011 (DCSPD) sets 
out the categories of contribution which the Council will seek to 
negotiate following the introduction of its Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule. Contributions vary according to the 
scale of residential development. 

7.266 Whilst this application is for up to 120 dwellings, it is part of the 
wider St Ives West allocation. As such, this triggers the wider 
range of contributions appropriate to a large-scale major 
development. Policy LP4 sets out that where allocated sites are 
subdivided, contributions will be calculated on the complete 
developable area and apportioned appropriately. 

7.267 Without prejudice to the eventual determination of the planning 
application, negotiations have been held with the Applicant in 
order to determine the extent of the obligations required to make 
the development acceptable. These negotiations have been held 
in line with the advice within the Regulations and the outcome is 
summarised below. 

7.268 The Developer Contributions SPD sets out within part 2 that in 
determining infrastructure needs, the Council and partners have 
had to translate dwelling numbers into population generation. This 
has been undertaken utilising the anticipated change in average 
household sizes. For the purposes of calculating the likely 
infrastructure requirements, the 2016 average household size has 
been used (2.19 people per household). With the application 
seeking permission for up to 120 dwellings this equates to (120 x 
2.19) 262.8 (rounded up to 263) people.  

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 



7.269 The development will be CIL liable in accordance with the 
Council's adopted charging schedule; CIL payments could cover 
infrastructure relating to footpaths and access, health and 
community facilities.  

7.270 This application has been submitted in outline form, but on the 
basis of 120 dwellings CIL receipts would likely be in the order of 
£1,073,088 (at a rate of £149.04 per sqm based on 72 market 
dwellings each with 100sqm floorspace). As Houghton and Wyton 
parish have an adopted Neighbourhood Plan, 25% of CIL receipts 
would go directly to the parish (CIL receipts to H&W PC would 
therefore be in the order of £268,272) however total figures can 
only be determined following approval of reserved matter details 
once the scale of the dwellings is finalised.  

Affordable Housing 
 
7.271 In accordance with LP24 and Section A of the Developer 

Contributions SPD this development should seek to achieve a 
target of 40% affordable housing.   

7.272 Of the proposed 120 dwellings this would represent a total of 48 
affordable units. The supporting text at paragraph 7.9 of the Local 
Plan clarifies that the expectation is that this is a mix of 70% social 
or affordable rented, and 30% shared ownership units. Policy does 
however acknowledge that, in determining the amount and mix of 
affordable housing to be delivered, site specific considerations and 
other material considerations, including viability, will be taken into 
account.  In this instance, no site specific considerations have 
been submitted and therefore the proposal shall provide policy 
compliant affordable housing provision at 40%.  

7.273 The applicant has agreed to provide affordable housing on site and 
the location and distribution will be agreed as part of any 
subsequent reserved matters application with the Council’s 
Affordable Housing Officer. The exact mix of units in terms of 
tenure, scale and appearance will be the subject of planning 
obligations contained within a Section 106 agreement, which will 
need to be reflected within the subsequent reserved matters 
submission.   

7.274 This approach is acceptable to Officers and subject to final 
wording within the S106 Agreement, the scheme is supported with 
provision of on-site affordable housing in accordance with Policy 
LP24 and section A of the Developer Contributions SPD. 

 Green Space 

7.275 Policies LP3 and LP4 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 and 
Part B of the Developer Contributions SPD requires proposals to 



provide the development specific land for informal and formal 
green space. 

7.276 In accordance with the Developer Contributions SPD (based on a 
scheme of up to 120 dwellings) this development should provide 
0.557 ha of informal green space on-site and due to the scale of 
the development formal green space can be negotiated. 
 

7.277 The nature of the development results in a significant over 
provision of green space on the site. The scheme provides 17.66 
ha of open space which is well in excess of the 0.557 ha area 
required by the Developer Contributions SPD for 120 dwellings. 
This open space will comprise amenity space, wildflower 
meadows, a linear park (comprising a LAP) and a children’s play 
area (comprising a LEAP). The improvements to pedestrian 
connectivity to existing adjacent developments and the Thicket will 
also increase access for future residents. 

7.278 Approximately 16.8 hectares of the strategic green space land is 
to be secured as an extension to the publicly accessible green 
space (“Berman Park”) secured as part of the S106 package 
agreed for the Barratt development on the former golf course, 
which together with the space secured at The How development 
(part of the wider site allocation), creates one wider publicly 
accessible area.  

7.279 The Developer Contributions SPD details a cascade mechanism 
for future management and maintenance of informal green space 
with the land first offered to the Town/Parish Council for adoption, 
then the District Council and then taken on by a Management 
Company. The usual cascade mechanism in the SPD is to be 
included in the Section 106 in order to secure the long-term 
management and maintenance of the areas of shared open space. 
A Landscape Maintenance contribution (using the updated costs 
for 2024/2025) will be secured through the S106 Agreement in the 
event that the open space is to be transferred to the District or 
Parish Council.  

7.280 A similar cascade will be proposed in respect of the strategic green 
space land, but with this first being offered to the District Council, 
then Parish Council and then taken on by a management 
company. A Landscape Maintenance contribution will also be 
secured for the strategic green space land.  

 Outdoor Sports Provision 

7.281 On 26th June 2025 Houghton and Wyton PC requested financial 
contributions to improve existing parish land for sports and 
recreation provision, together with new land and infrastructure 



within the application site, to provide a new, flexible community 
sports and recreation facility. 

7.282 Part B.9 of the Developer Contributions SPD requires proposals 
to provide Outdoor sports provision on a negotiated basis. 
Paragraph B.31 of the SPD states that “Large scale major 
developments may also require, in addition to provision of 
LEAPs/NEAPs, Multi-Use Games Areas (MUGAs) and wheeled 
sports areas. It is recognised that MUGAs and wheeled sports 
areas serve large areas of population and therefore the decision 
to request these facilities may vary depending on existing local 
facilities….These will be negotiated on a case-by-case basis.” 

7.283 The HDC Open Space Officer has previously advised that a 
LEAP/LAP should be provided in the play areas to cater for the 
children on this development (a LAP for the under 6 age group and 
a LEAP for children aged 6 and above). It is noted that no officer 
request has been made for a MUGA on site.   

7.284 The HDC Strategic Sports Development Officer has requested an 
offsite contribution of £72,401,40 towards formal outdoor sports 
provision. The officer has noted that the Huntingdonshire Playing 
Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (December 2022) outlines that 
facilities within Houghton require support to be able to increase 
sports provision in the area; the football pitches require additional 
maintenance, ancillary provision which supports Football, Cricket 
and Bowls has been identified as needing development and the 
tennis courts require sports lighting to increase its capacity. 

7.285 The HDC Strategic Sports Development Officer has undertaken 
some initial discussions with Houghton and Wyton Parish Council 
to discuss potential formal outdoor sports provision projects which 
this contribution could support. A specific project can be identified 
in due course to support formal sports in the village, to enhance 
existing provision.  

7.286 Whilst Houghton and Wyton Parish Council have requested a 
MUGA on site, the Huntingdonshire District Council Playing Pitch 
and Outdoor Sports Strategy Document (December 2022) does 
not identify a strategic need for a MUGA facility in either St Ives or 
Houghton and Wyton parish. There is already existing sports 
provision in the immediate area at St Ivo outdoor centre (located 
700m to the north of the site) which comprises two tennis courts, 
a hockey pitch, a full sized floodlit astro pitch and several grass 
pitches. Within the development there is adequate space for 
informal activities to be played. The HDC Open Spaces officer has 
previously advised that a MUGA is not required and the HDC 
Strategic Sports Development Officer has not made a request for 
such. 



7.287 On the above basis it is not considered that the Parish Council 
request for a MUGA on site is acceptable as it does not meet an 
identified strategic or site need and is not necessary to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms.   

7.288 The obligation to secure a financial contribution (£72,401,40) 
towards formal outdoor sports provision in the parish of Houghton 
and Wyton is however considered to meet the statutory tests and 
is compliant with policy and the SPD. The Applicants have agreed 
to provide the financial contribution in-line with the above request.  

 Footpaths And Access 

7.289 Policy LP4 of the Local Plan to 2036 relates to provision for 
infrastructure needs and Part C of the SPD relates to the provision 
of footpaths and access and also notes that large-scale 
development should follow policies and strategies to ensure they 
take place in a sustainable way. 

7.290 As referred to elsewhere in this report, this application offers the 
potential to connect into pedestrian links across The How through 
to The Spires that was secured as part of the adjacent 
development. Full details of an adoptable standard 
cycle/pedestrian link to the east can be secured through the 
submission of reserved matters.  

7.291 Details of links to the south towards the Thicket can also be 
secured through the submission of reserved matters, to create 
secure safe links to the surrounding green space, although as 
noted elsewhere in this report, the levels of this path will mean the 
route is not suitable for all users.  

 Health 

7.292 Policy LP4 of the Local Plan to 2036 relates to provision for 
infrastructure needs and Part D of the SPD refers to health service 
facilities. Within paragraph D.10 the SPD states that the Council 
will negotiate with the prospective developers with a view to 
securing the necessary health service facility needs for the 
development. The SPD sets out how this will be assessed. 

7.293 The NHS Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Integrated Care 
System (CAPICS) has confirmed that a contribution of around 
£119,074 would be required towards healthcare provision, 
calculated on the average person yield from the number of 
dwellings provided (being 120 in total); it would however need to 
be reflected as a calculation within any S106, to capture the final 
outcome of the number and form of dwellings which come forward 
as part of reserved matters applications. 



7.294 CAPICS have confirmed that this contribution would be used 
towards refurbishment/ extensions to the Spinney Surgery in St 
Ives (or primary care-led facilities and associated infrastructure 
within the local Primary Care Network or successor body). Officers 
consider that whilst no specific healthcare project has been 
identified, services are provided for in the local area and is 
therefore considered sufficient to meet the needs of the 
development. 

7.295 The Applicants have agreed to provide a financial contribution  
towards health services with the above request from the NHS 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Integrated Care System. 

7.296 Officers consider this financial amount to be the requirement to 
mitigate the impacts of the development in terms of health 
provision and would be required in accordance with policy LP4 and 
section D of the Developer Contributions SPD. 

Community Facilities 

7.297 Policy LP4 of the Local Plan to 2036 relates to provision for 
infrastructure needs and Part E of the SPD relates to the provision 
of community facilities (the SPD notes that these include such 
buildings as village halls, faith and cultural facilities).  

7.298 The provision of social and community facilities is set out as being 
a requirement within the St Ives SI I allocation, however neither 
the Local Plan allocation nor supporting text sets out specifically 
what should be included. No direct provision of such facilities are 
proposed on site as part of the current application scheme and no 
specific community facility building has been identified as being 
required on-site. In extensive consultation with the Parish Council 
no identification of the need for community facilities has been 
made, nor any request received for improvements to any existing 
facilities.   

7.299 No project has been identified for a contribution towards off-site 
community facilities in the area and therefore no contributions 
have been sought.  

 Libraries And Lifelong Learning  

7.300 Policy LP4 of the Local Plan to 2036 relates to provision for 
infrastructure needs and Part F of the SPD relates to the provision 
of library facilities. 

7.301 The County Council have stated that there is insufficient capacity 
in St Ives town centre library. In order to mitigate the impact of the 
additional population, a project has been identified to modify the 
internal layout and allow for additional shelving units and 



resources. A cost has been calculated at £59 per head of new 
population.  

7.302 A contribution of £17,700 is therefore sought to purchase 
additional furniture, equipment and resources and mitigate the 
impacts of this development on library provision. This has been 
calculated on the likely population yield from the development at 
120 dwellings; it would need to be reflected as a calculation within 
any S106, to capture the final outcome of the number and form of 
dwellings which come forward as part of reserved matters 
applications.  

7.303 The Applicants have agreed to provide a financial contribution 
towards libraries and lifelong learning in-line with the above 
request from Cambridgeshire County Council. 

7.304 It is considered necessary to ensure the development has 
adequate library facilities, in accordance with policy LP4 and 
section F of the Developer Contributions SPD. 

 Education And Schools 

7.305 Policy LP4 of the Local Plan to 2036 relates to provision for 
infrastructure needs and Part G of the SPD relates to the provision 
of education facilities.  

7.306 The County Council, as Education Authority, have provided a 
detailed response regarding education capacity relating to early 
years, primary and secondary education. 

 Primary Education And Early Years: 

7.307 The County Council has confirmed that 48 Primary School age 
children and 36 Early Years age children are forecast to be 
generated by this development. These have been calculated on 
the likely population yield from the development at 120 dwellings; 
it would need to be reflected as a calculation within any S106, to 
capture the final outcome of the number and form of dwellings 
which come forward as part of reserved matters applications.  

7.308 Of the 36 Early Years children it is advised that 21 children will be 
eligible for a combination of 15 and 30 hour free spaces and these 
children equate to 14 full-time classroom spaces within the Early 
Years setting.  

7.309 There is one childcare provider (Thorndown pre-school playgroup) 
and five childminders in the area, with a total capacity of 71 15-
hour places. The forecast demand of 240 x 15-hour places 
exceeds the current capacity (a deficit of 169 15-hour places).  



7.310 The Council will meet the demand for early years places from this 
and other development by expanding capacity within the St Ives. 
The details of the specific project are not committed and therefore 
in accordance with latest Department for Education guidance it is 
appropriate to secure contributions based on the DFE Scorecard 
costs, which for the creation of new early years settings in 
Huntingdonshire is £21,757 per place (indexed from Q4 2023).  

7.311 In order to mitigate the impact of the development on early years 
provision a contribution of £304,598 (14 x £21,757) is requested. 
As noted, the final amount would need to be reflected as a 
calculation within any S106, to capture the final outcome of the 
number and form of dwellings which come forward as part of 
reserved matters applications.  

7.312 Thorndown Primary School was expanded in anticipation of the St 
Ives West allocation; this project forward funded the expansion to 
provide an additional 1FE (210 spaces). The total cost of the 
project to expand Thorndown Primary School by an additional 1FE 
is £6,715,943 (based on 2014 cost with PWLB interest applied to 
4Q2024). As set out above this development is expected to 
generate demand for 48 primary education places. 

7.313 Therefore, a contribution of £1,535,073 is requested to mitigate 
the development impacts of 48 primary places. As noted, the final 
amount would need to be reflected as a calculation within any 
S106, to capture the final outcome of the number and form of 
dwellings which come forward as part of reserved matters 
applications. 

7.314 The obligations are considered to meet the statutory tests and is 
compliant with policy and the SPD. The Applicants have agreed to 
provide a financial contribution towards Primary Education and 
Early Years in-line with the above request from Cambridgeshire 
County Council. 

 Secondary Education: 

7.315 The County Council has confirmed that 30 Secondary School age 
children are forecast to be generated by this development.  

7.316 The County Council have confirmed that there will be sufficient 
capacity at St Ivo School and therefore no contributions are sought 
in relation to this planning application. 

 Residential Wheeled Bins 

7.317 In accordance with Policy LP4 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 
2036 and the Developer Contributions SPD (Part H) each dwelling 
will require the provision of one black and blue wheeled bin (green 



bins are payable separately per year as requested by occupiers). 
The current cost of such provision is £114 per dwelling. For flats, 
communal 1100 litre bins could be provided rather than individual 
bins for each dwelling. The current cost for communal bins is £669 
each.  

7.318 The amount required would be based on a per dwelling 
calculation, of £114 per dwelling, up to a maximum of £13,680 at 
120 dwellings. Any shared bins, such as those serving flats, would 
require a contribution on the basis of £669 per bin. This would be 
reflected as a calculation within any S106, to capture the final 
outcome of the number and form of dwellings which come forward 
as part of reserved matters applications.  

7.319 It is considered necessary to ensure the development has 
adequate waste infrastructure, in accordance with policy LP4 and 
section H of the Developer Contributions SPD. 

 

 S106 Summary 

7.320 In summary, the following contributions have been identified as 
being required by the adopted Developer Contributions SPD, or 
requested by consultees: 

• That 40% (up to 48 units) of the dwellings provided affordable, 
as defined within the NPPF (with an expected provision of 70% 
to be provided as social or affordable rented properties and 
30% shared ownership properties). 

• Land to be provided as Public Open Space.  

• £72,401,40 towards formal outdoor sports provision in the 
parish of Houghton and Wyton 

• £119,074 towards refurbishment and extensions at the Spinney 
Surgery.  

• £304,598 towards Early Years settings.   

• £1,535,073 towards the expansion of Thorndown Primary 
School.  

• £17,700 towards enhancements at St Ives Library. 

• Contribution towards provision of wheeled bins of £114 per 
dwelling (total of £13,680 based on 120 dwellings) or £669 per 
communal bin. 

 

7.321 Statutory tests require that S106 planning obligations must be 

necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, 

directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably 

related in scale and kind to the development. S106 obligations are 

intended to make development acceptable which would otherwise 

be unacceptable in planning terms.  

 



7.322 All of the obligations are considered to meet the statutory tests and 

are compliant with relevant policies and the Developer 

Contributions SPD. The planning obligations set out above have 

been agreed by the Applicants and are considered to mitigate the 

development in accordance with policies LP3, LP4, LP24 and the 

Developer Contributions SPD. 

 

 

 Other matters: 

 

7.323 Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue have requested that the 

provision of adequate fire hydrants is secured by condition. The 

imposition of such a condition is considered acceptable and would 

meet the statutory tests. 

 

7.324 As noted earlier in this report, there has been a significant number 

of objections to the proposals raised by Houghton and Wyton 

Parish Council together with neighbouring Town and Parish 

Councils, as well as from local residents. In respect of these 

objections and as detailed above, there are no outstanding 

concerns from any statutory consultees including the LLFA in 

respect of flooding and drainage concerns and the CCC Highways 

or Transport Assessment teams. The HDC Urban Design officer 

has undertaken a full and detailed review of the densities of nearby 

developments in the local area and is supportive of the amended 

proposals. In respect of landscaping matters, the LVA is adequate 

and the landscape and visual effects of the proposed development 

are considered to be acceptable. There are also no concerns 

raised by the HDC Conservation Officer or HDC Environmental 

Health officer.  

 

7.325 A number of neighbour objections have been received raising 

concerns in relation to the impact of the proposals on existing 

services (hospitals, schools, doctors and dentists). On the basis of 

requests made by CCC and the NHS it is considered that the 

impacts of the development can be mitigated through securing 

financial contributions towards enhancing existing services.  

 

7.326 In respect of a detailed response to the various concerns raised 

by Houghton and Wyton Parish Council, these are set out below, 

along with an officer response/ commentary. 

 

 

Concerns raised in relation to the development being contrary to 

policies within the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 

 



Concerns the proposals do not protect the character of Houghton 

and Wyton, contrary to LP2 – Strategy for Development: 

 

7.327 Paragraph 4.4 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 specifically 

states that to promote deliverability of LP2 the policy is 

complemented by a series of allocated sites, set out in Section D: 

‘Allocations’. The allocations (in this case SI 1 St Ives West) have 

been chosen as they meet the objectives of the development 

strategy, with criteria for their comprehensive and sustainable 

development set out separately within the allocation. As such, the 

assessment of the site in this instance should be guided by the 

criteria set out within the allocation alongside other policies within 

the Local Plan, with the exception of LP2 which through the 

process of allocation it has already been met.  

 

 

Concerns that the proposals do not contribute to the landscape, 

wildlife, cultural and historical value of the area, contrary to LP3 – 

Green Infrastructure,  

 

7.328 Policy LP3 states that proposals will be supported where it 

demonstrates compliance with a number of objectives. These 

include incorporation of open/.green space in accordance with the 

SPD; protecting and enhancing existing green infrastructure; and 

maintaining and enhancing the rights of way network.  

 

7.329 The submitted Parameter Plan illustrates significant open and 

green space in excess of policy requirements and the existing 

PROW network is maintained. The application site is not within the 

Great Ouse Valley Landscape Character Area (although the 

southern boundary of the site is located adjacent) but the adjacent 

land to this is not proposed for any built development.  

 

7.330 Paragraph 11.6 of the Local Plan specifically provides further 

supporting information relating to tree preservation orders, an 

early restoration of Houghton Grange County Wildlife Site and 

appropriate ecological assessments. Likewise paragraph 11.7 

requires that proposals reinforce the strategic green corridor along 

the River Great Ouse by allowing the southern part of the site to 

comprise a substantial area of publicly accessible green space. 

The application proposals therefore incorporate previous building 

lines and trees, as well as levels and slopes, to maximise its 

contribution to the Ouse Valley Landscape Character Area. The 

application proposals are considered to provide a separation from 

the River Great Ouse that reinforce the green corridor and 

contribution to the Ouse Valley Landscape Character Area by 



providing semi-natural greenspace to the east and south, along 

with the retention of the Houghton Grange County Wildlife site. 

 

7.331 Ecological enhancement is also proposed creating a 24.68% net 

gain in biodiversity) through the protection and enhancement of 

existing on-site habitat, including the County Wildlife Site within 

the site and the delivery of a significant area of green space land. 

This exceeds the statutory Biodiversity Net Gain provisions set out 

in the Environment Act 2021 and is considered to be in compliance 

with the allocation and supporting paragraphs. 

 

7.332 This approach to recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of 

the countryside is enhanced by the provision of a variety of green 

spaces which includes semi-natural greenspace, meadowland 

and amenity green space. This not only provides substantial areas 

of natural greenspace (paragraph 11.3 of the Local Plan) but 

recognises the sensitivities of the site (paragraph 11.4) and 

provides active travel routes to allow access for not only residents, 

but also the wider residents living in the west of St Ives. The 

current application proposals provide for approximately 16.84 ha 

of green space and in combination the green space amounts to 

26.4 ha across the wider St Ives west site, which exceeds the 

requirement for “approximately 23ha of green space” set out in 

criterion 1 of policy SI 1. In addition, the requirement for a 

management plan for all areas of green spaces can be secured, 

which addresses criterion K. This will ensure that the open space 

enhancements are preserved for generations to come.  

 

7.333 As noted earlier in this report, the LVA has been fully assessed 

and it is considered that this provides an adequate assessment of 

the landscape and visual effects of the development. It is 

considered that the proposals ensure a sense of separation is 

maintained between developments at Houghton Grange and The 

Spires, as required under criterion g of Policy SI 1.  

 

7.334 The proposals are therefore considered to support green 

infrastructure and are in accordance with Local Plan Policy LP3.  

 

 

Concerns that the proposals do not recognise the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside, contrary to policy LP10 – 

The Countryside: 

 

7.335 As set out earlier in this report, the site is allocated for 

development and therefore considerations relating to the intrinsic 



character and beauty of the countryside were fundamentally dealt 

with at Local Plan stage ahead of the site being formally allocated. 

 

7.336 Allocation SI 1 St Ives West sets out specific criteria to ensure that 

the impact on landscaping and countryside is taken into account 

in the development of the site. It indicates that successful 

development of the site will require: ‘g. a landscape scheme 

design recognising vistas, boundaries and the surrounding green 

infrastructure network, to be particularly focused on restoring the 

tree lined approach on the south side of the A1123 and 

maintaining a sense of separation between developments at 

Houghton Grange and The Spires’. For the reasons set out 

previously the proposals are considered to accord with Policy SI 1 

of the Local Plan and Policy LP10 is not an appropriate policy for 

the consideration of this application 

 

 

Concerns that the proposals do not positively respond to its 

context and does not apply the guidance on the Huntingdonshire 

Landscape and Townscape Assessment (2022) contrary to policy 

LP11 – Design Context:  

 

7.337 The criteria and supporting paragraphs set out within the Local 

Plan allocation are there to ensure that the landscape character 

can be sensitively addressed and provide benefit in terms of 

ecological and landscape value. As noted earlier in this report, the 

application site is situated within the Western Periphery LCA, but 

the southern boundary of the site is adjacent to the Great Ouse 

Valley LCA. The key characteristics of the Great Ouse Valley 

include a mosaic of land uses, related by their topography and 

relationship to the river, including a peaceful character and 

tranquillity. The Great Ouse Valley landscape character is valued 

for its recreational opportunities too, with a long distance footpath 

extending the whole length of the area. The application proposals 

allow for an enhancement of the Great Ouse Valley corridor by 

providing substantial open space in the south of the site. In 

addition it meets the requirements within the SPD for 

developments set out as follows: 

 

‘Development proposals should include: 

• protection and enhancement of a ‘Green corridor’ along the 
river to promote both its landscape and biodiversity benefits, 
including the use of native wetland trees to maintain the 
traditional vegetation of the area; 

• promote opportunities for wildlife and conservation initiatives to 
support and enhance the area’s biodiversity; 



• encourage public access along the Great Ouse Valley." 
 

7.338 These current application proposals enhance the green corridor 

by providing semi-natural greenspace along with the retention of 

the Houghton Grange County Wildlife site, as well as delivering a 

net gain in biodiversity. The proposals also enhance active travel 

routes to allow access to the Ouse Valley way for not only future 

residents, but all those living in the west of St Ives.  The proposals 

are therefore considered to positively respond to its context in 

accordance with Local Plan Policy LP11. 

 

Concerns that the proposals do not contribute positively to the 

area’s character and identity or integrate with topography and 

landscape, contrary to policy LP12 – Design Implementation: 

 

7.339 The submitted Illustrative Masterplan is considered to contribute 

positively to the area’s character and identity and integrates with 

the site’s topography and landscape.  As noted earlier, the density 

of the proposals is considered to be acceptable, being similar to 

The Spires and the Slepe Meadow development.  As noted, the 

development area is located where previously buildings were 

situated on the site. Details relating to existing trees, as well as 

levels and slopes, to ensure the development would integrate with 

the topography and landscape of the site, would be considered at 

reserved matters stage.  

 

7.340 The proposals are therefore considered to comply with Local Plan 

policy LP12.  

 

 

Conflicts with the site allocation policy SI 1 and application of the 

10% tolerance found in text at D8 of the Local Plan in an arguably 

unlawful way by failing to adopt a masterplan at the outset and 

then proceeding to rely on the 10% tolerance in plan text at D8 for 

this site rather than the application tolerance across the whole SI 

1 allocation, leading to a demonstrable over-development of this 

site, the remaining parcel of the SI 1 allocation:  

 

7.341 Within the Planning Inspector’s final report into the Local Plan 

(April 2019) on the examination of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan 

to 2036, it was acknowledged that the SI I site had a complex 

planning history, with a number of planning applications and 

planning permissions in place for elements of the development 

prior to the adoption of the Local Plan. The report also 

acknowledged that the allocation is important in sustaining the role 

of St Ives in line with the overall spatial strategy, noting that there 



were some issues to resolve in terms of bringing different elements 

of the site forward, but that there was a clear and definite interest 

in doing so. As such, the lack of a masterplan due to the 

commencement of certain elements of the site was not considered 

to impede its comprehensive delivery and, given that the 

remainder of the SI 1 allocation now has planning permission and 

is under construction/occupied, there is limited merit in requiring a 

masterplanning exercise solely for the remaining portion of the 

allocated land. In addition, paragraph 149 of the report noted that 

Policy SI 1 sets out appropriate criteria which will ensure a 

coordinated approach to delivery. It is therefore not considered 

that the site has been developed unlawfully and that the lack of a 

masterplan for the whole site does not impede comprehensive 

development of the site, especially when the policy is also 

supported by an indicative illustration designed to guide 

development in the same way as a masterplan and give an overall 

vision of the intention of the development of the site in a holistic 

manner, despite the submission of separate applications. This has 

allowed planning decisions to be guided by not only the policies, 

but also the overall illustrative vision for the site. As set out earlier 

in this report, the timing of the planning decisions on other parts of 

the allocated site is also relevant in how these schemes have 

come forward in a separate manner.  

 

7.342 In addition, paragraph 188 of the Inspector’s report specifically 

notes that “..the approach towards the supply and delivery of 

housing land is justified, effective and consistent with national 

policy.”  

 

7.343 Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 includes at Section D: 

allocations paragraph D.8 that supports the approach towards to 

the supply of housing by allowing for a 10% tolerance either side 

of the approximate figure for allocations, noting that these 

capacities should be design-led. It can also be noted that 

paragraph D.8 sets out that where a scheme proposes a number 

outside of the variance it should be justified though the design and 

access statement, thereby supporting in principle a variation 

beyond the 10% tolerance.  

 

7.344 The current application proposes up to 120 homes and taking the 

allocation in its entirety this amounts to 425 new homes across site 

allocation SI 1. This is within the 10% tolerance which would at its 

maximum total 440 homes. The current application proposals are 

considered to demonstrate a design-led approach to this capacity, 

which is in compliance with criteria g of the site allocation and by 

association paragraph 11.7 of Policy SI 1 which states that 



“housing development should be predominately situated in the 

northern part of the site and arranged in a series of clusters 

separated by green corridors running north-south through the site 

both to screen and separate areas of development and to connect 

through to the greenspace in the south of the site”. It is therefore 

considered that the applicants’ approach to the number of 

dwellings proposed as part of the 10% tolerance is acceptable. 

Given that the allocation number refers to the whole site area and 

does not apportion numbers or density to each part of the site it is 

considered appropriate to apply the tolerance to the approximate 

figure for the whole allocation.  

 

7.345 The proposals are therefore considered to comply with site 

allocation SI 1 and the text at paragraph D8 of the Local Plan. 

 

 

Concerns raised that the development is contrary to the policies of 

the Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan: 

 

Concerns that the development is outside the Houghton and 

Wyton built up area and is within the open countryside and does 

not comply with the relevant policies for building in the countryside, 

contrary to policy HWNP1 – Houghton and Wyton Built Up Area: 

 

7.346 As noted earlier and set out in paragraph 3.9 of this report, Policy 

HWNP1 has no weight in this determination of this application due 

to being superseded by the site allocation SI 1.  

 

7.347 As set out in paragraph 31 of the NPPF “Once a neighbourhood 

plan has been brought into force, the policies it contains take 

precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a local plan 

covering the neighbourhood area, where they are in conflict; 

unless they are superseded by strategic or non-strategic policies 

that are adopted subsequently.” Neighbourhood Plan policy 

HWNP1 is therefore considered to be superseded.  

 

Concerns that the development does not respect the individual 

and distinct identities of the village of Houghton and Wyton and 

the town of St Ives because it individually and cumulatively results 

in the loss of visual and physical separation between the two 

settlements and would lead to their coalescence, contrary to policy 

HWNP3 – Anti-Coalescence: 

 

7.348 Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan is dated 2018, with 

Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 being adopted in 2019. The 

Local Plan to 2036 clearly sets out its strategic policies within page 



4; these include “all policies that allocate land for development in 

section D: ‘Allocations’ as they are required to achieve the strategy 

as set out 4 ‘The Development Strategy’”. This means that Policy 

SI 1 is a strategic policy within the Local Plan. Being the most 

recent of the plans, Policy SI 1 takes precedence (see paragraph 

072 of the NPPG reference ID:61-072-20190315- Neighbourhood 

Planning in paragraph 7.6 of this report).  

 

7.349 However, the intention of the Neighbourhood Plan policy for 

required separation is included within the allocation through 

criterion g of the policy which includes “maintaining a sense of 

separation between developments at Houghton Grange and The 

Spires” and a landscape scheme design recognising vistas, 

boundaries and the surrounding green infrastructure network to 

enable integration with the wider Ouse Valley network.  This is 

supplemented through paragraphs 11.7 and 11.9 of the Local Plan 

and the indicative illustration on page 197. This approach was 

endorsed by the Planning Inspector in paragraph 149 of the 

Inspector’s final report.  

 

7.350 As noted earlier, Policy HWNP3 is given significantly reduced 

weight in the consideration of this application, noting the conflicts 

between HWNP3 and the St Ives West site allocation SI 1.  

 

7.351 The application proposals are considered to clearly demonstrate 

separation from Houghton Grange and The Spires with tree 

planting, reduced building heights on outer edges and specific 

landscaping, to provide a distinct transition from built development 

to open space east to west, and also leading to the south towards 

The Thicket and the River Great Ouse, in accordance with site 

allocation SI 1 

 

Concerns that the submitted LVA does not demonstrate that the 

development complies with the NPPF, requiring that it contribute 

to and enhance the natural and local environment by protecting 

and enhancing valued landscapes or recognises the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside: 

 

7.352 H&W PC have submitted four detailed reports during the 

consideration of the application; (i) a Review of the Applicant’s 

Landscape and Visual Appraisal dated June 2023), (ii) 

Implications for Separation between Houghton and St Ives dated 

June 2023); (iii) a Review of the Applicants revised LVA dated 

October 2024; and (iv) a Review of January 2025 Landscape and 

Visual Appraisal dated February 2025.  

 



7.353 The LVA reviews state there are deficiencies in the Applicant’s 

LVA such that its conclusions cannot be relied upon and that the 

application proposals conflicts with policy on landscape matters. 

The Separation Report states that the development has 

implications for coalescence, urbanisation and impacts on 

openness such that it conflicts with policies.  

 

7.354 A response to the concerns raised in these reports are detailed 

earlier in this report; but the Council’s position remains (in 

accordance with the Council’s Landscape Consultant) that whilst 

the methodological approach adopted in the LVA does not always 

reflect best practice, it is acceptable, and similar conclusions are 

reached on landscape and visual effects without relying on the 

methodology. The Council considers that the proposals are 

therefore in accordance with the requirements of Policy SI 1 of 

Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036, including that a sense of 

separation is maintained between the developments of Houghton 

Grange and The Spires and that the proposals will enhance the 

natural and local environment.  

 

 Housing numbers and density concerns: 

 

7.355 In respect of objections raised by H&W PC in relation to housing 
numbers and the density of development proposed, as noted 
earlier in this report, a detailed exercise has been undertaken by 
HDC’s Urban Design Officer to compare the density of other 
developments in the area (calculated with the inclusion of 
development roads but not public open space to ensure 
consistency). This exercise has confirmed that the average 
density of the Slepe Meadow estate to the north of Houghton Road 
is 39.4dph, the dwellings backing onto Houghton Road on phase 
1 of Houghton Grange have an average density of 16 dph, and the 
average density of the development East of the Lime tree Avenue 
(73 plots - Houghton Road phase 1) is 26.7 dph. It should be noted 
however that the site constraints of phase 1 Houghton Grange are 
unique with the existing landscape features, trees and listed 
buildings, which the development layout successfully responds to 
and as such the average density is lower than might be typically 
found on new build developments in both village and town 
environments.  

 
7.356 The average density on phase 1 Knights Way (David Wilson 

Homes) at The Spires is 36.7 dph, with average density on phase 
2 (Barratt Homes) being 32.3 dph, with a total average of 34 dph 
across The Spires development. 

 
7.357 The current application (based upon 120 dwellings) would achieve 

an average density 31.4 dph; the proposals do not therefore result 
in overdevelopment and reflects an appropriate density that has 



regard to the character of the immediate area and adjacent 
developments. 
 

7.358 Whilst H&W PC are seeking a reduction to the quantum of housing 
proposed as they consider that there are no viability grounds for 
not doing so, the proposals will deliver a development in 
accordance with Policy SI 1 of the Local Plan. Improvements have 
been made during consideration of the application in respect of 
increased set backs along Houghton Road, a reduction in building 
heights, and the eastern edge of the development has been pulled 
back, as detailed on the latest Parameter Plan.  
 

 Coalescence concerns: 
 

7.359 H&W PC maintain that the proposals fail to grasp that the 
development is attached to Houghton Grange Phase 1 and is an 
extension of Houghton and Wyton village, rather than the town of 
St Ives itself, and that if approved without further amendments, the 
two distinctly different settlements will be linked. The PC also 
consider that the proposed development is still located too close 
to Houghton Road and that by infilling this land the proposal does 
not correspond with the Local Plan policy illustration, all of which 
increases the actual and perceived sense of coalescence, which 
would result in planning harm. Objections are also made in respect 
of the play area proposed within the ‘gap/ green wedge’.  

 
7.360 The Council’s Landscape Consultant has concluded that the site 

is already perceived as being within St Ives (within the Western 
Periphery Character Area) and that the gap between St Ives and 
Houghton and Wyton is already experienced as the land between 
the Houghton Grange Phase 1 development, the most westerly 
part of the SI 1 Allocation, and the eastern edge of Houghton. This 
will not change as a result of the proposed development. 
 

7.361 With regard to objections in respect of the play area proposed 
within the ‘gap/ green wedge’, this element of the proposals has 
since been removed from the latest Parameter Plan. As detailed 
earlier in this report, the latest Parameter Plan illustrates a gap that 
varies in width, which at its northern end is approximately 145m 
wide. This gap, alongside the development being set back from 
Houghton Road and lower building heights around the southern 
and eastern edges of the housing development area and along 
Houghton Road alongside significant tree planting, is considered 
to ensure that the sense of separation between the developments 
at Houghton Grange and The Spires is achieved, and the 
proposals accord with Policy SI 1.  
 

 

 

 

 



 Engagement concerns:  
 

7.362 H&W PC state that they have sought to engage with HDC and 
Homes England in relation to an alternative proposal for the site, 
but that this has been rebuffed. Concerns have also been raised 
in relation to missing / out of date information submitted, 
inadequate levels of engagement, substantial amendments and 
resubmissions, nearly 270 documents and postings online and 
thousands of pounds of tax-payers’ money being spent on 
professional help to support and ensure planning policies are 
adhered to and a positive outcome for all is achieved.  

 
7.363 In response, amendments made to the proposals have included 

revised plans and details that have responded to both statutory 
and non-statutory consultee responses. In respect of the last (fifth) 
consultation this took place following the submission of an 
amended Transport Assessment; this consultation was 
undertaken as a number of comments have been raising concerns 
in respect of highways related matters (from both neighbours and 
PC’s).  Throughout the consideration of this application the 
additional information that has been received has all been placed 
onto the public file (noting some documents are large in file size 
so have needed to be broken down) with any superseded 
documents clearly labelled as such, so it is clear which are the 
amended documents and plans to review.  
 

7.364 HDC have facilitated two meetings between H&W PC and Homes 
England (in February and July 2024), which have resulted in 
amended documents being submitted. Homes England have 
engaged with the local community since their initial community 
engagement on the proposals in the summer of 2018 and there 
has been extensive engagement with stakeholders, including 
Parish and Town Councils, both before and since the current 
planning application was submitted in April 2023. It is therefore 
considered that adequate levels of engagement have taken place 
in respect of these proposals and that officers have adopted an 
appropriately participative process which has allowed the Parish 
Council (including adjacent PC’s) and local residents a full 
opportunity to comment on the proposals where amendments 
have been received. 
 

 Highways concerns:  
 

7.365 H&W PC have also raised objections in respect of transport 
impacts, noting that there are capacity issues along Houghton 
Road. In response to this, additional information has been 
submitted which has been fully consulted upon with the public and 
Parish Councils. As noted, the CCC Transport Assessment team 
have now reached a position where, subject to conditions, there 
are no objections to the proposals from a highways perspective.  

 
 



 Flooding concerns: 
 
7.366 H&W PC also note concerns in relation to flooding, including 

capacity issues and the potential for flooding downstream. As 
noted earlier in this report, the LLFA raise no objections to the 
proposals and neither do the Environment Agency or Anglian 
Water, subject to conditions.  

 
Request for a MUGA and car parking area: 

7.367 H&W PC have requested the inclusion of a MUGA and public car 
parking as part of the proposals (alongside a reduction in the 
number of dwellings on site). The current Parameter Plan does not 
include for either of these facilities and no request for such has 
been made by the Council’s Open Space officer or Sports 
Development officer. The Huntingdonshire District Council Playing 
Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy Document (December 2022) 
does not identify a strategic or site need for such a facility and 
there is already existing provision in the immediate area at St Ivo 
outdoor centre, as set out earlier in this report. It is not therefore 
considered that the Parish Council request for a MUGA on site is 
acceptable as it does not meet an identified strategic need and is 
not necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms.   

 
 Other decisions:  
 
7.368 H&W PC have also raised objections in respect of other 

applications recently determined by the District Council, which 
includes application reference 24/02275/FUL (see footnote below 
paragraph 5.4 in this report for details of this proposal). H&W PC 
consider that reason for refusal number 2 on 24/02275/FUL (“The 
proposed introduction of 3-4 storey, built form on this undeveloped 
site within the countryside would have a detrimental urbanising 
effect and it would erode the existing green character of the site 
and its contribution to the tranquil setting of the lake. By virtue of 
its size, scale, massing and design the development would be out 
of keeping and detract from the wider Great Ouse Valley 
Landscape Character Area and Great Ouse Valley Green 
Infrastructure Priority Area which has landscape and biodiversity 
value. Therefore, it is considered that the proposal would have an 
adverse impact on the landscape character and would fail to 
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, 
contrary to Policies LP3, LP10, LP11 and LP12 of the 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 and the NPPF 2024”) is 
comparable to the application site. In response, every application 
is determined on its own merits. Having regard to that the Meadow 
Lane proposal and decision, it is considered that the Meadow Lane 
proposal is not directly comparable given (amongst a variety of 
reasons) it has a lakeside setting and is not an allocated site for 
development within the Local Plan.  



 
 Conclusion:  
 
7.369 Whilst consideration and regard has been given to comments 

received from Houghton and Wyton Parish Council, it is 
considered that the objections raised do not materially change the 
judgments contained in this report nor the recommendation, for the 
reasons identified and set out above.  

 

 

CONCLUSION AND PLANNING BALANCE: 

 

7.370 As set out within the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
(Section 38(6)) determination must be made in accordance with 
the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (Section 
70(2)) states that in dealing with planning applications the Local 
Planning Authority shall have regard to have provisions of the 
development plan, so far as material to the application, and to any 
other material considerations. 
 

7.371 The NPPF (2024) is a material consideration carrying significant 
weight. A revised NPPF was published in December 2024, 
introducing a substantially revised methodology for calculating 
local housing need and the reimposition of this as a mandatory 
approach for establishing housing requirements. This has resulted 
in the Council being unable to demonstrate a five year housing 
land supply (5YHLS). 
 

7.372 In those circumstances, the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development is applied for decision-taking in accordance with 
paragraph 11 (d) and footnote 8 of the NPPF in relation to 
applications involving the provision of housing. This is generally 
referred to as ‘the tilted balance’.  
 

7.373 While no 5YHLS can be demonstrated the Local Plan policies 
concerned with the supply and location of housing as set out in the 
Development Strategy chapter (policies LP2, LP7, LP8, LP9 and 
LP10) of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 are considered to 
be out-of-date and can no longer be afforded full weight in the 
determination of planning applications. Allocation Policy SI 1 can 
however still be afforded significant weight in the determination of 
this planning application.  
 

7.374 NPPF (2024) paragraph 11 states (as relevant):  
 

‘Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. 
 
For decision-taking this means: 
 



d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the 
policies which are most important for determining the 
application are out-of-date, granting permission unless: 

 
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or 

assets of particular importance (7*) provides a strong reason for 
refusing the development proposed; or 

 
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against 
the policies in this Framework taken as a whole, having 
particular regard to key policies for directing development to 
sustainable locations, making effective use of land, securing 
well-designed places and providing affordable homes, 
individually or in combination. 

 
7* Footnote 7 states: The policies referred to are those in this 
Framework (rather than those in development plans) relating to:  
habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph 194) and/or 
designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land 
designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, a National 
Landscape, a National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or 
defined as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats; designated 
heritage assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological 
interest referred to in footnote 75);  and areas at risk of flooding 
or coastal change.’ 

 
7.375 As outlined in the report, in light of the advice from technical 

consultees, there are no strong reasons for refusal in relation to 
any habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph 194) and/or 
designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Green 
Space, irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage assets (and 
other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in 
footnote 75) and areas at risk of flooding. In those circumstances, 
paragraph 11(d)(ii) must be considered and thus the ‘tilted 
balance’ is engaged. The balancing exercise should be carried out 
to determine whether any adverse impacts of granting permission 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 
assessed against the policies in NPPF (2024) taken as a whole. 

 
7.376 The application seeks outline planning permission with all matters 

reserved for the erection of 120 dwellings on land between 
Houghton Grange and The How, Houghton Road, Houghton. 

 
7.377 The site is allocated for development under Local Plan allocation 

SI 1, a policy which is not considered to be out of date; as a matter 
of judgment, Policy SI1 is afforded significant weight in the 
determination of this planning application.  

 
7.378 The Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan was adopted in 

2018. As set out in paragraph 31 of the NPPF “Once a 
neighbourhood plan has been brought into force, the policies it 



contains take precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a 
local plan covering the neighbourhood area, where they are in 
conflict; unless they are superseded by strategic or non-strategic 
policies that are adopted subsequently.” Neighbourhood Plan 
policy HWNP1 is therefore considered to be superseded by site 
allocation Policy SI 1 and HWNP3 is given significantly reduced 
weight, noting the conflicts between HWNP3 and the St Ives West 
site allocation SI 1.  
 

7.379 The application proposals are considered to accord with the 

requirements set out under Local Plan allocation SI 1. In particular, 

this final phase delivers a significant amount of green space and 

maintains a sense of separation between the developments at 

Houghton Grange and The Spires.   

 
7.380 It is considered that the application site could satisfactorily 

accommodate up to 120 dwellings and the general layout could be 
made acceptable for reserved matters applications.  

 
7.381 The proposed access is considered to be safe and acceptable in 

highway terms and the level of traffic generated by the 
development through the additional trips is not considered to be 
severe. 

7.382 The majority of the application site is located within an area at the 
lowest risk of flooding (Flood Zone 1), and is therefore acceptable 
in principle in terms of flood risk and drainage. 

 
7.383 In terms of the social dimension of sustainable development, the 

site appears to have no significant constraints and is deliverable. 
It would also increase the supply of housing, contributing up to 120 
homes towards the housing supply on an allocated site; significant 
weight is afforded to this. The proposal will also result in the 
delivery of 40% affordable homes towards a significant district 
affordable need and substantial weight is afforded to this. As there 
is a local identified need for both private and affordable housing 
thus there would be a net benefit in social terms.  

7.384 In terms of the economic dimension of sustainable development, 
the proposal would contribute towards economic growth, including 
job creation - during the construction phase and in the longer term 
through the additional population assisting the local economy 
through spending on local services/facilities. Moderate weight is 
afforded to this. 

 
7.385 In terms of the environmental dimension of sustainable 

development, the proposal offers potential for the incorporation of 
energy efficiency measures (to be considered in detail at reserved 
matters stage) as well as the delivery of a net gain in biodiversity. 
The application site constitutes a sustainable location for the scale 
of development proposed in respect of access to local 



employment opportunities, services and facilities within the wider 
St Ives Spatial Planning Area; and is accessible by sustainable 
transport modes, with walking and cycling opportunities to St Ives, 
Houghton and further afield. Moderate weight is afforded to this. 

7.386 The proposals will also deliver a significant extension to the 
publicly accessible “Berman park” (country park) secured on the 
former St Ives Golf Course, to connect the site to St Ives and 
formalising the sense of the space and public access to the south. 
Significant weight is afforded to this. 

 

7.387 Financial contributions will be secured to support local 
infrastructure and moderate weight is afforded to this.  

 

7.388 Less than substantial harm has been established to two 
Conservation Areas, a Grade II listed building and its curtilage 
listed Gate Lodge, which are all identified designated heritage 
assets, with the harm in each case being at the lower end of the 
scale. Substantial harm has been identified to one non-designated 
heritage asset (ridge and furrow) which must be taken into account 
applying a balanced judgment. Although considerable importance 
and weight must be given to the statutory duties under the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, 
applying Section 16 of NPPF (2024), the heritage harm here both 
individually and cumulatively would be outweighed by the public 
benefits as set out within this report.  

7.389 The visual and landscape impacts of the proposed development 
are not considered to be significantly adverse and it is considered 
that a clear sense of separation is maintained between the 
developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires.  
 

7.390 The proposals are in accordance with Policy SI 1 of the Adopted 
Local Plan and the Development Plan when taken as a whole. 
Applying paragraph 11 of the NPPF (2024), the identified harm 
would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the identified 
benefits when assessed against the NPPF (2024) taken as a 
whole. 

 

7.391 There is an overriding need for the development given the lack of 
a five-year housing land supply and having had regard to the site-
specific development allocation in the Adopted Local Plan as set 
out in Policy SI1 St Ives West.  

 

7.392 Having fully assessed all three objectives of sustainable 
development; economic, social and environmental within this 
report, the proposed development achieves these overarching 
objectives, and Officers consider the collective material benefits of 
the proposed development firmly outweigh the identified harm. 
Applying s.38(6) of the PCPA 2004, the proposed development is 
in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no 



material considerations which indicate that permission should be 
refused.  

7.393 The application is therefore recommended for approval subject to 

conditions as follows and completion of a S106 Agreement.  

 

 

8. RECOMMENDATION - POWERS DELEGATED to the Head of 

Planning, Infrastructure & Public Protection to APPROVE 

subject to conditions and completion of a Section 106 

obligation: 

 

• Time limit 

• Approved plans (site location plan and parameter plan) 

• Submission of reserved matters (appearance, landscaping, 
layout and scale) 

• Approved site principles as shown on parameter plan and 
conformity statement to be submitted with reserved matters 
(including justification of any minor variances) 

• Phasing with reserved matters (for CIL) 

• Finished floor and site levels to be submitted with reserved 
matters 

• Materials to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Details of Surface Water Drainage Scheme to be submitted with 
reserved matters 

• Details of surface water run off during construction 

• Surface water drainage system completion report 

• Details of foul water drainage scheme to be submitted with 
reserved matters 

• Land contamination assessment (phase 2), remediation 
strategy and any unexpected contamination  

• Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 

• Layout, visibility splays, parking provision, turning and loading 
areas with reserved matters 

• Road construction, management and maintenance details  

• Roads to binder course prior to occupation  

• Landscape and Ecological Management Plan to be submitted 

• Compliance with Ecological Impact Assessment Report  

• Works during bird breeding season 

• BNG metric to be submitted with reserved matters  

• Tree survey, arboricultural method statement and tree 
protection plans with reserved matters 

• Timescales for delivery of Houghton Road frontage tree 
planting to be submitted with reserved matters  

• Details of pedestrian and cycle links to adjacent sites to be 
submitted with reserved matters 

• Public Rights of Way scheme to be submitted   

• External lighting details to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Dwellings accord with M4(2) of the Building Regulations 



• Housing mix in accordance with LP25 as part of reserved 
matters 

• Water efficiency (Building Regs doc G) 

• Details of bin and cycle stores to be submitted with reserved 
matters 

• Fire hydrants 

• Play equipment (LEAP and LAP), seating and bin details 

• Noise assessment to be submitted with reserved matters 

• Residential Welcome Pack  

• Installation of MOVA at the site access signal controlled junction 
with the A1123 prior to occupation (unless provided by Morris 
Homes in the meantime under S278 works) 

• Details of broadband connection to be submitted with reserved 
matters 

• Details of ELVC to be submitted with reserved matters 
 

OR 

REFUSE in the event that the obligation referred to above has not 

been completed and the Applicant is unwilling to agree to an 

extended period for determination, or on the grounds that the 

Applicant is unwilling to complete the obligation necessary to make 

the development acceptable. 

 

 

If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an 

audio version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to 

accommodate your needs. 

 

CONTACT OFFICER: 

 

Enquiries about this report to Laura Fisher, Senior Planning Officer, 

Strategic Team - email laura.fisher@huntingdonshire.gov.uk  

 

mailto:laura.fisher@huntingdonshire.gov.uk
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Planning Development Control 
Huntingdonshire District Council 
Pathfinder House 
St Mary's Street 
Huntingdon PE29 3TN 
 
Attn: Laura Fisher, Case Officer 
 
  
BY EMAIL ONLY: developmentcontrol@huntingdonshire.gov.uk  
  
 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE: Houghton Grange Phase 2 – Land Between Houghton Grange And The How 
Houghton Road Houghton (“the Site”) 
 
23/00627/OUT | Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the 
construction of up to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, 
landscaping, play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and 
cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated works (“the Application”) 
 
1. We are instructed by Houghton & Wyton Parish Council (“the Parish Council”) and write 

in objection to the Application for the reasons set out below. 
 

2. These representations are accompanied by two reports commissioned by the Parish 
Council prepared by Peter Radmall Associates: 

 
(i) Review of Applicant’s Landscape and Visual Appraisal (“the LVA Review”), which 

identifies failings in the Landscape and Visual Appraisal (“LVA”) commissioned by 
the Applicant; and  
 

(ii) Implications for Separation between Houghton and St Ives (“the Separation 
Report”), which considers the Parish Council’s concerns about the Development’s 
implications for coalescence and further urbanisation. 
 

3. In summary, the Application conflicts with both the development plan and national planning 
policy. Material considerations also weigh against the grant of permission. In particular: 
 

(i) The Development is contrary to a number of policies of the Huntingdonshire Local 
Plan to 2036 (“the Local Plan”), the Development: 
 

(a) Does not protect the character of Houghton & Wyton, contrary to Policy 
LP 2 – Strategy for Development; 

(b) Does not contribute to the landscape, wildlife, cultural and historical value 
of the area, contrary to Policy LP 3 – Green Infrastructure; 

(c) Does not recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, 
contrary to Policy LP 10 – The Countryside; 

 
 
  
 

Our ref: HOU1/2/LPF 
Your ref: 23/00627/OUT 

 
28 June 2023 
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(d) Does not respond positively to its context and does not apply the guidance 
in the Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment (2022) 
(“the HLTA 2022”), contrary to Policy LP 11 – Design Context; and 

(e) Does not contribute positively to the area’s character and identity or 
integrate with topography and landscape, contrary to Policy LP 12 – 
Design Integration 

(f) Conflicts with the Site Allocation policy LP SI 1 (for St Ives Town) and 
applies the 10% tolerance found in text at D8 of the Local Plan in an 
arguably unlawful way by failing to adopt a masterplan at the outset and 
then proceeding to rely on the 10% tolerance in plan text at D8 for this 
Site rather than application of the tolerance across the whole SI 1 
Allocation, leading to a demonstrable over-development of this Site, the 
remaining parcel of the SI 1 Allocation. 
 

(ii) Contrary to the policies of the Houghton Neighbourhood Plan (“the 
Neighbourhood Plan”): 
 

(a) the Development is outside of the Houghton & Wyton built up area and is 
within the open countryside and does not comply with the relevant policies 
for building in the countryside, contrary to Policy HWNP1 – Houghton & 
Wyton built up area. 

(b) the Development does not respect the individual and distinct identities of 
the village of Houghton & Wyton and the town of St Ives because it 
individually and cumulatively results in the loss of visual and physical 
separation between those two settlements and would lead to their 
coalescence, contrary to Policy HWNP3 – Anti-coalescence. 
 

(iii) The Applicant’s LVA does not demonstrate that the Development complies with 
Paragraph 174 of the NPPF requiring that it contribute to and enhance the natural 
and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscaped or 
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. 

 
The Site 
 
4. The Site represents the last remaining parcel of open land separating the settlement edges 

of Houghton & Wyton and St. Ives and lies within the Great Ouse Valley Landscape 
Character Area.1 It forms part of Local Plan allocation SI 1 St Ives West (“the SI 1 
Allocation”),2 which allows for mixed use and approximately 400 homes, 23 ha of green 
space and social and community facilities. The proposed Development is the last of four 
separate parcels to be developed on the SI 1 Allocation, the other three being: (1) 
Houghton Grange Phase 1 - 107 houses, (2) The Spires - 186 houses, (3) The How - 19 
houses. The Site is nevertheless to be regarded as open countryside.3 

 
Planning policy 
 

NPPF 174  
 

 
1 defined on pg.77 of the Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape SPD (2022). 
2 Page 195, Huntingdonshire Local Plan 
3 Policy SI 1 provides (pg. 195) (underlining added): “Once developed, parts of this site that comply 
with the 'Built-up Areas definition' will form part of the built-up areas of St Ives or Houghton and Wyton 
as appropriate and considered as part of such for the purposes of determining planning applications.” 

https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/media/6117/3-chapter-3-landscape-character-areas.pdf
https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/media/3872/190516-final-adopted-local-plan-to-2036.pdf
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5. Paragraph 174 of the NPPF provides that (emphasis added): 
 

Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural 
and local environment by: 
 (a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes […] 

(b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside […]  

The Local Plan 
 

6. The Local Plan was adopted in May 2019 and includes the Site as allocation SI 1, St Ives 
West, for the redevelopment of Houghton Grange for approximately 400 homes, 23ha of 
green space and social and community facilities to meet the needs arising from the 
development. The policy includes inter alia the requirement for completion of a detailed 
master planning exercise to be agreed with the Council and (g) a landscape scheme design 
recognising vistas, boundaries and the surrounding green infrastructure network, to be 
particularly focused on restoring the tree lined approach on the south side of the A1123 
and maintaining a sense of separation between developments at Houghton Grange and 
The Spires (emphasis added) 

 
7. In addition, there are numerous Local Plan policies relevant to the application, and these 

include: 
 

LP 2 Strategy for Development: provides that the development strategy for 
Huntingdonshire is to “Protect the character of existing settlements and recognise the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the surrounding countryside”. 
 
LP 3 Green Infrastructure: states that proposals should support green infrastructure, 
incorporating open space and protecting and enhancing the existing network (with 
reference to the Cambridgeshire Strategic Green Infrastructure Network). LP 3 also 
states that a proposal within the Ouse Valley Landscape Character Area will be 
supported where it contributes to the landscape, wildlife, cultural and historical value of 
the area.  
 
LP 11 Design Context: states that a proposal will be supported where it positively 
responds to its context and has drawn inspiration from key characteristics of the 
surroundings. Proposals need to apply the guidance in the Huntingdonshire Design 
Guide SPD (2017), the Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment SPD 
(2007) or successor documents4 and applicable conservation area character 
statements. 
 
LP 12 Design Implementation: states that a proposal will be supported where it 
contributes positively to an area’s character and identity, integrating with topography 
and landscape 

 
The Neighbourhood Plan 
 

8. The Neighbourhood Plan, adopted March 2018, provides: 
 

Policy HWNP3 – Anti-coalescence 

 
4 The Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment SPD (2007) has been superseded by the 
Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape SPD (2022) 

https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/media/1240/landscape-guide.pdf
https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/media/6117/3-chapter-3-landscape-character-areas.pdf
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Development proposals should respect the individual and distinct identities 
of the village of Houghton and Wyton and the town of St Ives. Development 
will not be permitted if, individually or cumulatively, it would result in the loss 
of the visual and physical separation between these two settlements, or 
would lead to their coalescence (emphasis added). 
 

Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape SPD 2022 (“the HLT SPD”) 
 

9. The parish of Houghton and Wyton lies within the Great Ouse Valley landscape character 
area (“GOV LCA”) identified in the HLT SPD, which notes that the landscape character of 
such parishes is derived from, and directly influenced by, the Great Ouse Valley. We note 
that the Applicant’s LVA refers to the superseded Huntingdonshire Landscape and 
Townscape Assessment 2007 and therefore does not address a number of important 
requirements in the current SPD, importantly that (underlining added): 
 

Development proposals should: 
• Enrich the area by reinforcing its special qualities and acknowledging 

its distinct local character. 
• Use appropriate building materials to retain the distinctive local 

character of villages. 
• Maintain or enhance water quality and quantity and not lead to any 

adverse impact on flood risk or flood defences. 
• Protect and enhance the strategic green corridor formed by the river 

valley, particularly where it passes through settlements. 
• Minimise the environmental impacts of recreational activities.  
• Protect and enhance the ecological value of the river, its margins and 

the valley floor. 
• Promote opportunities for wildlife and conservation initiatives to 

support and enhance the area's biodiversity. 
• Protect the setting of historic structure such as bridges and mill 

buildings. 
• Encourage public access along the Great Ouse Valley through. 

 
Representations 
 
10. As undeveloped land, the Site is currently regarded as open countryside5 and represents 

the last remaining parcel of open land separating the settlement edges of Houghton & 
Wyton and St Ives. The visual and coalescence impacts of the Development are therefore 
of particular concern and require careful attention as required by LP SI 1 (g) mentioned 
above. 
 

11. Despite this, the Applicant’s LVA does not adequately address a number of important 
issues relevant to policy and relies on the superseded Huntingdonshire Landscape and 
Townscape Assessment 2007. 

 
12. The LVA Review highlights a number of serious flaws with the Applicant’s LVA and its 

findings, including: 
 

(i) Failing to assess the character of the site by considering its landscape/ perceptual 
attributes as receptors; 

 
5 Policy SI 1 of the Local Plan; Policy HWNP1 of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/media/3872/190516-final-adopted-local-plan-to-2036.pdf
https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/media/3089/houghton-and-wyton-neighbourhood-plan-2018-2036.pdf
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(ii) Failing to assess the site’s representativeness or and contribution to published 
character types/ areas 

(iii) Failing to assess the site’s landscape components and perceptual attributes at a 
local level, including with reference to the adjoining conservation areas. 
 

13. As a result, the LVA has played down the severity of effects, particularly those on the most 
sensitive visual receptors and, that smaller-scale variations at a local level may have been 
overlooked. 
 

14. Because the LVA fails to assess the Development’s effects on site character, including its 
component landscape/perceptual attributes, and does not explicitly assess the site’s 
representativeness of/contribution to the published LCAs6 (especially the HLT SPD 2022, 
which requires that development proposals should Enrich the area by reinforcing its special 
qualities and acknowledging its distinct local character), it does not demonstrate that the 
Development does not conflict with the Local Plan policies identified above, or Paragraph 
174(b) of the NPPF. 
 

15. Additionally, as the LVA Review demonstrates, the failure to assess effects on the 
character/setting of the conservation areas that adjoin/lie partly within the Site and failure 
to consider whether the Site may form part of a valued landscape, despite its location within 
an area under consideration for potential designation as an AONB, means that it is not 
demonstrated that the development complies with Paragraph 174(a) of the NPPF. 

 
16. As explained in the Parish Council’s Separation Report, the Development would encroach 

into open countryside and have a further urbanising influence on the locality, contrary to 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy HWNP1 – Houghton & Wyton built up area, Local Plan Policy 
LP 10 – The Countryside, SI 1 (g) and Paragraph 174(b) of the NPPF. 

 
Anti-coalescence 
 
17. The above failures related to the assessment of character also mean that there has not 

been adequate assessment taking account of the distinct identities of the village of 
Houghton & Wyton and the town of St Ives for the purposes of assessing compliance with 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy HWNP3 – Anti-coalescence. The Development presents very 
serious loss of openness of the remaining green gap between Houghton & Wyton and St 
Ives and would result in an increase in the actual and perceived coalescence between 
Houghton & Wyton and St Ives and urbanisation, such that the Development does not 
accord with the development principles illustrated in Local Plan Policy SI 1 and conflicts 
with Neighbourhood Plan Policy HWNP3 – Anti-coalescence. 
 

18. Indeed, it is apparent from the Applicant’s Design and Access Statement (“DAS”) that, 
notwithstanding the strong policy requirement to retain actual and perceived separation 
between Houghton & Wyton and St Ives, the Applicant has failed properly to consider the 
importance of avoiding coalescence between the settlements in designing its development. 
As the Parish Council’s Separation Report makes clear, extending built development 
eastward in close proximity to the main road running along the northern edge of the Site 
exacerbates the actual and perceived loss of separation and tightens the pinch points 
between the settlements in the vicinity of the water tower, which is entirely contrary to the 
schematic principles proposed in the LP SI 1 Allocation. Indeed, it is notable that the 
Schematic Layout included with Policy SI 1 Allocation deliberately leaves a green buffer to 
the east of the water tower. The design evolution in sections 4.3-4.4 of the DAS 

 
6 LVA Review, section 5. 
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demonstrates that, contrary to the requirements of development plan policy, none of the 
design options tested involved any consideration of leaving open this most sensitive area 
of open countryside. The proposed development has thus, from inception, been contrary 
to adopted development plan policy. The Applicant has simply never considered, tested or 
otherwise assessed a proposal which would achieve the approach mandated by 
development plan policy.  
 

Flawed application of 10% tolerance  (LP text D87) 
 
19. The harmful landscape impacts and loss of settlement separation is the direct 

consequence of the applicant’s aggressive and potentially legally flawed interpretation and 
application of the 10% tolerance found in a text in Section D: Allocations at D8 which HE 
has relied on to increase the number of dwellings on this Site, and the failure early to adopt 
a Masterplan for the whole of the whole of the SI 1 Allocation. These concerns have been 
raised in correspondence with Homes England (“HE”) multiple times and HE have failed 
repeatedly to engage with the Parish Council on a way forward for successful development 
of the Site. We most recently wrote to the HE on 12 June 2023 and received no substantive 
engagement in response. The principal points we make in relation to the 10% tolerance 
are set out in our letter of 12 June but for ease are recorded below. 
 

20. The material planning harm arising from the application arises from two inter-related 
material failures early on in the commencement of the development of the S1 1 Allocation:  

 
(1) The first is HE’s failure to agree with adjoining landowners and submit for approval a 

masterplan for the entire S1 1 Allocation before approvals in 2021-2022 for the Grange 
Phase 1 and the How (19/01180/REM and 19/02280/FUL respectively), as required by 
the policy. This was a critical requirement in the policy that was never achieved. 
 

(2) The second is that HE has adopted an arguably flawed legal interpretation of an 
application of the 10% tolerance found in text at D 8 in which results in 
overdevelopment of this Site, the last parcel that comprises the S1 1 Allocation.  

 
21. Had a masterplan been in place as required by SI 1 (a) to guide development across the 

S1 1 Allocation, it would have been possible to decide at the outset whether and how best 
to use the 10% tolerance across the SI 1 Allocation and in accordance with the indicative 
layout in policy S1 1. As matters stand, there was no agreement through the masterplan 
process on how to allocate the 10% tolerance, and now HE is seeking to take advantage 
of the entire 10% tolerance which applies for the whole allocation of 400 dwellings to this 
Site, being the last remaining (and arguably most sensitive) parcel of undeveloped land 
within the SI 1 Allocation.  
 

22. In other words, the Applicant’s approach is to seek to rely on the fact that it did not include 
the relevant pro rata of the 10% tolerance on any of the other three parcels which comprise 
the SI 1 Allocation as a justification for an excess of new dwellings well in excess of 10% 
on the last Site’s capacity. This is a fundamentally flawed interpretation and application of 
policy resulting in material planning harm, namely breaches of anti-coalescence objectives 
in policies in the District Local Plan and the Houghton & Wyton Neighbourhood Plan (P1 
and P3). If the current parameter plan is approved without the changes they seek to 
address their concerns, the Parish Council are prepared to test these policies and the 

 
7 D8 provides for flexibility in delivering allocations and proposes a 10% tolerance either side of the allocation 
figure.  
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erroneous construction of the ‘tolerance’ through the courts. For this purpose, and 
reluctantly, the Parish Council have already retained Counsel, Charles Streeten of Francis 
Taylor Building, in anticipation of any litigation. 

 
23. Since litigation is costly for all parties, and would introduce delay to the consent process, 

the Parish Council sought a meeting with HE representatives to discuss these concerns, 
with an expectation that scheme changes could result in a revised parameter plan layout 
they can support. 

 
24. In summary, the Parish Council can support a scheme with modest changes to the north 

of Site, which at present presents a hard and overdeveloped edge. They wish to see the 
Site frontage pulled back from Houghton Road to introduce a softer landscaped edge to 
the access into the Development, as shown in the indicative plan to the SI 1 Allocation. 
This will help to define a clear division between Houghton & Wyton from the town of St 
Ives. This separation would also improve the amenity for these edge-facing houses 
otherwise adversely impacted by the traffic on Houghton Road.  

 
25. The second change the Parish Council requests is to the footprint of the development to 

reduce the spread of the eastern edge so as to reduce the overall developed area to less 
than that in Phase 1. The eastern edge unnecessarily encroaches into the landscape buffer 
which separates the parish from St. Ives, and which creates an inappropriate hard 
suburban edge to the landscape buffer.  

 
26. These changes to the parameter plan are economically viable in light of FOI 

correspondence with HE, which confirms that there is no commercial necessity for excess 
housing on this Site, the last parcel of the S1 1 Allocation in the Local Plan 2019. FOI 
references RFI3582 and RFI13408 reveal that the total HE site was valued at £7.2m, with 
Houghton Grange Phase 1/Morris Homes sold for 4.6m, hence leaving a residual value for 
the Site of £2.6m. 
 

Transport Impacts  
 
27. We note Cambridgeshire County Council’s comments on the proposal dated 25.5.23 which 

state that the application does not include sufficient information to properly determine the 
highway impact of the proposed development and therefore request the application is not 
determined until such time as the additional information has been submitted and published 
for public comment.  

 
28. However, recent traffic studies - notably in connection with Eagle Mill (HDC ref 

22/00371/FUL); Houghton & Wyton’s successful 2022/23 LHI application and justification 
for speed reduction along the A1123; together with HDC’s Option Assessment Report for 
the St. Ives Transport Study, all point to capacity issues on this road and therefore provide 
further evidence and support for a reduction in the overall number of dwellings on the Site. 

 
Flooding 
 
29. We also note the comments from CCC, the lead flooding authority, Cambridgeshire Water 

and Anglia Water, which refer to capacity issues within the system and potential for flooding 
downstream if certain conditions are not met. 
 

30. Given the seriousness of the situation, these issues need to be addressed in full before an 
outline planning decision is made regarding given the excess of development proposed for 
the Site.  
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Conclusion 
 
31. For the reasons detailed in the LVA Review, there are deficiencies in the Applicant’s LVA 

such that its conclusions cannot be relied upon and the Development conflicts with policy 
on landscape.  
 

32. Furthermore, as confirmed by the findings in the Parish Council’s Separation Report, the 
Development has implications for coalescence, urbanisation and impacts on openness 
such that it conflicts with the policies identified above. 

 
33. For the reasons set out above, the Application should be Refused. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 



Proposed Residential Development on 
Land between Houghton Grange and The How 

Houghton Road, Houghton 
Application Ref: 23/00627/OUT 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Peter Radmall Associates have been commissioned by Houghton and Wyton 

Parish Council to review the implications of the proposed residential 

development on land between Houghton Grange and The How, Houghton Road, 

Houghton (ref 23/00627/OUT) for maintaining separation between Houghton 

village and the built-up area of St. Ives. 

 

1.2 The description of development is as follows: 

 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up 

to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, 

play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle 

routes, utility infrastructure and associated works 

 

1.3 A landscape and visual appraisal (LVA, AECOM, March 2023) has been 

submitted in support of the application.  A review of the LVA has been presented 

as a separate document. 

 

1.4 This note is organised as follows: 

• Section 2 summarizes the relevant policy context; 

 

• Section 3 describes the current relationship between Houghton and St. 

Ives and the contribution made by the site; 

 

• Section 4 assesses the impact of the proposed development on spatial 

and visual separation; and 

 

• Section 5 provides a summary and conclusion, including the implications 

for relevant policy. 

 

1.5 This exercise has been based on a site visit, discussions with Parish Council 

members and review of relevant documentation, notably the Neighbourhood 

Plan, the LVA, the NPPF and the applicant’s Planning Statement.  
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2. Policy Context 
 

Neighbourhood Plan 

 

2.1 Objective 3 of the NP is “To retain the separate identity of Houghton and Wyton 

as a small rural village and avoid any further merging with neighbouring towns 

and villages.” 

 

2.2 This objective is directly reflected in two NP policies: 

 

• HWNP1: Houghton and Wyton built up area; and 

• HWNP3: Anti-coalescence. 

 

2.3 Policy HWNP1 defines the built-up area boundary for the village and confirms 

that areas outside this boundary form part of the open countryside.  Proposals 

within this area are considered to “be acceptable where they comply with 

relevant policies for building in the countryside.”  The site’s relationship to the 

built-up area boundary (shown as a red line) is shown in Figure 1 (extracted 

from NP Figure 3, with the site boundary added as a blue line). 

 

Figure 1: Houghton and Wyton Built-Up Area 

 
 
 

2.4 As can be seen, the site lies immediately to the east and south of the Houghton 

Grange part of the built-up area.  This forms an outlier of recent development 

within the greater part of the former poultry research station that occupied the 
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site from 1948-1992.  This development, known as Houghton Grange Phase 1, 

is partly (c20%) complete and is accessed through the application site from the 

signalised junction on Houghton Road opposite Garner Drive.  In the context of 

NP policy, the site is therefore located within open countryside. 

 

2.5 Policy HWNP3 states the following: “Development proposals should respect the 

individual and distinct identities of the village of Houghton and Wyton and the 

town of St Ives. Development will not be permitted if, individually or 

cumulatively, it would result in the loss of the visual and physical separation 

between these two settlements, or would lead to their coalescence.” 

 

2.6 The following main themes emerge from this: 

 

i. The policy explicitly applies to separation between the village and St. 

Ives; 

 

ii. Separation implies the maintenance of sufficient undeveloped (and 

ideally greenfield) land between the settlements to be perceived as an 

open gap.  Openness can be interpreted both spatially (i.e. in terms of 

the absence of built development) and/or visually (i.e. so as to maintain 

a degree of visibility across the gap). 

 

 

iii. The policy test refers to loss of separation, which can reasonably be 

interpreted to mean a “material reduction” as well as its elimination, as 

would result from coalescence (i.e. merging); and 

 

iv. This can apply both to an individual development and to its cumulative 

effect, taking account of existing and/or other consented developments. 

 

2.7 The last point above is specifically relevant in view of the allocated status of the 

application site, and recent extension of the settlement edge of St. Ives up to 

the parish boundary (see below).  

 

Local Plan Allocation 

 

2.8 The application site, together with Houghton Grange Phase 1 (to the west) and 

a triangular area to the east (most of which was formerly the St. Ives Golf 

Course), fall within Strategic Allocation S11: St. Ives West, as identified in the 

Local Plan (May 2019).  The site’s relationship to this area is shown on Figure 

2. 

 

2.9 The northern parcel of land to the east has now been built out (The Spires), 

whilst development of the land to the south of this (The How) is underway.  

With completion of these developments, the application site (known as the 

BBSRC field) represents the last remaining parcel of open land separating the 

settlement edges of Houghton/Wyton and St. Ives. 
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Figure 2: Relationship to St. Ives West Allocation 

 
2.10 This is acknowledged in Policy S11, which states that: “Once developed, parts 

of this site that comply with the 'Built-up Areas definition' will form part of the 

built-up areas of St Ives or Houghton and Wyton as appropriate and considered 

as part of such for the purposes of determining planning applications.”  Until 

that time, however, the site is to continue to be regarded as open countryside. 

 

2.11 The need to retain a degree of separation is also acknowledged in the policy, 

which states that “Successful development of the site will require… a landscape 

scheme design recognising vistas, boundaries and the surrounding green 

infrastructure network, to be particularly focused on restoring the tree lined 

approach on the south side of the A1123 and maintaining a sense of separation 

between developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires.” 

 

2.12 Para 11.9 of the explanatory text states that: “Housing development should be 

predominantly situated in the northern part of the site and arranged in a series 

of clusters separated by green corridors running north-south through the site 

both to screen and separate areas of development and to connect through to 

the greenspace in the south of the site. A substantial band of greenspace should 

be retained through the portion of the BBSRC field to the east of the derelict 

buildings and up to the western edge of residential development at 'The Spires'. 

Management plans should be prepared for the greenspaces within the site which 

should encourage ecological diversity”.   
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Other Policy 

 

2.13 As noted above, the status of the site remains that of open countryside (until 

such time as it has been developed).  This means that the following policies and 

guidance also remain engaged: 

 

i. Local Plan 10: The Countryside; 

 

ii. Local Plan 31: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows; 

 

iii. Huntingdonshire’s Landscape and Townscape Assessment SPD (2007); 

and 

 

iv. NPPF 174 re the need for “planning…decisions [to] contribute to and 

enhance the natural and local environment [my emphasis] by…(b) 

recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside…”  

 

2.14 It should be noted that it is arguable whether NPPF 174(a) re valued landscape 

may also be engaged.  Whilst the value of the site and its setting has not been 

assessed in the LVA with a view to confirming this, it is clear that parts of it are 

of value (e.g. within the conservation areas and their setting).  In addition, the 

“host” character area in which the site is located (LCA 4: Ouse Valley) is, 

according to the Neighbourhood Plan, “what makes this such a special place to 

live or visit” [NP 3.4].  It is also noted that this part of the Great Ouse Valley is 

a candidate for designation as an AONB, and that the application site falls within 

the defined area (ref separate LVA review). 
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3. Role of the Site in Maintaining Separation 

Physical Separation 
 

3.1 The character of the site and its relationship to the surrounding areas is shown 

in Figure 3.  This aerial photo (from Google Earth) is now somewhat outdated, 

in that the poultry sheds that formerly occupied the central/northern part of the 

site have been demolished, and the junction/access road serving Houghton 

Grange Phase 1 has been completed.  In addition, development within 

Houghton Grange and The How is well advanced. 

 

Figure 3: Overview of Site and Immediate Context 

 
 

3.2 The main part of the site clearly remains as the last “gap” of open land to the 

south of Houghton Road, separating the settlement edge of St. Ives from that 

of Houghton (as represented by the eastern edge of Houghton Grange Phase 

1).  This separating function is reinforced by the open and/or greenfield 

condition of most of the site, and the buffers of established vegetation that form 

its western and eastern boundaries.  These features also reinforce its role as 

part of the open countryside. 

 

3.3 The relatively recent completion of the Garner Drive development, to the north 

of Houghton Road, has extended the settlement edge of St. Ives the equivalent 

distance along the site frontage.  As a result, this separating function is 

essentially interrupted by a pinch-point at the water-tower, before it is resumed 
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by the arable land to the north of Houghton Grange.  This has become a 

“gateway” location in terms of how the transition between Houghton and St. 

Ives is perceived on the ground (see below). 

 

Visual Separation 

 

3.4 The separating function of the site is best appreciated from the sequence of 

views experienced along Houghton Road.  Figures 4-10 below show the views 

travelling eastwards from Houghton, the key features of which are as follows: 

 

• Fig 4: Just east of the Sawtrey Way junction, the vegetated frontage to 

Houghton Grange frames the view to the right, whilst open views are 

gained across arable land towards the settlement edge of St. Ives to 

the left. 

 

• Fig 5: Approaching the historic entrance to Houghton Grange, the 

lodges interrupt the vegetated frontage to the right, whilst a sense of 

openness is retained beyond the hedgerow to the left. 

 

• Fig 6: Approaching the water-tower, new dwellings are seen through 

the vegetated frontage of Houghton Grange to the right, whilst a view 

opens up to the left towards the settlement edge of St. Ives.  The water-

tower is behind the group of conifers in the middle ground. 

 

• Fig 7: At the “pinch-point” approaching the St. Ives welcome sign, the 

settlement edge of St. Ives approaches the road corridor from the left, 

whilst the site frontage opens up beyond the trees to the right. 

 

• Fig 8: At the Garner Drive/Houghton Road junction, the proximity of the 

settlement edge to the left, and the urbanizing influence of the junction, 

are evident.  However, the site reintroduces a sense of openness to the 

right, providing views towards the vegetated frontage to The Spires. 

 

• Fig 9: Despite the paraphernalia associated with the access road 

(temporary screen fencing, flagpoles etc), the site clearly retains a 

greenfield condition, providing views towards the vegetated frontage of 

The How. 

 

• Fig 10: The road corridor begins to close in as it approaches the 

settlement edge, although the site retains a sense of openness to the 

right, with development in The Spires visible beyond. 

 

3.5 Figures 11-16 below show the views travelling westwards out of St. Ives, the 

key features of which are as follows: 

 

• Fig 11: At the entrance to The How, whilst the road corridor is well 

vegetated, it is clearly embedded within the built-up area (note the 

driveways accessing it to the right). 
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Figure 4: Eastward View along Houghton Road (a) 

 
 

Figure 5: Eastward View along Houghton Road (b) 

 
 

Figure 6: Eastward View along Houghton Road (c) 

 
 

Figure 7: Eastward View along Houghton Road (d) 
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Figure 8: Eastward View along Houghton Road (e) 

 
 

Figure 9: View into Site from Garner Drive 

 
 

Figure 10: Eastward View along Houghton Road (f) 

 
 

• Fig 12: Beyond The How, the site begins to open up to the left, with the 

Houghton and Wyton welcome sign visible in the middle ground, whilst 

the road corridor also widens on the approach to Garner Drive. 

 

• Fig 13: Approaching the junction, the openness of the site is very evident 

to the left (even though the roadside hedgerow screens its greenfield 

cover).  Medium-distance views are gained towards the vegetated 

frontage of Houghton Grange, with the settlement edge of St. Ives visible 

to the right. 
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• Fig 14: View north-westwards, looking towards the “pinch-point” at the 

water-tower.  The openness of the arable land beyond the settlement 

edge is apparent, with the vegetated character of Houghton Grange to 

the left. 

 

• Fig 15: View from the pinch-point, with the water-tower visible to the 

left, the vegetated frontage of Houghton Grange beyond, and the 

openness maintained by the arable fields north of the road to the right. 

 

• Fig 16: New dwellings within Houghton Grange are visible to the left, 

within an otherwise vegetated frontage, whilst the arable land maintains 

openness to the right. 

 

Figure 11: Westward View along Houghton Road (a) 

 
 

Figure 12: Westward View along Houghton Road (b)

 
 

Figure 13: Westward View along Houghton Road (c) 
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Figure 14: View from Site Access Road 

 
 

Figure 15: Westward View along Houghton Road (d) 

 
 

Figure 16: Westward View along Houghton Road (e) 

 
 

Other Views 

 

3.6 The openness of the site can also be appreciated from LVA VP5, which is taken 

from a PRoW on its southern boundary – ref Figure 17 below (and Figure 19 

for the VP location).  Three key points should be noted from this view: 

 

• Apart from the poultry sheds seen on the skyline in the centre of the 

view, the character of the site is dominated by its grassland cover and 

its established tree belts, which give it a semi-parkland appearance. 
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• These sheds have since been demolished, and at the time of my own 

site visit (in May 2022) had been reduced to a mound of rubble (ref 

Figure 18); and 

 

• Neither the settlement edge of St Ives nor buildings within the Houghton 

Grange Phase 1 site are visible in the LVA view.  

 

3.7 The perception of the site from LVA VP5 reinforces both its role as part of the 

open countryside and its contribution to maintaining visual openness as a foil 

to both the vegetated character of Houghton Grange and the built-up character 

of St. Ives beyond the skyline. 

 

Figure 17: LVA View from VP5 

 
 

Figure 18: May 2022 View from Further North within Site 
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4. Impact of the Development 
 

Spatial Openness 

 
4.1 The proposed built development would occupy c22.5% of the site, concentrated 

in its north-western corner, on either side of the existing access road.  The 

remainder of the site would be retained as green infrastructure for a range of 

uses, including informal recreation, biodiversity enhancement, structural 

landscaping, a SuDs pond and children’s play. 

 

4.2 Whilst the majority of the site would technically remain open, the concentration 

of development adjacent to Houghton Road would reduce the existing width of 

the east/west green gap between Houghton Grange and The Spires (i.e. the 

settlement edges of Houghton and St. Ives respectively) by an average of 

c66%. 

 

4.3 As a result, the functional gap would be reduced to a corridor of green space 

c100-150m wide occupying the eastern third of the site, beyond the developed 

area.  In addition, the location of the development would “plug” the pinch-point 

between Houghton and St. Ives close to the water-tower, such that any residual 

separation between the settlements would be confined to the width of the road 

corridor along a 150m long section of Houghton Road.  Since this section of 

road is inherently urban in character (with traffic lights, street lights, signage 

etc), its separating function is unlikely to be meaningful. 

 

Visual Openness 

 

4.4 The ZTV presented in the LVA shows that the immediate visual influence of the 

built development would extend east/west along Houghton Road, north-

westwards across the arable land to the north, and across the remainder of the 

site eastwards to the settlement edge of St. Ives and south/south-westwards 

as far as The Thicket (ref Figure 19).  As shown in the visual analysis in Section 

3, these open areas currently contribute to the perception of separation 

between Houghton and St. Ives. 

 

4.5 The Year 1 visualizations for Views 6 and 5, extracted from the LVA, confirm 

the loss of openness that would result (ref Figures 20 and 21).  In View 6, built 

development would entirely obstruct the sense of openness that is currently 

gained from looking along the access road.  In View 5, the development would 

infill the gap in the vegetated skyline that remains following demolition of the 

poultry sheds, introducing buildings into a view where none currently occur. 

 

4.6 In addition, the proposed tree planting within the undeveloped parts of the site 

would over time further reduce visual openness (as well as screening views of 
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the development).  This will particularly apply to views from Houghton Road, 

as planting along the road frontage becomes established. 

  

Figure 19: Extract from ZTV with Viewpoint Locations 

 
 
Intrusion into Countryside 

 

4.7 As noted previously, the majority of the site qualifies as open countryside and 

its appearance contributes to that role (even though its recent use and 

management may not have been positive).  In physical terms, the development 

would result in the urbanization of less than a quarter of the site, which is 

envisaged would be perceived as an extension to Houghton. 
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Figure 20: Year 1 Visualization for VP6 

 
 

Figure 21: Year 1 Visualization for VP5 

 
 

4.8 The proposed treatment of the remainder would include a range of initiatives 

that could enhance some of its attributes as countryside, notably its 

biodiversity, appearance and accessibility.  At the same time, however, the 

urbanizing influence of the development would extend across much of the site, 

through its visual impact (ref Figure 19), its implications for tranquillity, and 

the introduction of recreational uses that are typical of urban fringe locations.  

The degree to which these parts of the site would continue to be perceived as 

open countryside may therefore be arguable. 

 

Comparison with Notional Allocated Scheme 

 

4.9 Whilst Policy S11 does not specify the precise footprint of development, the 

explanatory text includes an illustration of how the allocation is envisaged to be 

laid out in general terms.  This is shown in Figure 22 below (which has been 

annotated to provide more information). 

 

4.10 Comparison with the submitted Parameter Plan (ref Figure 23) shows that built 

development was originally envisaged: 

 

• not to extend east of the access road junction, so as to occupy a smaller 

proportion (up to c55%) of the distance between the edges of Houghton 

Grange and The Spires/The How; 

 

• to be pulled southwards from Houghton Road, broadly corresponding to 

the alignment of the access road, rather than infilling between the 

access road and the main road; and 
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• to occupy a footprint demonstrably smaller than that of Houghton 

Grange. 

 

Figure 22: Schematic Layout from Policy S11 

 

Figure 23: Parameter Plan 
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4.11 By extending built development further to the east, and closer to the main road, 

the current proposal exacerbates the actual and perceived loss of separation 

and tightens the pinch-point between the settlements in the vicinity of the water 

tower.  This is evidently contrary to the schematic principles proposed in the 

policy. 
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5. Summary and Conclusion 
 

5.1 The application site lies outside the settlement boundary of Houghton & Wyton, 

and represents the last buffer of open land separating the village from St. Ives 

to the south of Houghton Road.  The majority of the site retains a greenfield 

character that reinforces its role as part of the open countryside.  Despite the 

presence of the access road into Houghton Grange, the site remains 

demonstrably open (and has become increasingly so with recent demolition of 

the poultry sheds). 

 

5.2 The importance of the separating function performed by the site has been 

accentuated by completion of the Garner Drive development to the north of 

Houghton Road.  This has created a “pinch-point” between the settlement edges 

of Houghton & Wyton and St. Ives in the vicinity of the water-tower, beyond 

which further separation is provided by the arable land to the north-west. 

 

5.3 The openness of the site can be appreciated in the sequence of views along 

Houghton Road, in contrast to the built-up edge of St. Ives to the north and the 

vegetated frontages to Houghton Grange and The Spires.  It is also seen in 

views from the southern part of the site, in which its countryside character and 

its contribution to the undeveloped skyline are evident. 

 

5.4 Development would occupy only c22.5% of the site.  However, it would be 

concentrated on its north-western corner, adjacent to Houghton Road.  As a 

result, the width of the east/west green gap between Houghton & Wyton and 

St. Ives would be reduced by about two-thirds, to a corridor of open land c100-

150m wide adjacent to The Spires. 

 

5.5 The visual influence of the development would extend across the remaining 

open parts of the site, along the Houghton Road corridor, and across the arable 

land to the north-west.  The visualizations in the LVA confirm that it would have 

a significantly obstructive and enclosing effect on views from Houghton Road, 

and would introduce a developed skyline into views from the southern part of 

the site. 

 

5.6 The resulting loss of openness would increase the actual and perceived sense 

of coalescence between Houghton & Wyton and St. Ives, such that it would no 

longer be clear where one settlement ends and the other begins.  This is clearly 

contrary to NP Policy 3. 

 

5.7 It is also at variance with the schematic principles illustrated in Policy S11, 

which envisaged that development on this site would not extend as far to the 

east, or as close to the main road, and would occupy a smaller footprint. 
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5.8 The development would also encroach into open countryside and have a further 

urbanising influence on the locality, contrary to NP Policy 1, Local Plan policy 

10 and NPPF 174(b). 

 

5.9 The Parish Council’s concerns about the implications for coalescence and further 

urbanization are therefore considered to be justified. 

 

 

 23rd June, 2023 
 

Peter Radmall Associates 
environmental planning and assessment 
Firbank, Ashdown Road 

Forest Row 

East Sussex RH18 5BW 

Tel: 01342 822278 

E-mail: peterradmall@outlook.com 

www.peterradmallassociates.com 

 

mailto:peterradmall@outlook.com
http://www.peterradmallassociates.com/
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 I have been commissioned by Houghton and Wyton Parish Council to carry out 

a review of the landscape and visual impacts of the proposed residential 

development on land between Houghton Grange and The How, Houghton Road, 

Houghton (ref 23/00627/OUT).  The description of development is as follows: 

 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up 

to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, 

play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle 

routes, utility infrastructure and associated works 

 

1.2 A landscape and visual appraisal (LVA, AECOM, March 2023) has been 

submitted in support of the application.  This document comprises a review of 

the LVA in terms of its compliance with best practice and comments on whether 

its findings appear to be robust, complete and reasonable. 

 

1.3 The exercise has been informed by the relevant technical guidance1, which 

advises that such reviews should consider: 

 

• the methodology used to undertake the assessment, the criteria 

selected (including balance between), and the process followed; 

 

• the baseline, content and findings of the assessment; and 

 

• the presentation of the assessment findings. 

 

1.4 The review has been based on: 

• the submitted LVA material and other relevant application 

documents/drawings; 

 

• published guidance and policy documents (notably GLVIA32); and 

 
• a visit to the site and surrounding area; 

 
Limitations 
 

1.5 The following limitations should be noted: 

 

• This review does not purport to be an LVA/LVIA in its own right, and 

therefore does not attempt to identify and categorise all the potential 

effects; 

 

 
1 Reviewing LVIAs and LVAs, LI TGN 01/20 (January 2020) 
2 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, LI/IEMA, 2013 
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• It has not at this stage included a detailed technical audit of the 

photographic and visualization material; 

 

• Consequently, it places a degree of reliance on the submitted material; 

 

• The fieldwork undertaken for this review was confined to publicly-

accessible locations, and only selected viewpoints were visited; 

 
• The review has not considered the status of, or the weight to be given 

to, relevant policy; and 

 
• Issues such as urban design, sustainability, biodiversity or cultural 

heritage have not been addressed, except where these may influence 

landscape/visual matters. 
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2. Compliance with Best Practice 
 

2.1 The LVA has been reviewed in terms of its compliance with the main 

requirements of the process as set out in GLVIA3 and prevailing practice; this 

is presented in Table 1 below.  Responses that raise queries or potential 

concerns are shown in bold and are addressed in Section 3. 

 
Table 1: LVIA Compliance Checklist 
Criterion Response Comment 

1. Overall Approach 

1.1 Does the assessment distinguish 

between landscape and visual effects? 

 

Yes  

1.2 Are the methodology and 

terminology clearly explained? 

 

Yes LVIA Appendix A 

1.4 Does the assessment state 

whether the effects are beneficial, 

adverse or neutral? 

 

Yes  

1.5 Does the assessment distinguish 

between the effects of construction 

and the completed development? 

 

Yes  

1.6 Where a potential for adverse 

effects has been identified, has 

mitigation been proposed? 

Yes Embedded/primary mitigation 

is described in LVA Section 6 

and is shown on LVA Appendix 

B, Figure 6: Parameter Plan 

1.7 Has the effectiveness of this 

mitigation been assessed (e.g. by 

reporting effects at Years 1 and 15)? 

 

Yes  

2. Presentation 

2.1 Is the LVA clearly structured and 

presented? 

 

Yes  

2.2 Is it adequately supported by: 

- Maps/plans? Yes LVA Appendix B 

- ZTV? Yes 

- Photos? Yes 

- Visualizations? Yes 

3. Landscape Character 

3.1 Has reference been made to 

published LCAs at the appropriate 

levels? 

Yes At national (NCA 88) (LCA 

4.2.3.1) and district 

(Huntingdonshire LCA/TCA, 

LVA 4.2.3.2) levels. 

 

3.2 Has the character of the site been 

adequately described and assessed? 

Partly Whilst the site is described 

(LVA 4.2.2), neither it nor its 

landscape/perceptual 

attributes (e.g land cover, 

landform, significant 
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vegetation, openness) have 

been treated as receptors for 

assessment purposes. 

 

3.3 Has the site’s representativeness 

of/contribution to the published 

character types/areas been assessed? 

No There is no explicit 

consideration of this in LVA 

Section 7, since the site is not 

identified as a receptor. 

 

3.4 Have relevant designations been 

identified? 

Yes There are no landscape 

designations within the study 

area.  However, the Houghton 

& Wyton and St Ives 

Conservation Areas adjoin the 

site, and the settings of such 

areas are a material 

consideration. 

 

3.5 Have the relevant landscape 

receptors been assessed? 

No Landscape receptors are 

confined to the district-level 

LCAs – ref LVA Section 7.  

Neither the site, its landscape 

components and perceptual 

attributes, the adjoining 

conservation areas or their 

component sub-areas are 

identified as receptors. 

 

3.6 Has landscape sensitivity been 

assessed on the basis of its 

susceptibility and value? 

 

Yes LVA Section 7. 

3.7 Has the LVA considered whether 

the site may form part of a valued 

landscape? 

No The value of the site and its 

immediate setting (which 

includes parts of the 

conservation areas) has not 

been explicitly considered. 

 

4. Visual Impact 

4.1 Has a ZTV/ZVI been produced? 

 

Yes Ref LVA Figures 4 + 5 

4.2 Were the assessment views agreed 

with the LPA? 

 

Assumed 

Not 

Since there is no reference to 

such agreement in the LVA. 

4.3 Are these views sufficiently 

representative? 

Partly See below – Whilst 20 views 

suggest a reasonable degree 

of coverage overall, a query 

have been raised about 

viewpoint selection. 

 

4.4 Have seasonal influences been 

taken into account? 

Partly Although the photos were 

taken in July, the Y1 

assessment is based on a 

winter (i.e worst-case) 

scenario - but the Y15 

assessment is based on a 
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summer (i.e. best-case) 

scenario. 

 

4.5 Can the photography and 

visualizations be relied upon? 

 

Assumed 

So 

In the absence of a detailed 

technical audit. 

4.6 Have all potential receptors been 

identified? 

 

Partly Ref LVA Section 5.2 – subject 

to query relating to viewpoint 

selection 

4.7 Has their sensitivity been properly 

assessed? 

Partly Ref LVA Section 7 – queries 

have been raised about the 

sensitivity of some residents 

and users of PRoWs. 

 

5. Policy Considerations 

5.1 Does the LVA set out the landscape 

policy context? 

 

Yes LVA Section 2 

5.2 Does the LVA comment on the 

degree to which the proposed 

development complies/conflicts with 

relevant policy? 

 

No But this is not unusual, and is 

typically addressed in the 

applicant’s Planning 

Statement. 
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3. Key Points Arising 

 
3.1 Whilst the LVA has been carried out in accordance with the principles of the 

guidance, the following queries and potential deficiencies should be noted: 

 

i. The site and its component landscape/perceptual attributes have not 

been identified as landscape receptors for assessment purposes; 

 

ii. The site’s representativeness of/contribution to the published LCAs has 

not been assessed; 

 

iii. The conservation areas adjoining the site (and their component sub-

areas) have also not been identified as landscape receptors; 

 

iv. There has been no explicit consideration of whether the site may form 

part of a valued landscape; 

 

v. The assessment views do not appear to have been agreed with the LPA; 

 

vi. The location/representativeness of some of the viewpoints – the Parish 

Council is of the opinion that longer-distance views from the 

south/south-east should have been considered; 

 

vii. Seasonal influences on visibility and effects are not evident from the 

photography/visualizations; 

 

viii. The reliability of the visual material has been taken as read; and 

 

ix. The sensitivity of some visual receptors. 

 

Effects on the Site and its Component Attributes 

 

3.2 The assessment of landscape character effects is essentially an aggregating 

exercise, whereby changes to individual landscape components and perceptual 

attributes may to varying degrees “cascade upwards” through each specific site, 

locality, neighbourhood, study area and hierarchy of published character areas 

(district to national). 

 

3.3 This is reflected in the guidance, which states that “The first step [in predicting 

landscape effects] is to identify the components of the landscape that are likely 

to be affected…, often referred to as the landscape receptors, such as overall 

character and key characteristics, individual elements or features, and specific 

aesthetic or perceptual aspects.” [GLVIA3, 5.34 bullet 1]. 

 
3.4 Since the LVA does not follow this approach, and identifies only the district-

wide LCAs as receptors, it is difficult to understand how it has arrived at its 

assessment of effects on them.  This is particularly the case because there is 
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no explicit consideration of how the site or its component attributes may be 

representative of, or contribute to, the key characteristics of the LCAs. 

 

Effects on the Conservation Areas 

 

3.5 The relationship of the site to the two conservation areas is shown in Figure 1 

below (extracted from the DAS).  Whilst conservation areas are primarily 

heritage designations, they often have landscape (as well as townscape) 

implications, particularly where they may include greenfield land and/or possess 

a wider setting.  That is the case here. 

 

3.6 The ZTV mapping (LVA Figures 4/5) indicates that the proposed development 

would potentially be visible from parts of Hemingford Meadow (within the St 

Ives CA) and from both the southern part of the Houghton and Wyton CA (which 

falls within the site) and the northern part (which adjoins the site and Houghton 

Hill Road).  The LVA fails to assess whether there would be any effects on the 

character or setting of either CA.   

 

Figure 1: Relationship to Designations 

 
  

Valued Landscape 

 

3.7 The LVA does not consider whether the site may form part of a valued 

landscape, and thereby worthy of consideration under NPPF174(a), by following 
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either Box5.13 or Table 1 in TGN02/214.  It is not the purpose of this review to 

carry out such an assessment or to put forward a case for the site to be 

regarded as such. 

 

3.8 However, whilst most of the site is not officially accessible to the public, and its 

northern part is of unremarkable character, its sloping southern part is more 

distinctive.  In addition, its south-western part falls within both the Houghton 

Grange Grassland County Wildlife Site and the Houghton and Wyton CA, whilst 

its setting to the south extends across the Ouse valley, which is clearly a 

landscape of some scenic, biodiversity, recreational and heritage value. 

 

3.9 In addition, the site falls within a section of the Great Ouse Valley which has for 

a decade been promoted as a potential Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

(AONB).  AONBs define landscapes that are of national importance for the 

protection and enhancement of their natural beauty, designated under the 

National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 1949. 

 

3.10 The relevant section of the valley broadly extends from St. Neots to Downham 

Market.  In the vicinity of St. Ives, the boundary excludes most of the built-up 

area and is defined to the north by the A1123/Houghton Road – it therefore 

includes the application site. 

 

3.11 Whilst candidate AONB status has no formal standing in policy terms, it clearly 

indicates a degree of consensus about the value of the landscape, and suggests 

that the site is considered to contribute to that value.  This has not been 

acknowledged in the LVA. 

 

Visual Assessment 

 

3.12 It is good practice to agree the assessment views with the LPA.  Since the LVA 

makes no reference to such an agreement, it is assumed that this was not the 

case here. 

 

3.13 The assessment has been based on 20 representative viewpoints, as shown on 

Figure 2 below.  These are presented as “Type 1” visualizations (i.e. existing 

views annotated to show the site extent, blue dots), of which six were then 

used for the preparation of “Type 4” visualizations (i.e. existing views with the 

development envelope added, pink dots). 

 

3.14 At first sight, this appears to represent a reasonable number and distribution of 

views.  However, in view of the parish council’s concerns about implications for 

the perceived separation between Houghton and St Ives, additional viewpoints 

looking towards the site from both directions along Houghton Road would have 

been helpful. 

 

 
3 GLVIA3 p84 
4 Assessing landscape value outside national designations, Landscape Institute, February 2021 
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3.15 Whilst no detailed technical audit of the ZTV, photography or visualizations has 

been undertaken at this stage, a preliminary review of this material (by MS 

Environmental) has raised the following points: 

 

• The 2km radius for the ZTV is inadequate for buildings 10m in height 

(e.g. solar arrays are typically 3-4km in height, but their ZTVs typically 

extend to 5km). 

 

• The ZTV with visual buffers is poor, as it identifies viewpoints with no 

visibility. 

 

• Whilst there are 20 identified viewpoints, all but three have no view of 

the site and should probably have been replaced; these include four of 

the six “Type 4” visualizations. 

 

• Winter and summer photography should have been provided for each 

viewpoint. 

 

• Viewpoint 6 (“Type 3”) fails to capture the full extent of the site and is 

a poor example; in addition, it is not clear why this is specified as Type 

3 rather than Type 4. 

 

• There should be additional closer-range viewpoints along Houghton 

Road and the Ouse Valley Way. 

 
• The reference to a 10-15m tolerance on the Parameter Plan is 

ambiguous, although it is assumed to apply to layout. 

 

3.16 Whilst the LVA allows for variations in effects between summer and winter 

conditions, these are not evident in the photography and visualizations, which 

only show the former (i.e. the least-visibility scenario).  A winter version of the 

material would have provided substantially greater confidence in its reliability, 

and in the judgments based on it, and in view of the March submission date for 

the LVA could conceivably have been provided. 

 

3.17 Finally, the discrepancies in sensitivity between the same categories of visual 

receptor are not readily explicable.  Of the six receptor groups comprising users 

of PRoWs or public access land, three are of medium sensitivity and three are 

high.  In addition, all residential receptors are considered to be of medium 

sensitivity.  This is despite the advice in GLVIA3 that “visual receptors most 

susceptible to change are…likely to include…residents at home [and] people 

engaged in outdoor recreation, including use of public rights-of-way…”.  
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Figure 2: ZTV with Viewpoint Locations 
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4. Critique of LVA Findings 
 

Sources of Impact 

 
4.1 Since the development is fully described in the Design and Access Statement 

and elsewhere, a summary of the main sources of landscape/visual impact will 

suffice as follows (for reference purposes, the Parameter Plan is presented in 

Figure 3): 

 
• The current use of most of the site (as former pasture) would be 

displaced. 

 

• The Arboricultural Impact Assessment reports the following regarding 

tree loss: 

 

- Thirteen individual trees, eight full groups and part of eight groups 

are to be removed to facilitate the Proposed Development; this 

includes part of four groups classed as high quality (Category A), 

three individual trees and part of two groups classed as moderate 

quality (Category B) and the remaining ten individual trees, eight 

full groups and part of two groups classified as low quality (Category 

C). 

 
- In addition, nine individual trees, three full groups and part of one 

group which are identified as unsuitable for retention (Category U) 

in the context of the current land use are also required for removal 

to facilitate the Proposed Development. These trees are arguably 

not suitable for long term retention and their removal is justified 

regardless of the Proposed Development. 

 

- Further tree removals may be required to facilitate the installation 

of pedestrian footways within the RPAs of G269, G270, G315 and 

G319 (of high quality) and G196 and G333 (of moderate quality) 

 

• The part of the site to be developed is gently sloping and would to a 

degree need to be reprofiled to accommodate the building footprints 

and access/parking areas. 

 

• Vehicular access would be provided off the constructed Houghton 

Grange Phase 1 access road. 

 

• The buildings would be a maximum height of two storeys (10m to 

ridge). 

 

• The development area would occupy c22.5% of the site, concentrated 

in its north-western corner. 
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• The remainder of the site would comprise green infrastructure, including 

a mix of informal amenity space, children’s play, habitat creation, a 

SuDs pond, retained tree cover and new structural planting, with new 

pedestrian/cycle links to the surrounding area. 

 

• Once completed and occupied, the development would introduce 

lighting onto what is currently an unlit site (although the nearby sections 

of Houghton Road and adjoining built-up areas are lit). 

 

Figure 3: Parameter Plan 

 
 

Construction Effects 

 
4.2 The LVA predicts the landscape character effects to be no greater than minor 

adverse (for LCA4: Ouse Valley) and the visual effects to be no greater than 

moderate adverse (for users of the informal path on the southern part of the 

site, travellers on Houghton Road and residents of Garner Drive) [ref LVA 

8.1.1.3]. 
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4.3 These conclusions appear to be consistent with the judgmental framework used 

in the LVA.  In relation to the landscape effects on LCA4, LVA Table 3-9 (in LVA 

Appendix A) indicates that a low magnitude of change to a highly sensitive 

receptor can give rise to a moderate/minor effect, and it is assumed that the 

conclusion of minor in this case reflects the limited duration of the works. 

 

Year 1 Landscape Effects 
 
4.4 The LVA predicts that the landscape character effects would be no greater than 

minor adverse, in relation to LCA3, resulting from a low magnitude of change 

to a receptor of high sensitivity [LVA 8.1.2.3].  This reflects the relatively low 

sensitivity part of the site where built development would be located, together 

with its insignificant proportion of/peripheral location within the LCA, and its 

separation from the remainder of the LCA by St Ives Thicket. 

 

4.5 Whilst this logic appears to be reasonable, an explicit evaluation of the role of 

the site within the LCA would have been helpful.  In addition, the district-wide 

LVAs are relatively large-scale units, and LCA4 includes locally significant 

variations in character such as the St Ives urban fringe, the Houghton Grange 

estate/recent residential development, the valley slopes, River Ouse floodplain 

and valley crest (where the built development would be located). 

 

4.6 A finer-grained assessment may well have teased out more meaningful 

variations in effect.  Such an approach should arguably have considered the 

potential for effects on the character and/or setting of the two conservation 

areas (rather than leaving this entirely as a matter for the Cultural Heritage 

DBA), and also the relevant character areas identified in Appendix 1 of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

4.7 In relation to the St. Ives CA, the DBA reports that “…it is possible that buildings 

on the southern edge of the developed area will be visible from the boundary 

of the conservation area on the north edge of St Ives Thicket” [DBA 6.2], and 

that “The setting of the conservation area to the north of St Ives Thicket will be 

changed by the Proposed Development which will introduce built development 

to part of the setting that was formerly agricultural” [DBA 6.4]. 

 

4.8 In relation to the Houghton and Wyton CA, the DBA reports that “The Proposed 

Development has the potential for impact on two character areas of the 

Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area, Houghton Hill and Thicket Road East 

and The Meadows” [DBA 6.5], and that “Impact on the conservation area as a 

result of the Proposed Development will…be confined to the boundary with 

Phase 1 of the Houghton Grange development” [DBA 6.6]. 

 

Year 1 Visual Effects 

 

4.9 The LVA predicts that the visual effects at Y1 would be moderate adverse for 

two of the 14 receptor categories, minor adverse for one, negligible for one, 



14 
 

and neutral for the remaining 10.  Table 3-9 in LVA Appendix A makes it clear 

that neutral essentially means “no effect”, since it results from no change. 

 

4.10 This very limited range of effects, together with the absence of any effects of 

major magnitude - even though this relates to the worst-case scenario (winter, 

before landscaping has begun to take effect) - invites scrutiny.  The greatest 

effects relate to views 5 and 6. 

 

4.11 For VP5, the LVA predicts that medium sensitivity x medium change would give 

rise to a moderate adverse effect.  However, as noted previously, footpath users 

could legitimately be considered to be of high sensitivity where their setting 

contributes to their amenity.  If that were to be applied here, the effect could 

be categorised as major or moderate. 

 
4.12 For VP6, the LVA predicts that medium sensitivity x a high degree of change 

would give rise to a moderate adverse effect.  However, Table 3-9 in LVA 

Appendix A indicates that such a combination can give rise to a major or 

moderate effect.  The “Type 4” visualization for VP6 indicates that the 

development would amount to a fundamental change to what is currently an 

open view (beyond Houghton Road), it is not clear why a major effect has not 

been reported in this case. 

 

4.13 The visualizations for the remaining VPs indicate that vegetation would obstruct 

views of the development, notably from VPs 5 and 8.  This rapid falling away of 

visibility with distance from the site is not entirely uncommon.  However, due 

to the absence of winter views from such locations, we have no option but to 

take the conclusions of the LVA at face value. 

  

Year 15 Effects 
 

4.14 By Y15, the LVA predicts that the effect on LCA4 would be reduced to negligible, 

and that the effects on the receptor groups represented by VPs 5 and 6 would 

be reduced to minor adverse, with all other visual effects becoming either 

negligible or neutral [LVA 8.1.3.3].  This reduction in effects, typically by an 

order of magnitude, is a common outcome in LVA, and reflects the assumed 

effectiveness of the proposed landscaping in integrating the development into 

its landscape context and screening specific views. 

 
4.15 Scrutiny of the Y15 visualizations for VPs 5 and 6, however, suggests that this 

assumption should not necessarily be taken at face value. In relation to VP5, 

the Y1 visualization clearly shows what could legitimately be regarded as a 

major effect, with the development closing the skyline gap between the tree-

belt within the site (to the right) and the trees within the Houghton Grange site 

(to the left).  The Y15 visualization shows this gap to remain closed, with the 

development likely to remain visible beyond the proposed tree planting (and 

probably even more so in winter).  This comparison is shown in Figure 4 below. 
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Figure 4: Year 1 and Year 15 Visualizations for VP5 

 
 

 
 

4.16 In relation to VP6, the Y1 visualizations shows the open view beyond Houghton 

Road completely obstructed by the proposed development.  This obstructing 

and urbanizing effect would remain at Y15, with relatively little mitigation 

provided by the proposed landscaping around the site entrance/Houghton Road 

frontage.  This comparison is shown in Figure 5 below. 

 

Figure 5: Year 1 and Year 15 Visualizations for VP6 
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5. Summary and Advice to the Parish Council 
 

Robustness of LVA and its Findings 

 

5.1 The LVA is considered to be consistent with the principles of GLVIA3.  However, 

reservations have been identified in relation to the following: 

 

i. Its failure to assess the effects on site character and its component 

landscape/perceptual attributes; 

 

ii. The absence of explicit assessment of the site’s representativeness 

of/contribution to the published LCAs; 

 

iii. Its failure to assess effects on the character/setting of the conservation 

areas that adjoin/lie partly within the site (although this is addressed in 

the Cultural Heritage DBA); 

 

iv. Its failure to consider whether the site may form part of a valued 

landscape, despite its location within an area under consideration for 

potential designation as an AONB; 

 

v. The absence of any finer-grained breakdown of the character effects 

below that of the district-level LCAs (including, for example, the 

character areas from the Neighbourhood Plan); 

 

vi. The apparent absence of agreement of the assessment views with the 

LPA; 

 

vii. The extent and basis for the ZTV, and the location/representativeness 

of some of the viewpoints, 85% of which indicate no view of the site; 

 

viii. The absence of worst-case (winter) versions of the 

photography/visualizations; 

 

ix. The need to take the reliability of the visual material as read at this 

stage; 

 

x. Potential under-reporting of the sensitivity of some visual receptors and 

the magnitude of change to some views, which could influence the 

predicted effects; and 

 

xi. Potential exaggeration of the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 
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Conclusion 

 

5.2 Taking account of the above, the conclusions of the LVA should not necessarily 

be taken at face value, without considering the points raised in this review. 

 

5.3 In particular, the LVA methodology, and the tolerances of judgment it permits, 

may have played down the potential severity of some effects, notably those on 

the most sensitive visual receptors within some of the closest-range views. 

 

5.4 It is also noted that the relatively coarse-grained approach to the character 

assessment (based on the district-wide LCAs) may have caused the LVA to 

overlook smaller-scale variations in effects that could be meaningful at a local 

level.  

 

5.5 The Parish Council are advised to form their own judgments about the 

acceptability of the proposals in landscape and visual terms.  These judgments 

should be informed by the factual information in the LVA and elsewhere, by the 

matters raised in this review, and by their own perception of the potential 

impacts and the effectiveness of the mitigation, within the policy framework 

provided by the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

 

 23rd June, 2023 
 

Peter Radmall Associates 
environmental planning and assessment 
Firbank, Ashdown Road 

Forest Row 

East Sussex RH18 5BW 

Tel: 01342 822278 

E-mail: peterradmall@outlook.com 

www.peterradmallassociates.com 

 

mailto:peterradmall@outlook.com
http://www.peterradmallassociates.com/
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From:
Sent: 22 October 2024 15:34
To: DevelopmentControl
Cc:
Subject: Houghton Grange Phase 2 (23/00627/OUT)
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; HDC (out) 22.10.24.pdf; 

HoughtonRevisedLVAreviewOctober24FinalForSubmission[2].pdf

Categories: S

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Dear Ms Fisher, 
 
Please see aƩached leƩer sent on behalf of our client, Houghton & Wyton Parish Council objecƟng the above 
planning applicaƟon as well as an associated updated review by Peter Radmall. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 

 
 

 
Paralegal 
Richard Buxton Solicitors 
Dale’s Brewery, Gwydir Street, Cambridge CB1 2LJ 
T.  
E.  
W.  
 
Authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority 
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distinctly different settlements. 
 
The proposed development is still located too close to the main road, harming the entrance/exit 
to the village and green gateway to the town.  
 
By infilling the land between the entrance road and A1123 the proposal does not correspond 
with the Local Plan policy illustration of what is considered acceptable, all of which increases 
the actual and perceived sense of coalescence.  
 
Homes England appear to reach the same conclusion when stating and admitting that when 
viewed from the A1123 the development 'would cause a pronounced change to the 
composition of the view'(section 9.1.3.2 Year 15 Visual Effects) and in the Revised Landscape 
and Visual Appraisal, that 'it would appear integrated into the settlement edge of St Ives.' in 
other words it would be seen as part of the town (9.1.3.1 Year 15 effects to Published 
Landscape Character Areas). 
 
This concurs with , our own Landscape Assessor's view that it "would increase 
the actual and perceived coalescence between Houghton & Wyton and St Ives". 

 
Kind regards  
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From:  
Sent: 28 February 2025 16:57
To: DMAdmin; Laura Fisher
Cc:
Subject: Planning Application 23/00627/OUT Land between Houghton Grange and The How, 

Houghton Road, Houghton
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; 2300627OUT Richard Buxton letter H&WPC 

28022025.pdf; 2300627OUT Peter Radmall February 2025 LVA review (1).pdf; 
Houghton & Wyton reponse to 2300627OUT 28022025.pdf

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Please see the response from Houghton and Wyton Parish Council in respect of the application Ref 
23/00627/OUT. 
Please also refer to the submission from Richard Buxton Solicitors on our behalf, which is also 
attached for your reference. 
 
Regards 

 
Clerk to Houghton & Wyton Parish Council 

 
www.houghtonwytonpc.co.uk 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to 
whom they are addressed.  If you have received the email in error please notify the sender and delete the email and 
any attachments.  Any views expressed are the author's own and do not necessarily reflect the views of Houghton & 
Wyton Parish Council.  
Privacy notice: Email addresses are not shared with third parties and are used only to communicate with the 
intended recipient.  Please only forward with email addresses removed. 
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From: DevelopmentControl
Sent: 24 April 2025 21:21
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT

 

 Comments summary 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below. 

Comments were submitted at 24/04/2025 9:20 PM from . 

Application Summary 

Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton  

Proposal: 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes 
(Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water 
attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated 
works  

Case Officer:   

 
Click for further information 
 

Customer Details 

Name:  

Email:   

Address: St Mary's Centre, Chapel Lane Houghton Huntingdon 

 

Comments Details 

Commenter 
Type: 

Town or Parish Council 

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application 

Reasons for 
comment: 

 

Comments: Commenting upon what is now the 8th amendment to this application, we welcome the Locally 
Equipped Areas of Play (LEAP) being removed from the east of the developable footprint to 
protect the remaining countryside separation gap. However to simply show it on the Revised 
Parameter Plan as an 'informal play area' in the linear green space within the housing 
development rather than locally equipped area seems inadequate. 
 
Play is fundamental to children's physical health, wellbeing, social development, and cognitive 
growth, factors which were recognised in the recent amendment to the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF), which now explicitly references 'formal play spaces' rather than 
simply 'informal' spaces and giving play spaces a higher priority in local planning decisions. 
 
Given the importance of such spaces and the fact that a second play area has featured in all 
the previous 7 versions of this application, it seems incongruous that a second LEAP, fully 
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equipped formal space, should not feature within the developable area. 
 
Space of course does exist within the developable footprint if only the number of homes were 
reduced to that number allowable within the Local Plan. On paper the allocated site can 
contain a further 88 homes to complete the 400 earmarked in the Local Plan policy SI 1 for this 
area. 
 
At present, Homes England are applying to build 120 houses which is 36% more than the 
Local Plan allocation. Even assuming it was acceptable to apply the +/- 10% tolerance in an 
upward direction, it would increase the house building on this site up to 97 so still freeing up 
space for a play area as well as the option to remodel and remove houses from the sensitive 
road entrance to the site. We estimate that doing this could also free up enough land within the 
development to provide space for a Multi Use Games Area (MUGA) or tennis courts, to relive 
much needed capacity for other sports and leisure activities currently located on the village 
playing field.  
 
Houghton is classified as a small settlement. By attempting to incorporate an extra c32 houses, 
and when taken together with Houghton Grange phase 1, it would represent a 68% increase in 
the number of dwellings in Houghton itself. This would be a more significant expansion than 
was anticipated in the Local Plan with implications for the capacity of the community 
infrastructure, sports and leisure facilities the village can provide. Another reason not to over 
egg the numbers but to look to provide facilities for the whole village community within the 
developable area itself. 
 
Of equal concern is the high density of this housing on the edge of a small settlement. At an 
average of 31.4 it would be twice the density of the Houghton Grange phase 1 development 
(16 dwellings per hectare (dph)) and sited right on the edge of the village as it abuts the 
countryside gap which our Neighbourhood and Loal Plan policies are designed to protect.  
 
At 16 dph, Houghton Grange phase 1 is broadly consistent with the most densely developed 
areas of Houghton and lends itself to a countryside location. However, this application for 
Phase 2, at an average of c31 and c36 dph at its greatest concentration, is wholly 
inappropriate for both the village and its location. 
 
This scale of density is also inconsistent with the recent Local Plan call for sites strategic land 
assessment criteria which had a cut off at 25 dph even for the edge of a town, let alone a small 
settlement when calculating capacity. More importantly, any development needs to be tailored 
to the local circumstances, for example, taking into account the existing densities which help 
shape and define the settlement, as well as any sensitivities of the area such as the fact that 
this development will be built within the last gap maintaining separation from the much larger 
Market Town.  
 
However, even the Spires, which is on the outskirts of the town rather than small village 
settlement, and despite feeling intensively built out, actually has a much lower density at 25 
dph.  
 
Finally, we feel that by applying to build excessive numbers of homes on this remaining parcel 
is inappropriate and will result in planning harm. We therefore believe the very recent decision 
to reject the nearby Class C2 Residential Accommodation with Care at the junction of Harrison 
Way and Meadow Lane in St Ives (4/02275/FUL) is relevant. The decision to reject cites the 
reason that 'it would be out of keeping and detract from the wider Great Ouse Valley 
Landscape Character Area and Great Ouse Valley Green Infrastructure Priority Area which has 
landscape and biodiversity value. Therefore, it is considered that the proposal would have an 
adverse impact on the landscape character and would fail to recognise the intrinsic character 
and beauty of the countryside, contrary to Policies LP3, LP10, LP11 and LP12 of the 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 and the NPPF 2024.'  
 
Therefore, in conclusion - reducing the numbers to fall back in line with NPPF, Local Plan and 
H&W Neighbourhood Plan policy leads to a far more acceptable solution, creating more space 
for play and leisure facilities, enhancing the perception of separation, complimenting Phase 1 
and providing a more fitting density of housing for this countryside / small settlement location. 
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All of which would then be consistent with the alternative proposal which this council shared 
with Homes England and the District Council in July last year and which respects the individual 
and distinct identities of the village and town (Policy HWNP 3). 

 
Kind regards  

  
 



From: DevelopmentControl
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT
Date: 23 May 2025 13:37:49

Comments summary

Dear Sir/Madam,

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 23/05/2025 1:37 PM from 

Application Summary
Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton

Proposal:

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up
to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping,
play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle
routes, utility infrastructure and associated works

Case Officer: Laura Fisher

Click for further information

Customer Details
Name:

Email:

Address: St Mary's Centre, Chapel Lane Houghton Huntingdon

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Town or Parish Council

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for comment:

Comments: 1. PLANNING MATTER
1.1. Outline planning (with all matters reserved except for means of site access)
for the erection of up to 295 dwellings, provision of new roundabout access and
secondary access, internal roads and footpaths, public open space and
landscaping, surface water attenuation and associated infrastructure. Land East
Of Houghton Hill Farm Houghton Road St Ives Ref. No: 25/00616/OUT 
RESOLVED: Houghton & Wyton Parish Council recommend this planning
application be REFUSED and submit the following response:
Housing situated at this location has been assessed and rejected in the past
over many years for reasons of adverse impact on visual amenity, issues of
sustainability, coalescence with surrounding settlements, loss of good quality
agricultural land, and representing un-necessary building in the countryside.
This latest application is contrary to current adopted planning policy and should
be rejected for the following planning reasons:
It is not supported by the Huntingdonshire Local Plan or NPPF - particularly
policies LP2; LP7; LP10 and NPPF 116.
LP10
a. seek to use land of a lower quality agricultural value in preference to land of
higher quality value.
i. Avoiding the irreversible loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land
(Grade 1 - 3a) where possible
The site is a Greenfield location situated in the countryside within Wyton on the
Hill Parish. It would not contribute to reuse of previously developed land or
regeneration. It would result in the loss of prime agricultural land. 
For sustainability assessment purposes, Natural England defines Best and Most
Versatile land as grades 1 - 3a. This is picked up and made legal policy in LP10.
Hence just as the policy and guidance both state, we should only be considering
land for development which is below grade 3a and not capable of achieving any



higher. 
The Planning Statement accompanying this application puts forward the
applicants' assertion that there is no lower quality land available and due to
triggering the 'tilted balance' they should be exempt from this policy restriction. 
However, this fails to consider a sequential test argument (in the same way as
that used for land that is subject to flooding risk) whereby if there is land of a
lower quality available, it should be this which is developed first. 
We know that such lower quality land is available because substantial amounts
have already been put forward for development through the district's new Local
Plan Call for sites and Land Availability Assessment which the council has
conducted. Some of what has been offered and already assessed as suitable for
development is also previously developed land. 
Huntingdonshire benefits from the fact of having some of the very best quality
and most precious agricultural land in the UK, which LP10 crucially looks to
protect. The applicant admits that this only constitutes 78% of Huntingdonshire's
total land mass which therefore still leaves 22%, or over one fifth of the entire
District, below that level set by Natural England and LP10.
NPPF 116
Development should be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would
be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative
impacts on the road network, following mitigation, would be severe, taking into
account all future reasonable scenarios.[emphasis added]
We recognise that there are questions over the reliability of some of the data
used for modelling the capacity assessments from this proposal, but even with
these limitations, the applicant reports in their Planning Statement 6.57 that the
queue increases at the A1123/Garner Drive Signalised Crossroads would be
considered 'severe'. [emphasis added].
This does correspond with previous studies. As far back as 2011,
Cambridgeshire County Council stated that based on background growth, the
A1123 would be over capacity by 2017.
Pollution levels particularly from queuing vehicles at peak times most mornings
and evenings on Houghton Hill have been the source of serious complaints to
the Council and such a development would only exacerbate this.
At the Local Plan Hearing in 2018 for the current Local Plan - Matters 8, CCC
stated that the highways modelling work had already highlighted significant
impacts from housing situated west of St Ives. They had assessed 15 junctions
and found that no less than 8 were anticipated to operate over capacity in the
future year scenarios and that traffic generated from such a development would
require strategic solutions to the road network for projected traffic flows to be
acceptable.
1) The B1090/A1123 Houghton Road/Houghton Hill Road junction; 2) A1123
Houghton Road/Garner Drive signalled junction; 3) A1123 Houghton Road/Hill
Rise/High Leys signalled junction; 4) A1123 Houghton Road/Ramsey Road/St
Audrey Lane signalled junction; 5) A1123 St Audrey Lane/Somersham Road
roundabout; 6) Stocksbridge Lane/Harrison Way roundabout; 7) B1514/The
Avenue signal junction; 
The latest Amended Traffic Assessment submitted as part of the Houghton
Grange Phase II application 23/00627/OUT concludes that by 2028, even
without Phase II going ahead the Houghton Road/Garner Drive/Houghton
Grange Site Access junction is forecast to operate above capacity in 2028 in
both the AM and PM peak hours. Likewise by 2033 the Houghton Road/Hill
Rise/ High Leys Junction is also calculated to be over capacity. 
We note that the current A141 & St Ives improvement scheme is not considered
to deliver any strategic solutions to traffic congestion problems in St Ives.
Therefore we can only conclude that through NPPF116 development should be
refused.
Furthermore, historic transport studies have all raised the point that St Ives has
some of the highest levels of net outward commuting of any town in
Cambridgeshire. 
The strategic transport routes to and from St Ives run east (along the segregated
guided bus route to Cambridge) and south east (towards the A14). Next busiest
is the A1123 which takes traffic east/west through the town to link with these
routes, hence a development of this scale situated to the west is on the wrong
side of the town.
Likewise much has been made of the fact that the guided buses would run past
the site entrance, however this is along the un-segregated road section and it is
only upon reaching the other side of town, some three kilometres away, that the
route emerges free of car traffic, hence once again west is not best.
In a bid to reduce net outward commuting, Employment Areas have been
designated to encourage businesses to locate and employ more people locally.
These are situated on the eastern side of St Ives and are set to expand further



east with Giffords Farm already being an allocated site for business and
employment growth. 
Therefore, another large-scale housing development on the western fringes,
which puts the town in the way of people travelling to work, is not to be
welcomed and will only contribute to the congestion already seen in the town. 
LP7 Spatial Planning Areas
Residential Development
A proposal for housing development .... Will be supported where it is
appropriately located within a built-up area of an identified Spatial Planning Area
settlement. [emphasis added].
For reasons including those already mentioned, the proposed site is neither
appropriately located nor within a built-up area of the Spatial Planning Area.
It abuts and overlooks the largest continuous conservation area in
Huntingdonshire and valued landscape of the Great Ouse Valley.
The development would sit on the boundary of Houghton & Wyton Parish and
join the newly developed village extension of Houghton Grange phase 1. At 295
houses this would represent a built mass equivalent to a third of the existing
number in the village.
It occupies high ground towards the north eastern edge of Houghton & Wyton
and the concentration of housing and with ridge heights of circa 10m on such a
flat, open and exposed site, it would contribute significantly to the perception of
and actual coalescence between town and Village, and so goes against policy
HWNP 3. 
A landscape assessment conducted this year and submitted as part of the
outline planning application 23/00627/OUT for the Houghton Grange field site
(BBSRC field), concluded that this location operated to form an important
countryside extension to the gap maintaining separation of the two very different
settlements of St Ives and the village of Houghton & Wyton.
Redevelopment of the Houghton Grange site for residential use is already
changing the character of this area. Development of this site would alter the form
of the local area further by introducing development on both sides of the A1123
and increasing the perception of coalescence of St Ives with Houghton and
Wyton. 
Housing and massing extending west along the A1123 would essentially
constitute ribbon development of St Ives. This would be exacerbated by the fact
that a portion of the western boundary adjoins Houghton Hill Industries hence
with development of the site effectively making this contiguous with St Ives.
Development would affect the character of the local area by spreading the
perception of the outskirts of St Ives along Sawtry Way and ultimately even the
perception of linking with Wyton on the Hill.
Looking north, this large, concentrated mass of housing, begins to envelope the
current softer edge of the town afforded by the recreation and sports grounds
and creates an extended harder edge between Wyton on the Hill in open
countryside and St Ives. 
The site was offered for development again through the Local Plan Call for Sites
last year. As part of the assessment for suitability to be taken forward, the
question whether development can 'Make efficient use of land whilst also
protecting the form and character of the local area? 
The assessor answered this question stating that the 'majority of the land is
surrounded by open space leisure uses or agricultural land; introducing built
development would significantly impact on these by enclosing them into the built
environment rather than the edge of settlement character they currently have'.
The proposal for 295 homes produces a density figure of 36 dph which would
put the development into the 'Moderate' category of density as defined by the
Supplementary Planning Guidance of the council. This is considered too high for
an edge of town development, located a long way from the town centre. Were it
to be developed, this settlement would form a buffer with very open countryside
beyond and extending to Wyton on the Hill.
LP2 Distribution of Growth
Four Spatial Planning areas are designated reflecting their status as the district's
traditional market towns and most sustainable centres. 
This policy works in conjunction with LP7, the problems associated with which
have been covered earlier. 
Whilst development might relate well to modern housing on Garner Drive this
only comprises a small element of the site's boundaries. The site relates poorly
to Wyton on the Hill, Houghton & Wyton and St Ives in terms of position and
sustainability. Experience shows that it would be difficult for this community to be
embraced by the villages because the extremely busy A1123 already acts as a
major impediment to those living north of it and it is isolated from the residential
hub of Wyton on the Hill.



In relation to St Ives, the site is situated outside its built-up area and western
boundary. It suffers from long distances to the town centre services. It is the
opposite side of the town to the established employment areas as defined in the
current Local Plan and the wrong side of town to access the principal transport
routes and main direction of commuting. 
The application is an unplanned, unsuitable extension of the town. It would
constitute inappropriate building the countryside and result in the un-necessary
loss of agricultural land (when other lower quality land is available), severely
impact traffic flows in an area already suffering with roads/junctions over or
nearing capacity; produce an overtly dense development contrary to guidance
for a countryside edge of settlement, enclose open leisure areas within a built
environment, and result in planning harm in terms of coalescence of settlements
and loss of visual amenity.
1.2. Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of
up to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space,
landscaping, play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking,
pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated works Land
Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton Ref. No:
23/00627/OUT
RESOLVED: Houghton & Wyton Parish Council recommend that this application
be REFUSED and submit the following comments:
In response to the Revised Transport Assessment (April 2025) submitted by
Homes England/AECOM, we would like to make the following comments:
LTP3 and the Houghton & Wyton Neighbourhood Plan Policies HWNP 12 and
HWNP 13 all point towards refusing this application as it stands, and towards
reconsidering it following a reduction to the excessive number of homes
currently proposed.
LTP3 sets out the overarching transport strategy for Cambridgeshire and
amongst other things looks to improve reliability of journey times and managing
demand for road space; maximise the capacity of the network; and reducing the
length of the commute and the need to travel by car
The Revised Transport Assessment submitted with the application shows that by
2028, even without this development, the Houghton Road/Garner
Drive/Houghton Grange Site Access junction is forecast to operate above
capacity in both the AM and PM peak hours.
Likewise, by 2033 the Houghton Road/Hill Rise/ High Leys Junction is also
calculated to be over capacity. 
This application already pushes the boundaries of excess by trying to build extra
housing, over and above the residual allocation for this single piece of land
without justification. Homes England are unjustifiably taking the entire St.Ives
West site allocation target and increasing it by 10%, then adding it to the
residual housing allocation number for this remaining field. The excess amounts
to an additional 32 dwellings and whilst Homes England may make the
argument that a little extra will not have a significant impact on the overall
situation, which will already be problematic, by definition it will make things
worse.
LTP3 suggests the excess could and should be removed from the equation to
help manage the road space, reducing movements and thereby improving flows
in and around the junctions. 
The Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Development Plan 2018-2036
contains two policies relating to parking and access to the village centre by non-
car modes.
Policy HWNP12: Parking to serve new development/ Houghton and Wyton
village states that 'any proposals to provide additional public car parking to serve
the village of Houghton and Wyton will be supported in principle.'
As it stands the policy does not support the application, but as we have already
argued in comments we submitted on 24th April 2024 to the third consultation,
removing the excess housing numbers would create space for additional
recreational facilities such as a MUGA to be allocated on the site and which
could include public parking. 
The village and surrounding area is very popular with visitors, so provision of
extra public parking spaces in this location would certainly ease pressure in the
main part of the village and beyond.
Policy HWNP13: Access by non-car modes states that 'any development within
the parish which creates additional movements will have to demonstrate that
there is good access to the village centre on foot or by bicycle and/or that there
is good access to an operational bus route. Where such access is lacking and
there is a deliverable solution, new provision must be made towards addressing
this.'
The Revised Transport Assessment makes assumptions about the mode of
travel that residents will use and models a high percentage of movements by



non-motorised modes. However, we feel that these are excessive and that car
usage levels will be greater than assumed.
We already have anecdotal evidence from existing residents of Houghton
Grange Phase 1, that there is a tendency to use the car when visiting the village
to participate in the social and recreational life of the village rather than to walk
or cycle.
This is concerning but probably explicable when considering the Pedestrian and
Cycle Isochrones reported in the Revised Transport Assessment. They show
that there isn't particularly good access to the centre of the village which is
beyond 15-20 minutes away by foot and 5-10 minutes by bike. 
This is even more problematic when considering there is a hill involved in the
return journey, pointing to the fact that the site is less sustainable than has been
suggested, and that car use will be greater than modelled. 
It is another reason why the site should not be considered suitable for additional
housing numbers beyond those originally allocated within the Local Plan.

Kind regards
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Laura Fisher 

Senior Development Management Officer 

Huntingdonshire District Council 

Pathfinder House 

St Marys Street 

Huntingdon 

PE29 3TN 

 

Dear Laura 

  

S106 Monies forthcoming from Houghton Grange Phase II 23/00627/OUT 

  

In respect of 23/00627/OUT Houghton Grange Phase II and the S106 monies that 

will be forthcoming as part of any approval of this application, we were very 

pleased to have met with Robbie Bratchell, Strategic Sports Development Officer, 

and discussed the formula by which S106 monies are likely to be calculated for 

additional sports & recreation facilities. However, in doing so we realise that the 

brief handed down to us from this is lacking in a number of respects for what is 

likely to be a material sum of money which needs to be well spent. 

  

Firstly, the timing of any monies from this development need to be considered in 

the medium to long term. The S106 agreement signed for Phase 1 is nearly 10 years 

old and still a way off from triggering any payment. We have consulted the sports 

clubs locally and it is clear that as things stand, their own needs if they have them 

are mainly short term, related to replacement equipment rather than growth, and 

relatively small scale. They are also of a type that could be grant assisted in other 

ways than through S106. 

  

The issue stems from the fact that the clubs are based on the one existing playing 

field we have in the village and constrained by its space and current use which is 

near to or at capacity. We are concerned that Phase I and Phase II are delivering 

very significant growth to our overall population (up to 25%) as well as changing 

the demographics of the village. Consulting residents on several occasions (most 

recently as part of starting a refresh of our Neighbourhood Plan), it is also clear that 

different local sports and recreation facilities are being demanded, but 

unfortunately cannot be accommodated by the Parish Council as land (and to 

some extent money) is simply not available. 

  

We believe there may be some limited capacity for growth of existing and possibly 

new facilities if the use and layout of the playing field were professionally reviewed 

and facilities relayed, moved, or possibly replaced. To this end we discussed 

http://www.houghtonwytonpc.org.uk/
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obtaining some S106 monies to commission a professional study to investigate and 

recommend a more efficient use of our resources and ask that a sum for this is 

included within the S106 agreement. 

  

We are also conscious that the very location of Houghton Grange, and especially 

that of Phase II, is now and will remain one of the most isolated parts of our village. 

It takes at least 20 minutes to walk to the existing playing field or centre of the 

village where most activities take place. Hence, we are very aware that to build a 

properly integrated community we need to locate some facilities within the 

developed footprint of the site itself. 

  

Consequently, without prejudging the results of any survey, we have identified that 

our greatest need to accommodate the significant growth in the overall 

population of the village, and to meet the future changing demands of our 

society, is to secure community space/land within the Houghton Grange Phase II 

footprint. Space which can adapt to change and be used more flexibly such as 

through a Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA) or similar.  

 

As we have commented through the various consultation exercises, we believe 

this is easily negotiable within the scope of the application from Homes England, 

which currently chooses to prioritise an excessive number and density of housing 

rather than the community infrastructure required for such an increase in village 

population.  

  

We are therefore formally requesting an S106 agreement be secured which 

provides funds to improve the utilisation of existing parish land for sports and 

recreation provision, together with new land and infrastructure within the 

developed footprint of the Houghton Grange Phase II site to provide a new, 

flexible community sports and recreation facility. 

 

We trust a more flexible brief can be agreed to provide more outdoor 

sporting/recreational opportunities for our growing community far beyond the 

present day. 

 

Yours, 

 

 

 

 

 

Clerk, Houghton & Wyton Parish Council  

http://www.houghtonwytonpc.org.uk/
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS  
Official Responses from Planning Committee Meeting 24 May 2023 
 
 
Application No 
Applicant/Agent 

Proposed Development Comments 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
lready refused the application.  

 
 

 
 

 
     

  

 
 

 
  

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

                 
 

  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
   

 
  

 
 

 
 



                   
       

 

  
  

 
23/00627/OUT 
 
Homes England                       
Mr Jonathan Hill              
AECOM                          
Aldgate Tower 8th Floor          
2 Leman Street London         
E1 8F 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved 
for the construction of up to 120 homes (Use Class 
C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, 
play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car 
parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility 
infrastructure and associated works.  
 
Land Between Houghton Grange And The How 
Houghton Road, Houghton  
St Ives 
 

Extension Request – the committee feels that 
more research is required into the proposed 
development due to the history and nature of 
the plot, as well as the potential effects of the 
proposed works on the area.  
 
The committee wishes to address the planning 
application at a future meeting.  
 

 
 

                     
      

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

                        
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 



 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

        
 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

  
 

 



PLANNING APPLICATIONS  
Official Recommendations from Planning Committee Meeting 28 June 2023 
 
 
Application No 
Applicant/Agent 

Proposed Development Comments 

23/00627/OUT 
 
Homes England                
Mr Jonathan Hill           
AECOM Aldgate Tower         
AECOM 8th Floor              
2 Leman Street        
London   E1 8F 

Outline planning permission with all matters 
reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes 
(Use Class C3) with associated public open space, 
landscaping, play areas, surface water attenuation, 
roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, 
utility infrastructure and associated works.  
 
Land Between Houghton Grange And The How 
Houghton Road, Houghton  
St Ives 
 

Refusal – the proposed layout and density of the buildings 
will eliminate the green entrance to St Ives; as well as impede 
natural animal migration.  
 
The development area size is bigger than that shown in the 
current Local Plan vision of the area. 
 
In particular the north end of the development is too close to 
the A1123 thus impacting the green space and vista from the 
road.  There should be a gap as big as that between the Spires 
estate and the road. 
 
The number of houses (120) is the maximum permitted for the 
area.  St Ives town council would prefer the number to be much 
less and at or close to the minimum number within the 
permitted range (56 houses). 
 
The design of houses should be similar to that in phase 1 of 
the development and not a smaller more cramped town style 
development. 
 
The Town council note and agree with the concerns from 
Anglian Water re the drainage from the site and with those from 
the County Council re the traffic implications.  The former 
should have been dealt with before the application was 
made.  There appears to be no provision for Active Travel 
connectivity with Houghton village and through to Huntingdon. 
 



Feedback from the SITC and local residents was very much 
in opposition to the proposed development in its current 
format and general consensus was that many changes were 
required for it to be acceptable.   
 

 
 
 

           
                     

 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 
 

  
 
 

 

 
               
 

                 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

        
                    
 

  

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 



                      
                                      

 

 

           
                     

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

   
 
 

 

                    
 

                             
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 



From: DevelopmentControl
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT
Date: 14 October 2024 13:25:04

Comments summary

Dear Sir/Madam,

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 14/10/2024 1:24 PM from 

Application Summary
Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton

Proposal:

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up
to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping,
play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle
routes, utility infrastructure and associated works

Case Officer: Laura Fisher

Click for further information

Customer Details
Name:

Email:

Address: St. Ives Town Hall Market Hill ST. IVES

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Town or Parish Council

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for comment:

Comments: Members were unhappy about the brevity of the consultation period for town and
parish council feedback.

While noting the minor changes to the configuration of properties within the
proposed plan, members felt that previous concerns about the number and
density of properties being proposed had not been addressed. 

The number of properties still exceeds HDC's requirements for the area. The
density of 28 properties per hectare far exceeds those for Houghton Grange
phase 1 (16 properties per hectare) and it also exceeds that for the Spires
development in St Ives (26 properties per hectare). There is no perceived
justification for the high density of this application.

There was also concern of the impact the development would have on local
amenities, including schools. 

In light of the recent flooding, members reiterated concerns that the developer
had not specified the surface water drainage solution to be used at the site. Also
that the more homes that are built on the site, the greater the flood risk from
surface water could be.

Kind regards
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From: DevelopmentControl
Sent: 13 March 2025 13:05
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT

 

 Comments summary 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below. 

Comments were submitted at 13/03/2025 1:04 PM from . 

Application Summary 

Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton  

Proposal: 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes 
(Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water 
attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated 
works  

Case Officer:   

 
Click for further information 
 

Customer Details 

Name:  

Email:   

Address: St. Ives Town Hall Market Hill ST. IVES 

 

Comments Details 

Commenter 
Type: 

Town or Parish Council 

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application 

Reasons for 
comment: 

 

Comments: St Ives Town Council welcomes the increased green space in the north side of the 
development, however it was noted that this is compensated by the play area being moved to 
the east side. Councillors are looking for the impact to be minimal in terms of the open space 
between the development and St Ives. 

 
Kind regards  

  

 

 



Subject: Planning Application 23/00627/OUT - St Ives Town Council comments
Date: 15 May 2025 11:59:14
Attachments: image001.png
Importance: High

Good morning,
 
I have just submitted our Planning Committee’s comments on the HDC portal regarding
Planning Application 23/00627/OUT (Land Between Houghton Grange and The How), but
after hitting the submit button it came up with a Server Error message.
 
I wanted to ensure you have the Town Council’s view on the application. I have included
their comments below.
Please can you confirm receipt?
 

 
St Ives Town Council recommends objection to the application, which was unanimous.
Members noted that the Local Plan allocated 88 homes, plus or minus ten percent. The
application’s plan exceeds this number, and the Committee strongly feels that a figure of
minus ten percent would be more appropriate for the area (79 homes). Councillors
shared local residents’ views on the application, noting that many objections have been
made by the public.
 
The Committee expressed concerns on grounds of overdevelopment and a significant
strain on local infrastructure and resources. Traffic and congestion issues are a major
concern for the Council and local residents. The existing traffic figures and congestion
levels on Houghton Road are already very high. This would only increase further with the
proposed application.
 
Additionally, the proposed density of 25dph for the development is not suitable for the
edge of a town which cannot sustain a central town density. The application would also
eliminate a significant amount of the green space between St Ives and Houghton.
 

Democratic Officer



St Ives Town Council
Town Hall, Market Hill, St Ives, Cambridgeshire   PE27 5AL

 
 
 
The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended
solely for the addressee. If you receive this email by mistake please notify the sender and
delete it immediately. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not
necessarily represent the opinion of St Ives Town Council.
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Laura Fisher

From: DevelopmentControl
Sent: 16 May 2023 12:16
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT

 

 Comments summary 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below. 

Comments were submitted at 16/05/2023 12:15 PM from  

Application Summary 

Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton  

Proposal: 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes 
(Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water 
attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and 
associated works  

Case Officer: Laura Fisher  

 
Click for further information 

 

Customer Details 

Name:  

Email:   

Address: 30 West Drive, Highfields Caldecote, Caldecote, Cambridgeshire CB23 7NY 

 

Comments Details 

Commenter Type: Town or Parish Council 

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application 

Reasons for 
comment: 

 

Comments: Hemingford Grey Parish Council approve - It has met the Parish Council's concerns 
initially raised on impact from development on Hemingford Grey. 

 
Kind regards  

  

 

 



From: DevelopmentControl
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT
Date: 15 October 2024 13:23:57

Comments summary

Dear Sir/Madam,

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 15/10/2024 1:23 PM from 

Application Summary
Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton

Proposal:

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up
to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping,
play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle
routes, utility infrastructure and associated works

Case Officer: Laura Fisher

Click for further information

Customer Details
Name:

Email:

Address:

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Town or Parish Council

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for comment:

Comments: Hemingford Grey Parish Council object to the application:

The Parish Council has confirmed that the amount of trees had decreased in the
application.

Drainage, sewerage and traffic are all severe issues in Hemingford Grey. The
Parish Council has concerns about how it will be not possible to manage the
drainage and sewerage requirements and the implications to the surrounding
area which is designed as a Flood Plain in the Local Plan.

This is also exacerbated by the reduction in tree numbers and increased building
density.

The Council has further concerns about the increased traffic on the A1123,
which is already overcapacity.

Hemingford Grey Parish Council believes that separation of Towns and Villages
is important and this application would further degrade the buffer between
Houghton and St Ives Town.

The density of development is far higher than the surrounding area and would
need significantly decreasing to be acceptable. 

Kind regards

 



From: DevelopmentControl
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT
Date: 28 February 2025 13:41:48

Comments summary

Dear Sir/Madam,

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 28/02/2025 1:41 PM from 

Application Summary
Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton

Proposal:

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up
to 120 homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping,
play areas, surface water attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle
routes, utility infrastructure and associated works

Case Officer: Laura Fisher

Click for further information

Customer Details
Name:

Email:

Address:

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Town or Parish Council

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for comment:

Comments: Hemingford Grey Parish Council objects due to overdevelopment of the site, the
development overrules the local plan for Houghton and Wyton, places too much
strain on all the local services, the roads and destroys the historic nature of this
village to becoming a suburb of St Ives. It would like to see the 'green gap'
between this ancient tourist village and market town of St Ives preserved in
perpetuity. 

Kind regards
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From: DevelopmentControl
Sent: 22 April 2025 15:30
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT

 

 Comments summary 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below. 

Comments were submitted at 22/04/2025 3:29 PM from  

Application Summary 

Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton  

Proposal: 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes 
(Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water 
attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and 
associated works  

Case Officer:   

 
Click for further information 

 

Customer Details 

Name:  

Email:   

Address: 30 West Drive Highfields Caldecote Caldecote Cambridgeshire 

 

Comments Details 

Commenter 
Type: 

Town or Parish Council 

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application 

Reasons for 
comment: 

 

Comments: Hemingford Grey Parish Council noted that the amendments did not seem to be significantly 
different from previous applications, to respond that having reviewed the amendments, the 
Parish Council still objects to the application, and to reiterate its previous comments: 
Hemingford Grey Parish Council objects due to overdevelopment of the site, the development 
overrules the local plan for Houghton and Wyton, places too much strain on all the local 
services, the roads and destroys the historic nature of this village to becoming a suburb of St 
Ives. It would like to see the 'green gap' between this ancient tourist village and market town 
of St Ives preserved in perpetuity. 
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Kind regards  

  
 



For the attention of Laura Fisher

Dear Laura

Please find below Hemingford Abbots Parish Council’s response to the following planning application:

23/00627/OUT – Land between Houghton Grange and The How, Houghton Grange, Houghton

- Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes (Use 
Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water attenuation, 
roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated works.

RESOLVED to recommend refusal of this outline planning application as the development is not 
in accordance with HDCs Local Plan.  The Plan acknowledged development on the site but not on the 
scale and size in the application with a resultant loss of openness between Houghton and Wyton and 
St Ives, exacerbated by building close to, rather than away from, the A1123.  HAPC is also concerned 
about the potential overflow of polluted surface water from the site into the river, which is stated by 
CCC on the HDC portal as a reason for refusal.  This is especially relevant to Hemingford Abbots as 
any damage to the health of the river would directly affect the parish.

Kindly update the planning portal with our recommendations.

Thank you

Parish Clerk/RFO

Hemingford Abbots Parish Council

Emailed to HDC 30/5/23
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Laura Fisher

From:
Sent: 29 April 2025 17:07
To: DMAdmin; Control, Development (Planning)
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land Between Houghton Grange And The 

How Houghton Road Houghton (ref 23/00627/OUT)

Importance: High

Dear Team 
 
Please see below HAPC’s comments in relation to the planning consultation on the Land Between Houghton 
Grange and The How, Houghton Road, Houghton: 
 
Resolved to recommend refusal of this planning application for the same reasons HAPC gave at the original 
application stage, these are: 
 
The development is not in accordance with HDCs Local Plan.  The Plan acknowledged development on the site 
but not on the scale and size in the application with a resultant loss of openness between Houghton and 
Wyton and St Ives, exacerbated by building close to, rather than away from, the A1123.  HAPC is also 
concerned about the potential overflow of polluted surface water from the site into the river, which is stated by 
CCC on the HDC portal as a reason for refusal.  This is especially relevant to Hemingford Abbots as any 
damage to the health of the river would directly affect the parish. 
 
I would be grateful if you would add our comments to the planning portal and let me know when this has been 
done – thank you. 
 
Kindest regards 
 

 Parish Clerk 
Hemingford Abbots Parish Council | 18 Church Street | Hemingford Grey | PE28 9DF 
 

           
       

Website: www.hemingfordabbots.org.uk 
 
Please note my days of work vary and I may not be able to respond to your email immediately. 
 
Disclaimer 
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient 
and others authorised to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution 
or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived  
 
 

From: Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk <Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk>  
Sent: 04 April 2025 11:24 
To:  
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road 
Houghton (ref 23/00627/OUT)  
 
Dear Parish Clerk, 
 
Please find correspondence from Development Management at Huntingdonshire District Council 
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attached to this email in relation to the following application for planning permission. 
 
Proposal: Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120 
homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water 
attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated 
works 
 
Site Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton 
 
Reference: 23/00627/OUT 
 
Opting out of email correspondence 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
We are continually striving to improve the service we deliver to our customers. As part of this we are 
now contacting our customers by email where possible in an effort to provide a faster, more efficient 
service. 
 
If you would prefer not to receive correspondence from us via email you have the right to opt out. If 
you wish to opt out please contact us at the address provided below so that we can remove your 
email details from our records. 
 
 
Keeping safe on the internet 
--------------------------------------------- 
You should never open a file attached to an email when you do not trust the sender's authenticity. 
 
We will only contact you via email when you have already contacted us in relation to this specific 
application (or one directly related to it) and provided your email address as a contact - we will not 
transfer your contact details between unrelated applications.  
 
If you have any doubts or concerns relating to this email please contact us directly, our contact 
details are provided below. 
 
Development Management 
Huntingdonshire District Council 
 
T: 01480 388388 
E: dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient 
and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution 
or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived  
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Laura Fisher

From: DevelopmentControl
Sent: 25 June 2023 11:01
To: DevelopmentControl
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 23/00627/OUT

Categories:

 

 Comments summary 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below. 

Comments were submitted at 25/06/2023 11:00 AM from . 

Application Summary 

Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton  

Proposal: 

Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120 homes 
(Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water 
attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and 
associated works  

Case Officer: Laura Fisher  

 
Click for further information 

 

Customer Details 

Name:  

Email:   

Address: 2 Anderson Drive, St Ives PE27 6AF 

 

Comments Details 

Commenter Type: Officer of the Council 

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application 

Reasons for 
comment: 

 

Comments: My comments are on behalf of Wyton on the Hill Parish Council as discussed at their 
parish meeting on 8th June 2023. 
 
We do not object to building on this land but it needs to be proportionate and given 
proper attention which we feel this application does not. 
 
We believe that this application has not followed the local plan in any way. 
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Transportation will be an issue with an increase of the flow of traffic past our estate, into 
St Ives and passing Houghton and Wyton villages. 
 
Their will be increased flooding risks and drainage problems which will in turn have 
knock on effects in our parish. 
 
The integration of settlements is not what we would like to see. 
 
It will weaken future attempts at anti coalescence. 
 
The valued landscape would be devalued. 

 
Kind regards  

  
 



From:
To: DMAdmin
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road

Houghton (ref 23/00627/OUT)
Date: 14 October 2024 08:43:36

Thank you for your email. This was discussed at our Parish Council meeting last Thursday (10th

October) and the councillors have the following comments:
 
Your email has been the first time we have heard of this – we are very close neighbours and the
impact on our parish will be huge.
 

The amount of time given (2 weeks) is unacceptable for a council to make a decision on
this item. All our councillors work full time and find it unreasonable to be able to read 131
documents in that timescale. We request that we have more time to comment and will

discuss again at our next meeting on Tuesday 12th November 2024.
 

How large will the gap be between Houghton and St Ives – will there even be a substantial
gap at all?

 
The impact on flooding will be horrendous. Wyton on the Hill itself flooded in December
2020. More housing in such a close proximity to Houghton and Wyton would impact the
amount of emergency services that could potentially attend to Wyton on the Hill.

 
The increase in traffic on an already over used road.

 
The above are just a few comments from councillors as explained. We request the District
Council gives more time for us to properly read the information given and make our comments.
 
Kind regards,

 

Parish Clerk and Responsible Finance Officer
Wyton on the Hill Parish Council

 

 
Please note I only work 7.5 hours a week so you may not get an immediate response to any email
sent.
 

From: Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk <Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 October 2024 16:38
To:
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land Between Houghton Grange And The How
Houghton Road Houghton (ref 23/00627/OUT)
 



Dear Parish Clerk,

Please find correspondence from Development Management at Huntingdonshire District Council
attached to this email in relation to the following application for planning permission.

Proposal: Outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the construction of up to 120
homes (Use Class C3) with associated public open space, landscaping, play areas, surface water
attenuation, roads, car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes, utility infrastructure and associated
works

Site Address: Land Between Houghton Grange And The How Houghton Road Houghton

Reference: 23/00627/OUT

Opting out of email correspondence
--------------------------------------------------------
We are continually striving to improve the service we deliver to our customers. As part of this we
are now contacting our customers by email where possible in an effort to provide a faster, more
efficient service.

If you would prefer not to receive correspondence from us via email you have the right to opt
out. If you wish to opt out please contact us at the address provided below so that we can
remove your email details from our records.

Keeping safe on the internet
---------------------------------------------
You should never open a file attached to an email when you do not trust the sender's
authenticity.

We will only contact you via email when you have already contacted us in relation to this specific
application (or one directly related to it) and provided your email address as a contact - we will
not transfer your contact details between unrelated applications. 

If you have any doubts or concerns relating to this email please contact us directly, our contact
details are provided below.

Development Management
Huntingdonshire District Council

T: 01480 388388
E: dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

Disclaimer

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for
use by the recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.



This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived
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Executive Summary   

1. This review by Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy (MBELC) concerns the landscape 

and visual aspects of application 23/00627/OUT for up to 120 homes on land west of St Ives. 

2. The site is located within the SI 1 Allocation from HDC’s Local Plan (2019).  Concerns have been 

raised by Houghton and Wyton Parish Council (PC) that the development proposed would result 

in coalescence between Houghton and Wyton and St Ives.  I consider that the site already reads 

as being part of St Ives and this is reflected in the recent Huntingdonshire Landscape and 

Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 (HDC SPD). The HDC SPD includes all of the 

SI 1 Allocation within the Western Periphery Character Area of St Ives.     

3. The gap between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton is already experienced as the land between 

the Houghton Grange Phase 1 development, the most westerly part of the SI 1 Allocation, and 

the eastern edge of Houghton.  This will not change when the proposed development is in place. 

4. The LVA submitted with the application is adequate and has assisted in the assessment of the 

landscape and visual effects of the development.  The methodical approach adopted in the LVA 

is acceptable although it does not always reflect best practice.  Although there has been some 

underestimation of effects I agree with the overall conclusions of the LVA. I consider that the 

landscape and visual effects of the proposed development are unlikely to represent a reason to 

refuse the application. 

5. Two previous reviews prepared by MBELC in April and November 2024 are attached to this 

review. 
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Introduction  

7. In April 2024 Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy (MBELC) prepared a review of an 

application 23/00627/OUT for up to 120 homes on land west of St Ives for Huntingdonshire 

District Council (HDC) (MBELC April 2024 Review).  In September 2024 the Applicant submitted an 

amended application.  MBELC reviewed the changes and prepared an updated review (MBELC Nov 

2024 Review).   

8. Since November 2024 a Revised Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) dated January 2025 has 

been submitted as well as a Revised Illustrative Master Plan (Rev 4 dated 02/03/2025) and a 

revised Parameters Plan (Rev 09 dated 07/05/2025).  Unless otherwise stated all references in 

this review are to the most recent LVA, Illustrative Masterplan or Parameters Plan. I do not 

repeat everything from the two earlier MBELC Reviews but make reference to where they set out 

in greater detail issues which are summarised in this Review. 

9. HDC have instructed MBELC to review these latest documents.  In addition HDC has asked MBELC 

to consider a Review of the Landscape and Visual Appraisal which Houghton and Wyton PC 

commissioned from Peter Radmall M.A., B.Phil, CMLI.  The Review dated February 2025 (Peter 

Radmall 2025 Review) forms part of the objection to the application from Houghton and Wyton 

PC.  A further visit was made to site on 24/06/25. 

10. Peter Radmall had previously prepared a Review of the application in 2023 and at the same time 

a separate study entitled Implications for Separation between Houghton and St Ives (Peter 

Radmall Separation Study).  Both these reports were considered when the MBELC April 2024 

Review was prepared.  Peter Radmall prepared a Second LVA Review in 2024.  However, as the 

Peter Radmall 2025 Review summarises the contents of the previous reviews and identifies 

outstanding issues only the 2025 Review is referenced. 

11. I have identified two main landscape issues raised by Peter Radmall on behalf of Houghton and 

Wyton PC which are: 

• The effect of the development on the separation between Houghton and Wyton and St Ives  

• Whether the methodology used in the LVA has resulted in inaccurate conclusions on 

landscape and visual harm. 
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Separation between Houghton and Wyton and St Ives   

12. This is a key issue raised in the Houghton and Wyton Parish Council’s (PC) objections and in the 

Peter Radmall Separation Study.   It is addressed in detail in Section 2 of the MBELC April 2024 

Review and summarised here. 

13. The PC’s concerns relate to Policy HWNP3 – Anti -coalescence in the Houghton and Wyton 

Neighbourhood Plan 2018 (NP) The Policy states that ‘Development proposals should respect the 

individual and distinct identities of the village of Houghton and Wyton and the town of St Ives.’  

Text accompanying the Policy identifies the site as lying within ‘land … separating Houghton and 

Wyton from St Ives’.   

14. HDC’s Local Plan (Adopted May 2019) allocates the site as part of SI 1 St Ives West (Allocated Site 

SI 1).  The policy states that ‘Once developed, parts of this site that comply with the 'Built-up 

Areas definition' will form part of the built-up areas of St Ives or Houghton and Wyton as 

appropriate and considered as part of such for the purposes of determining planning 

applications.’  It is stated that successful development of the site will require ‘maintaining a 

sense of separation between developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires’ but there is no 

reference to this area forming the separation between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton. The 

diagram on page 197 identifies this area as ‘open space’.  The arrow ‘to Houghton’ is located to 

the west of the whole allocation. 

15. In 2022 the Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022,  

(HDC SPD) was prepared.  It identified the site and the whole of Allocated Site SI 1 as being 

located within the Western Periphery Character Area.  The HDC SPD acknowledges that Allocated 

Site SI 1 lies within Houghton and Wyton parish but identifies Allocated Site SI 1 as now forming 

‘part of  the St Ives Spatial Planning Area.’1.  There is no reference, either in the description or 

the recommendations for Development proposals, to Allocated Site SI 1 or the application site as 

forming part of the separation between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton.   

16. The MBELC April 2024 Review identified this tension between the Houghton and Wyton NP and 

the HDC SPD.  Principally that the Houghton and Wyton NP identifies the site and the Houghton 

Grange Phase 1 development as within Houghton and Wyton whereas the HDC SPD identifies 

them as part of the urban area of St Ives.  

 

 
1 Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 Page 300 paragraph 7.63 
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17. The MBELC April 2024 Review included an assessment of whether the site did indeed provide 

separation between Houghton and Wyton, as identified in the Houghton and Wyton NP Policy 

HWNP3, or was really part of St Ives as identified in the HDC SPD.  The conclusion I reached was 

that in terms of the current character Allocated Site SI 1 is part of St Ives.  The factors on the 

ground that lead me to this conclusion are: 

• The Slepe Meadow estate2 extends the edge of St Ives westwards north of Houghton 

Road. It is located opposite the Application site and ends immediately before the 

Houghton Grange Phase 1 development begins, to the south of Houghton Road. The Slepe 

Meadow estate is clearly urban in character and part of St Ives. 

• The access road for Houghton Grange Phase 1 is located opposite the access to the Slepe 

Meadow estate. 

• Road widening and traffic signals at the access road for Houghton Grange Phase 1 

contribute to the urban character. 

• The Houghton Grange Phase 1 development is urban in character and relates to the Slepe 

Meadow estate.     

18. When it was a research facility Haughton Grange was located in the countryside between St Ives 

and the village of Houghton and Wyton.  However since 2018 there has been a significant change 

in character in this part of the landscape.  Within Houghton Grange Phase 1  the change has been 

from a rural commercial/scientific facility to a residential development but beyond the 

Houghton Grange Phase 1 there have also been significant changes in the landscape between 

Houghton Grange and the edge of St Ives. These include the extension of St Ives westwards, the 

Slepe Meadow estate development, the Houghton Grange Phase 1 access road, road widening 

along Houghton Road and the introduction of traffic signals. There have been no significant 

changes in in the landscape between Houghton Grange and the edge of St Ives. As a consequence 

Houghton Grange Phase 1 now relates more clearly to St Ives. It is not perceived as part of the 

village of Houghton and Wyton nor an extension to the village as stated in the 28/02/25 

objection letter from Houghton and Wyton PC.   It is also not perceived as ‘its own built up area’ 

as hoped for by the Houghton and Wyton NP3.   

  

 

 
2 In the earlier MBELC reviews this was referred to as the Garner Drive development but I have since seen that it is 

mostly referred to as the Slepe Meadow estate so I have used that term in this review. 
3 Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan paragraph 5.19 
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19. My conclusions on this matter are very different to those reached in the Peter Radmall  

Separation Study 2023.  It is primarily because of this difference of opinion on the central issue 

that we disagree on whether the LVA has adequately assessed the landscape and visual effects of 

the application. 

20. The Allocation Site SI 1 includes both the western edge of the St Ives and the Houghton Grange 

facility.  The policy requirement is to maintain ‘a sense of separation between developments at 

Houghton Grange and The Spires4.’  The Eastern Open Space proposed for the development will 

maintain a sense of separation between the Houghton Grange developments and The Spires, but 

this will not function as separation between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton as desired by Policy 

HWNP3 of the Houghton and Wyton NP.  However, this is not as a result of the current 

development but because Houghton Grange Phase 1 already reads as part of St Ives for the 

reasons set out above.  For the same reasons I consider that the proposed development will not 

harm the ‘individual and distinct identities of the village of Houghton and Wyton and the town 

of St Ives’ as they are currently experienced. 

  

 

 
4 HDC Local Plan Page 195 
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Methodological Issues  

21. The Peter Radmall reviews of the LVA raise a number of objections to the LVA methodology and 

the outstanding Issues are listed in the Peter Radmall 2025 Review Table 4~1: 2025 LVA Response 

to Remaining Concerns.  I have addressed them in turn below. 

i. The site and its component landscape/perceptual attributes have not been identified 

as landscape receptors for assessment purposes – the 2025 LVA continues to subsume 

these attributes within the LVA focus on published LCAs and CAs. 

22. It is important, as required by Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 

(GLVIA), that all the components within a site and the landscape beyond it potentially affected 

by the development are considered in a LVIA, and a judgment reached on the effects of the 

development.  However, GLVIA is not proscriptive that this should be done by identifying them 

all as landscape receptors with a judgement regarding the effect on each receptor.  The latest LI 

Guidance Technical Guidance Note (TGN-2024-01) Notes and Clarifications on Aspects of 

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment clarifies this. At 5 (2) it states that 

‘Landscape features, elements and characteristics that could be subject to change must be 

clearly described in their own right and could be treated as receptors if appropriate.’ 

23. Some LVAs do identify the site and component parts as separate landscape receptors and assess 

each separately. However it is common for LVAs to limit the landscape receptors to LCAs that 

may be affected by the development.  The identification of multiple landscape receptors can 

sometimes be unhelpful to the decision-maker who has to reach an overall conclusion on 

landscape harm.  Personally I prefer to use a single landscape receptor ‘the site and the 

immediate landscape’ with the ‘immediate landscape’ being the area that influences the site 

and which has the potential to be affected by the development.   

24. The Character Area in which the site is located in the HDC SPD, the Western Periphery, is small 

and includes all landscape that would be considered as ‘the site and its immediately landscape’ 

as can be seen from LVA Figure 3.  In fact the site’s immediate landscape extends beyond the 

Western Periphery Character Area.  For ease of refence I have included an extract from LVA 

Figure 3 below and annotated it  
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Plate 1 – Annotated extract from LVA Fig 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25. The Western Periphery Character Area includes part of the Houghton and Wyton CA and a small 

part of the St Ives CA although only the former is mentioned in the description of the Western 

Periphery.5  Most of the area of the Houghton and Wyton CA within the Western Periphery is 

occupied by the Houghton Grange Phase 1 development. 

 

ii. The site’s representativeness of/contribution to the published LCAs/CAs has not been 

fully assessed- the 2025 LVA makes no comment as the degree to which the site 

contributes or detracts from these areas, specifically in relation to the physical and 

perceived separation between St Ives and Houghton. 

26. With regard to the identification of the contribution that the site makes to the published LCAs 

Table 6.2.1-1 Sensitivity of receptors does identify how the key characteristics of the 

LCAs/Character Areas influences their susceptibility.  I agree with the conclusion of the LVA that 

the Great Ouse Valley LCA has high sensitivity to the proposed development and the Western 

Periphery Character Area has medium sensitivity. 

27. As set out above I do not consider that the site contributes to the perceived separation between 

St Ives and Houghton and Wyton. 

 

 
5 Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 Pages 300-301 

Central Claylands 
LCA 

Ouse Valley 

Central 
Expansion 

Western Periphery 
Character Area 
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iii. Conservation areas adjoining the site (and their component sub-areas) have not been 

identified as landscape receptors – The conservation areas continued to not be 

identified as landscape receptors in the 2025 LVA. 

28. With regard to the St Ives and Houghton and Wyton Conservation Areas (CA), they are considered 

within the LVA baseline assessment (e.g. 5.2.4.4 and 5.2.4.5).   It would have been good practice 

to have mention them in the assessment of landscape value, e.g. the assessment of value for the 

Great Ouse Valley LCA in which they are both located.  However, as the LVA assessment of 

landscape value for the Great Ouse Valley LCA is high it has not resulted in any underestimation 

of value. 

29. In preparing this final review I have noticed that the extent of the Houghton and Wyton CA is 

shown incorrectly on LVA Figure 1.  I have throughout my assessments been using the Houghton 

and Wyton CA Appraisal and I attach the plan from that document for reference.  

Plate 2 – Figure 4 Conservation Boundary Location Map  

from Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area Character Assessment October 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

30. The Revised Cultural Heritage Desk Based Assessment December 2024 does identify the extent of 

the Houghton and Wyton CA accurately (paragraph 5.1), makes reference to the Character Areas 

identified in the 2012 Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area Character Assessment (paragraph 

5.3) and undertakes an assessment of impacts on the CA and its setting (paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6). 

31. HDC’s Conservation Officer has assessed the impacts on the two CAs and concluded that any 

harm caused to the conservation areas and their settings will be less than substantial at the 

lower end of that scale. 
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iv. There was no explicit consideration of whether the site may form part of a valued 

landscape – The 2025 LVA does not include this consideration despite the Great Ouse 

Valley LCA being categorised as high value. 

32. There is no explicit consideration of whether the site may form part of a valued landscape in the 

LVA.  I agree with Peter Radmall that a Valued Landscape Assessment in accordance with current 

LI guidance (LI’s TGN 02/21 Assessing landscape value outside national designations (2021)) 

would have been best practice.  However, there is an assessment of landscape value for each of 

the LCAs/Character Areas which can be found in Section 5.2.3.2 Local Landscape Character. The 

assessments make refence to distinctive features, natural and cultural heritage, physical 

condition, sense of identity, tranquillity and recreational use.  This convers the main attributes 

recommended for consideration by TGN 2/21. 

33. The LVA concludes that the Great Ouse Valley LCA has high value.  I consider that this makes the 

LCA, or parts of it, likely to be a valued landscape.  In 2023 the site was partly located within 

the Great Ouse Valley LCA.  After the HDC SPD was adopted the site and the whole of Site 

Allocation SI 1 was removed from that LCA and now belong in the Western Periphery Character 

Area.  I consider that the removal of Site Allocation SI 1 from the Great Ouse Valley LCA is 

indicative of the fact that this area is not likely to be considered a valued landscape.   

34. I consider that the effects on the Great Ouse Valley LCA will be negligible due to existing 

screening and the distance between the area for development and the LCA.  I do not therefore 

consider that whether the Great Ouse Valley LCA is a valued landscape or not makes a material 

difference to the landscape and visual effects of this application. 

35. I consider that the landscape effects on the Western Periphery Character Area would be greater 

than the LVA concludes ((Medium adverse in Year 1 and Minor adverse by Year 15).  However, I 

consider that this is within the usual margin of professional differences and do not consider that 

these landscape effects are likely to represent a reason to refuse the application. 
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v. In view of the Parish Council’s concerns about implications for the perceived 

separation between Houghton and St Ives, additional viewpoints looking towards the 

site from both directions along Houghton Road would have been helpful – There have 

been no additional viewpoints included in the 2025 LVA. 

and 

vi. The location/representativeness of some of the viewpoints may be questioned. The 

Parish Council is of the opinion that longer-distance views from the south/south-east 

should have been considered. Additional closer-range viewpoints along Houghton 

Road and the Ouse Valley Way should also have been considered – No additional 

viewpoints have been considered in the 2025 LVA. 

36. I consider that there are sufficient viewpoints and visualisations to be able to reach a conclusion 

as to the visual effects of the development.   I agree with both the LVA and Peter Radmall that 

there will be a very noticeable visual change from Houghton Road.  However, I do not consider 

that these visual changes will appear out of character or unacceptably intrusive because: 

• I consider that the site is already perceived as being within St Ives, within the Western 

Periphery Character Area,  

• The site faces the Slepe Meadow estate to the north of Houghton Road  

• The access road to Houghton Grange Phase 1 runs though the site and  

• The site is already influenced by the road widening and traffic lights associated with the 

SI 1 Allocation.  

 

vii. Discrepancies in sensitivity between the same categories of visual receptor are not 

readily explicable.   

37. I agree with Peter Radmall that there is some inconsistency between the sensitivity  ascribed to 

different receptors but I do not consider that this has resulted in a significant underestimation of 

the visual effects of the development which I do not consider are likely to represent a reason to 

refuse the application. 
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Other Matters Raised by Houghton and Wyton PC 

38. The proposed development has been pulled back from the  main road and I consider that this is 

an improvement over the original application.  I do not consider that it is too close to the main 

road and, in combination with the Eastern Open Space, it should be possible to maintain an 

attractive green gateway to the town. 

39. Most of the points in Sections 2 and 3 of the 28/02/25 objection letter from Houghton and Wyton 

PC are based on the assumption that the development is located in the gap between St Ives and 

Houghton and Wyton.  For example that the proposed density would increase ‘the perception of 

coalescence as it will look, feel and actually become views as an extension to the Spires and 

therefore to the town itself.’ (Section 3)  I agree that the development will appear as an 

extension to St Ives but, as set out above, I consider that this is due to development that has 

already taken place rather than to the development proposed in this application. 

40. Peter Radmall raised some issues with regard to the design of the eastern open space.  The 

children’ play area that was introduced in the December 2024 parameters plan has now been 

removed.  It will be for HDC to approve the actual design of the eastern open space  and I agree 

with others, such as Peter Radmall, that it should be kept as rural in character as possible. This 

is appropriate for its function to provide a green wedge in the urban fabric of St Ives, linking 

Houghton Road with the Ouse Valley open space.  Only one of the routes through the eastern 

open space  is proposed as a cycle and pedestrian route.  It is therefore possible that other 

pedestrian routes can remain low key, e.g. mown grass paths.   
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy (MBELC) has been instructed by 

Huntingdonshire District Council HDC to prepare a review of an application for up to 120 

homes on land west of St Ives.  The application is described by the applicant as Houghton 

Grange Phase 2 and as Houghton Grange Field, the review describes it as Houghton Grange 

Field. 

1.2 The site is located within the St Ives West (SI 1) Allocation in the 2019 Local Plan.  The 

allocation is described as follow: 

54ha of land south of Houghton Road (A1123) to the west of St Ives, including land within 

the parish of Houghton and Wyton, is allocated for a mix of uses to comprise: 

1. approximately 23ha of green space 

2. approximately 400 homes 

3. social and community facilities to meet needs arising from the development 

1.3 The St Ives West Policy (SI 1) lists a number of requirements that successful development 

of the site will require which include: ‘a landscape scheme design recognising vistas, 

boundaries and the surrounding green infrastructure network, to be particularly focused 

on restoring the tree lined approach on the south side of the A1123 and maintaining a 

sense of separation between developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires.’ 

1.4 Allocation site SI 1 includes three other developments as well as this application; The 

Spires to the east, The How to the east and south east, and Houghton Grange to the west 

(Figures 1 and 2).  The current application forms part of the Houghton Grange 

developments. 

1.5 Figures prepared to support this review can be found in Appendix 1.  

1.6 The planning application was accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) 

dated Feb 2023 (the original LVA) prepared by Aecom on behalf of Homes England.  A 

revised LVA was issued in 2024.  Although it has DRAFT on the title page it is assumed that 

it is the final version. 
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1.7 The Revised LVA was prepared in order to include winter photograph as the original LVA 

only included summer photography.  In addition to the winter photography other 

significant changes are updates to reflect the HDC Landscape and Townscape 

Supplementary Planning Document (2022) and the inclusion of some more distant 

viewpoints as raised by a consultant on behalf of Houghton and Wyton Parish Council.  

NPPF references have also been updated but with regard to landscape matters there have 

been no substantive NPPF changes.  

 

  



 6 

 

 

   1273 Houghton Grange Final.docx 

 

2 Separation between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton  

Introduction  

2.1 In my review of the application I have identified a key conflict in the various relevant 

documents.  Houghton Grange (including the application site) is located within Houghton 

and Wyton parish. However, the conflict that has arisen is whether Houghton Grange 

(including the application site) still belongs to the village of Houghton and Wyton in terms 

of its character, or whether it is now more closely related to the town of St Ives.   

2.2 The Houghton and Wyton Conservation Area (CA) includes the main part of what was the 

Houghton Grange research facility, but not the majority of the application site.  At the 

time the CA was designated it is assumed that the research facility was still operational.  

By the time of the CA appraisal (2012) it was no longer operational.  I am not aware of any 

subsequent amendments to the CA boundary following the grant of planning permission, 

the 2019 Local Plan allocation or the construction of Houghton Grange Phase 1.  

Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 

2.3 Policy HWNP3 – Anti -coalescence in the Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan (NP) 

(2018) makes clear that historically ‘the land … separating Houghton & Wyton from St.Ives 

has comprised that land extending east of Houghton Grange and being made up of the 

St.Ives Golf Course, BBSRC1 Field  and Thicket Wood.’ 2   The BBSRC field is roughly 

equivalent to the application site. The NP considers that as a result of recent development 

‘the BBSRC field occupies the only undeveloped frontage adjoining the A1123’3  and is 

therefore essential to ‘ensuring anti coalescence’4 

  

 

 
1 Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council 
2 Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan Paragraph 5.5 
3 Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan Paragraph 5.9 
4 Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan Paragraph 5.28 
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2.4 The Houghton and Wyton NP acknowledges that there is a tension between the aim of 

preventing coalescence and the fact that 400 houses are allocated in the Core Strategy to 

the west of St Ives.  The NP accepts that the Local Plan, which was emerging at the time 

the NP was written, would make the decision about where exactly they would be located. 5  

As set out in section 1 above the BBSR field subsequently became part of allocated site SI 1 

in the 2019 Local Plan.  

Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 

2.5 In 2022 the Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 

(HLT SPD) 2022 was adopted.  This document which updated the earlier Huntingdonshire 

Landscape and Townscape SPD (2007)6, was subject to public consultation between 15 

October and 10 December 2021.7 

2.6 Section 7 of the HLT SPD is The St Ives Spatial Planning Area.  It is divided into 13 

character areas and Character Area 11 is Western Periphery. This is shown on Figure 7.1 in 

the HLT SPD which has been included in Appendix 2 for ease of reference.  This area 

extends westwards from the western edge of St Ives.  North of Houghton Road it includes 

the Garner Drive development which was approved in 2007.  South of Houghton Road it 

includes The Spires, and extends westwards to include all land between The Spires and 

Houghton Grange Phase 1.  The site is located in the centre of the Western Periphery 

Character Area.  

  

 

 
5 Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan Paragraph 5.29 
6 Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 Paragraph 1.8 
7 Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 Document Information Page i 
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2.7 The HLT SPD acknowledges that allocation site SI 1 is within Houghton and Wyton parish 

but considers that it forms part of the St Ives Spatial Planning Area8.  I agree with this 

conclusion on the basis of the current landscape townscape character.  The reasons site SI 

1 belongs in character terms to St Ives are: 

• The Garner Drive development extends the edge of St Ives westwards north of 

Houghton Road.  It ends immediately before the Houghton Grange Phase 1 

development begins south of the road.  The development is clearly urban in 

character and part of St Ives. 

• The access road for Houghton Grange Phase 1 is located opposite the access to 

the Garner Drive development. 

• Road widening and traffic signals at the access road for Houghton Grange Phase 1 

contribute to the urban character. 

• The Houghton Grange Phase 1 development is also urban in character due to its 

density but it does not suggest the start of Houghton and Wyton village or that it 

is a rural development. 

2.8 Although the Houghton Grange Phase 1 access road currently appears to run through an 

open field it in fact reflects the location of built development on the application site 

which has since been demolished. Figure 4 shows the location of the demolished buildings 

in relation to the proposed development. 

2.9 When it was a research facility Haughton Grange was located in the countryside between 

St Ives and the village of Houghton and Wyton.   The employment use of the research 

facility, clearly non -residential, would have reinforced the fact that it was not part of St 

Ives.  At the same time the Houghton and Wyton NP acknowledges that it is not part of the 

village ‘This site is detached from the core village’ but hopes that ‘when developed (it) 

will be large enough to create its own built up area.’9  I do not consider that this is what 

has actually happened.   

  

 

 
8 Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 Paragraph 7.61 
9 Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan paragraph 5.19 
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2.10 The How development in addition to The Spires has brought the urban edge on the west 

side of St Ives closer to the Houghton Grange facility and there is also now a consistency of 

landuse (relatively dense residential development) where previously there was a mix of 

landuses including employment, agricultural use and golf course.  In addition the access 

road to Houghton Grange Phase 1 is clearly urban in character and houses within Houghton 

Grange Phase 1 are visible.  These are all factors that have increased the connection 

between Houghton Grange Phase 1 and St Ives. 

2.11 These factors, compounded with the road widening, the traffic signals, and the Garner 

Drive development now tie Houghton Grange Phase 1 to the existing urban edge of St Ives 

as recognised in the HLT SPD.  Houghton Grange Phase 1 is not perceived as part of the 

village of Houghton and Wyton, nor is it perceived as its own detached built up area as 

hoped for by the Houghton and Wyton NP. 

2.12 To the west of Houghton Grange Phase 1 there is still a clear transition before the village 

proper begins.  North of the road (within a different parish) there is open agricultural 

fields. To the south is parkland historically connected to Houghton Hill House (19th Century 

Grade II).  A mature hedgerow with trees, and then an area of woodland which runs 

alongside Houghton Road, limit views into the parkland which, from aerial photographs, 

appears to be currently partly grassland and partly in arable use.   

2.13 Beyond the grounds of Houghton Hill House are a number of large properties with large 

gardens set back from the road.  Most have substantial planting in their front garden, 

generally of an ornamental character and the houses are only visible from the road 

through driveways.  About 650m west of the western edge of Houghton Grange Phase 1 

development becomes more suburban with the Hill Estate which is signed as the beginning 

of the village of Houghton and Wyton.   

2.14 The historic centre of Houghton and Wyton is located approximately 1km from the western 

edge of Houghton Grange Phase 1.  Figure 3 in the Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood 

Plan, March 2018 includes Houghton Hill House and the large properties on Houghton Road 

with large gardens as part of the ‘Core built up area of the village’, with Houghton Grange 

considered as a separate area.  However, I consider that Houghton Hill House and the 

large properties on Houghton Road are not perceived from Houghton Road as being part of 

the core built up area.  Instead they are typical of large dispersed properties found on the 

periphery of a village . 
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 Current conflicting intentions  

2.15 The Allocation site SI 1 included both the western edge of the St Ives and the Houghton 

Grange facility.  It includes a requirement to maintain a sense of separation between 

developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires, which then represented the 

westernmost edge of St Ives.  However, it does not identify this as a sense of separation 

between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton   The proposed development does maintain a 

sense of separation between the Houghton Grange developments and The Spires, but this 

will not function as a separation between St Ives and Houghton and Wyton as desired by 

Policy HWNP3 of the Houghton and Wyton NP.  This is not as a result of the current 

development but because Houghton Grange Phase 1 already reads as part of St Ives for the 

reasons set out above. 

2.16 It is a requirement of Houghton and Wyton NP HWNP3 that ‘Development proposals should 

respect the individual and distinct identities of the village of Houghton and Wyton and 

the town of St Ives.’  It goes on to correlate this with the physical separation of the two 

settlements.  I consider that the development proposed will not further diminish the 

individual and distinct identities of the two settlements because Houghton Grange Phase 1 

now has more in common with St Ives than with the open countryside or with Houghton 

and Wyton, and the distinct change in character between the two settlements now occurs 

west of Houghton Grange Phase 1.  This will not change with the application proposals in 

place. 
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3 The proposed development  

Set Back  

3.1 The proposed development will be identified with the western edge of St Ives.  Recent 

development on the south side of Houghton Road is already developing a specific character 

which this development should reflect.  A key aspect of this is a generous set back from 

Houghton Road, to include the tree lined approach set out in Policy SI 1.  Given the road 

widening and visibility splays for the access road I consider that the properties facing 

Houghton Road would benefit from being set back further from the road than is shown in 

the illustrative masterplan. 

Separation from the Spires  

3.2 Development in The How now extends further west than development in The Spires.  As 

set out above, I do not consider that the area of separation allowed for in the illustrative 

masterplan will be read as separation from Houghton and Wyton.  However, I do consider 

that it will have a positive role to play in providing both physical and visual access from 

Houghton Road to the large area of accessible open space along the Great Ouse Valley 

which has been extended as part of previous developments and would be extended further 

as part of this this development.  The separation has to be sufficient to allow a perception 

from Houghton Road that there is an open undeveloped landscape beyond.  It should also 

create the sense of an entrance rather than appearing to be left over from the 

development. 

3.3 The current existence of the access road allows an appreciation of the area of separation 

that will remain.  The space that currently exists between the access road and the 

western edge of St Ives would be preferable to reduced space shown on the illustrative 

Masterplan.  A key pinch point is between the south eastern corner of the development 

and the western extent of The How.  Increasing this gap by pulling back the development 

in the south eastern corner would be desirable. 
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Revised Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA)  

3.4 The assessment of landscape and visual effects in the Revised LVA is fair.  The HLT SPD 

2022 removed the site from the Great Ouse Valley LCA and assessed it instead as being 

within the St Ives Western Periphery.  I assume this was a response to the site allocation 

but, even without the allocation, the part of the site proposed for built development is 

not representative of the Great Ouse Valley LCA.  I agree with the LVA that there will be 

no significant adverse effects on the landscape character of the St Ives Western Periphery.  

3.5 The southern part of the site which is proposed for accessible open space provides a good 

transition from the valued landscape of the Great Ouse Valley to the urban edge of St Ives.  

The proposed developed will be visible from this area, although currently will not be 

visible from areas with public access.  I agree with the LVA assessment that there would 

be no change to the character of the Great Ouse Valley LCA.   

3.6 There will be no clear visibility of the development from areas which are currently 

accessible to the south of the site.  Viewpoint 5 in the LVA appears to be taken from 

beyond the northern edge of St Ives Thicket from a location not accessible to the public.  

From the accessible paths within the thicket visibility will be significantly more filtered. 

3.7 Whilst the development will be clearly visible from Houghton Road (LVA Vp 6) it will read 

as part of the urban area defined by Garner Drive and Houghton Grange Phase 1. However, 

as the visualisation from Vp 6 indicates, restricting development east of the access road 

would help to maintain a greater sense of connection to the open landscape to the south. 

3.8 I do not consider that there would be any significant views from the wider viewpoints 

which have been assessed in the Revised LVA. 
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4 Conclusion  

4.1 The application site is within allocated site SI 1.  It is the last of a series of developments 

within that allocation and is located on a field previously associated with the research 

facility at Houghton Grange .  There are conflicting views on whether Houghton Grange 

belongs to Houghton and Wyton village (it is within the village CA), or to the new western 

periphery of St Ives (HLT SPD).  I consider that the Houghton Grange site now reads as part 

of St Ives due to:  

• The change in character to the Houghton Grange site as a result of the Houghton 

Grange Phase 1 development, including the access road across the application 

site ; 

• The spread of development from the edge of St Ives on both sides of Houghton 

Road; and 

• Road widening and associated traffic lights.  

4.2 The Houghton and Wyton NP Policy HWNP3 seeks to retain the individual and distinct 

identities of the village of Houghton and Wyton and the town of St Ives.  The NP considers 

that the field in which the application site is located makes a significant contribution to 

this separation.  I consider that for the reasons given above the field no longer has a 

significant role in retaining the individual and distinct identities of the settlements and 

that the perception of a change in character now begins west of Houghton Grange Phase 1.  

I do not consider that the application proposals will affect the individual and distinct 

identities of the settlements. 

4.3 The St Ives West (SI 1) allocation in the 2019 Local Plan requires that a sense of separation 

is maintained between developments at Houghton Grange and The Spires.  This sense of 

separation is important in maintaining an appreciation of the open landscape of the Great 

Ouse Valley to the south from Houghton Road and providing attractive access to it.  That 

sense of separation would be more clearer defined if the development did not extend as 

far to the east and if a pinch point with The How Development was relaxed. 

4.4 The LVA provides a fair assessment of the landscape and visual effects of the 

development. 
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Figure 7.1 St Ives Character Areas 
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Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Supplementary Planning Document 2022 
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Amended Application 

Introduction  

1. In April 2024 Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy (MBELC) prepared a review of an 

application 23/00627/OUT for up to 120 homes on land west of St Ives for Huntingdonshire 

District Council (MBELC Review). This was a February 2024 revision (Revised Application ) of an 

original application which had been submitted in 2023.  In September 2024 the Applicant 

submitted an amended application (Amended Application) which has addressed some of the 

issues raised in the MBELC Review. 

2. The amendments are set out in the Amended Design and Access Statement (ADAS) and they can 

be summarised as follows:  

• Changes to the Houghton Road Frontage;  

• Changes to the eastern edge of the development;  

• Changes to the development footprint; and  

• Changes to public open space (POS) within the development. 

3. An Amended Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) has been submitted but it appears to be the 

same LVA that was submitted with the Revised Application in February 2024, the only difference 

being that it has a new Homes England front cover dated September 2024.  We did not raise any 

issues with the adequacy of the Revised Application LVA or the judgments it contained and have 

not reviewed it again.    
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Houghton Road Frontage  

4. There have been two key changes in the Amended Application to the Houghton Road frontage:   

• A lower density approach along the Houghton Road frontage has been adopted 

with the larger buildings shown on the Parameters Plan (Rev 04 dated 13/01/23) 

omitted from the frontage area.  The Amended Parameters Plan (Rev 06 dated 

08/08/24) shows the hights of buildings to the east of the access road heights are 

‘up to 8.5m maximum building height to ridge line from finished ground level.’1   

• The buildings have been pulled back from Houghton Road ‘between 19m and 22m 

to the west of the access road and between 45m and 60m to the east of the 

access road.’2 

5. Both these changes are welcome.  They will enable a tree-lined character for Houghton Road to 

be established as required by Policy SI 1, and they will help to soften the urbanising effect that 

has already occurred due to the road widening and signalled traffic junction.   

6. It is not clear why the restriction to 8.5m height is not shown as continued along the edge of 

Houghton Road west of the access road.  Given that both sides of the access road are identified 

as having no more than 23dph, it would seem appropriate for the 8.5m height to extend along 

the whole of the frontage. 

Eastern Edge of Development 

7. There are three changes in the Amended Application along the eastern edge of the development 

area:  

• Building heights are restricted to ‘up to 8.5m maximum building height to ridge 

line from finished ground level’3;   

• Additional woodland planting is proposed along the edge, within the open space 

that lies east of the development area; and    

• The south eastern corner of the proposed development area, where it is closest 

to new development at the How, has been pulled back.   

 

 
1 Amended Parameters Plan  
2 Amended Design and Access Statement Page 2 
3 Amended Parameters Plan  
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8. These changes to the eastern edge of the development will help to strengthen the sense of 

separation between the proposed development area and the new housing development, on 

Houghton Road west of the Spires, and at The How.  

Development Footprint  

9. The changes to the Houghton Road frontage and the eastern edge of the development in the 

Amended Application have reduced the overall built development area (from 4.93 ha to 4.45 ha) 

but the number of dwellings has remained at up to 120.  It is assumed that this has been 

achieved by increasing the density in the more central parts of the site.  As set out above the 

changes along Houghton Road and the eastern edge of the development are welcomed.   

10. Without detailed proposals it is difficult to know whether the increased density towards the 

centre of the proposed development would increase adverse landscape or visual effects. 

However, the reduction in footprint without a reduction in numbers will inevitably increase the 

overall density and this may detract from the sense of a village character from Houghton Road 

approach that the DAS (Page 2) says the changes are seeking to achieve.  HDC’s urban designer 

may wish to comment further on this. 

Public Open Space (POS) 

11. POS within the Amended Application has been reorganised to create a north-south linear POS 

rather than a central park.  This is an outline application and the linear POS is indicative only, 

however, given the attractive and accessible landscape that lies to the south of the proposed 

development, creating welcoming access routes to it is desirable. 

12. The ADAS also refers to proposed ‘Green Avenues’ which are ‘envisaged to be located within the 

development area and the eastern open space and to be composed of a line of trees indicating 

the north-south connection from Houghton Road in the north to the open space and the St Ives 

Thicket to the south.’  The intention here is welcomed however, it is not entirely clear where 

they are to be located.  I assume the Parameters Plan is the means by which they are ‘to be 

secured by the outline planning application.’  The Parameters Plan shows a single ‘Proposed 

Green Avenue (street with trees on both sides)’ and two ‘linear green spaces’ all within the 

development area.  There is no ‘Green Avenue’ shown within the Eastern Open Space.   
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13. I would expect the ‘Green Avenue’ within the open space to be different in character to a 

‘Green Avenue’ that is internal to the development.  Some more detail is required with regard to 

the location of the ‘Green Avenue’ within ‘the eastern open space’ and its character. 

Summary  

14. The amendments to the application are welcomed from a landscape and visual perspective.  It 

would be desirable if: 

• The height restriction to 8.5m was extended west of the access road and 

therefore encompassed the whole of the Houghton Road frontage; and  

• More detail was provided with regard to the location and character of the ‘Green 

Avenue’ within ‘the eastern open space.’    
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