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PETERBOROUGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
PUBLIC SPEAKING SCHEME - PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

 
Procedural Notes 

 
 
1. Planning Officer to introduce application. 
 
2. Chairman to invite Ward Councillors, Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood 

representatives to present their case. 
 
3. Members’ questions to Ward Councillors, Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood 

representatives. 
 
4. Chairman to invite objector(s) to present their case. 
 
5. Members’ questions to objectors. 
 
6. Chairman to invite applicants, agent or any supporters to present their case. 
 
7. Members’ questions to applicants, agent or any supporters. 
 
8. Officers to comment, if necessary, on any matters raised during stages 2 to 7 above. 
 
9. Members to debate application and seek advice from Officers where appropriate. 
 
10. Members to reach decision. 
 
The total time for speeches from Ward Councillors, Parish Council, Town Council or 
Neighbourhood representatives shall not exceed ten minutes or such period as the 
Chairman may allow with the consent of the Committee. 
 
The total time for speeches in respect of each of the following groups of speakers shall not 
exceed five minutes or such period as the Chairman may allow with the consent of the 
Committee. 
 
1. Objectors 
 
2.  Applicant or agent or supporters.  
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                      NORTHBOROUGH PARISH COUNCIL                    
 

 
Please reply to: 

‘phone:  01733  572245                                                              Derek Lea FRICS, 
Email: clerksecretary@mandalea.co.uk                                                                  Clerk to Parish Council,  
                                        10 Thornton Close, 

                                   Peterborough, 
                                     PE4 7UH. 

Website – www.northboroughparishcouncil.co.uk 

 
6th September 2010  

 
LETTER TO MEMBERS OF  
PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMITTEE MEE TING 
 
 
Dear Councillor 
 
Planning and Environmental Protection Committee Mee ting  
Tuesday 7 th September 
Planning Application 10/00787/FUL 
Erection Of Dwelling, Rear Of 54 Church Street, Nor thborough 
 
Background 
 
Northborough Parish Council apologise that they cannot be represented and make an oral presentation at 
Tuesday’s PEP meeting but unfortunately PC members holidays and business commitments mean that this 
is not possible. 
 
The Parish Council has made comprehensive objections to the above development by letter dated 22 July 
2010.  A copy of the full objection is attached for PEP members further consideration at Appendix 1. 
 
Update 
 
Since making its objection the Parish Council have been advised of the appeal decision in relation to the 
proposed development at the rear of number 42 Church Street, Northborough. 
 
The main issue for the Inspector was  -  
 

The effect of the development on the setting of the listed building, and on the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area. 

 
The PC consider these to be the same issues as application before you on the 7th. 
 
The Inspector roundly dismissed the appeal rejecting the proposal on the following grounds: - 
 

11. The introduction of a dwelling on this site would significantly change it character from that of a 
small cottage in a garden with a rural paddock behind to a site with two separate domestic cartilages’. 
It is likely that the garden of the new dwelling would have decorative landscaping and domestic 
impedimenta such as sheds, play equipment. Although much of the paddock area might remain I 
consider this change would cause serious harm to the rural character of the conservation area. 
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I conclude, on the main issue, that the development would cause serious harm to the setting and 
historic interest of the listed building and to the character and appearance of Northborough 
Conservation Area. The proposals would not accord with the aims of Local Planning Policies CBE3 
and CBE7. 

 
In coming to his conclusion the Inspector commented on the proposed dwelling to the rear of 44 Church 
Street, which was upheld on appeal and has now been built. 
 

14. I appreciate that a new dwelling has been built behind number 44 Church Street, also a Grade II 
listed building – following the grant of planning permission on appeal. However, the Inspector in that 
case noted that the circumstances were unusual and unlikely to be repeated . In this he was 
referring to the removal of a metal clad utilitarian workshop and triple garage. Although a garage and 
green house would be removed in the case before me, I do not consider that this parallels the 
unusual circumstances on the site behind number 44. 

 
The Parish Council maintains the view that Paradise Lane is an exceptional rural, low-key lane.  
 
To develop another building off the lane would compromise the openness of the Conservation Area or is 
‘unusual’  to the extent that development is justified. 
 
It is important that committee members consider the Paris Councils objections along side the recent appeal 
decision. 
 
The Parish Council hopes that members will support their view and reject the proposal. 
 
Yours Faithfully 
 
 
Richard Tindall 
 
Chairman 
 
Northborough Parish Council 
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APPENDIX 1  

 
 
PARISH COUNCIL OBJECTION 
 
10/00787/FUL - Construction of four-bed dwelling an d detached garage, 54 Church Street  
  
 Background Comment  
  
The Parish Council have long recognised the importance of Paradise Lane to the local community as a very attractive 
and verdant eastern entrance to the village. 
  
It is an unspoilt, unclassified, traditional country lane that is very well used as an attractive walk on a daily basis. 
  
Such is the importance of Paradise Lane and in particular the entrance to Paradise Lane from Church Street that the 
Parish Council requested the inclusion of the lane itself (both sides) within the Northborough Conservation Area and 
we are particularly pleased to see that The Parish Council's representations have been taken on board and your 
Conservation Officer has proposed amendments to the the Northborough Conservation  Area Appraisal and 
Management Plan in recognition of this. 
  
Overview  
  
The Parish Council acknowledge that the application site lies within the Development Limits of the village but 
importantly it is also within the Conservation Area and within the curtilage of a listed building.   
  
The site itself is treed and has a very substantial natural ancient hedge fronting Paradise Lane.  This is an integral part 
of the substantial boundary hedge network that runs parallel down the length of the gardens between Church Street 
and the more sparse field hedgerow to south of the residential cartilages. In that context it has a unique character. 
  
The Parish Council considers that the creation of an access and the development of a new dwelling off and orientated 
towards Paradise Lane will have a detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the area generally and the 
conservation area in particular. Development within this section of the village area accessed from Church Street and 
to depart from this arrangement well depart from the historic village form will very long narrow gardens which has bee 
identified as so important in the historic context. 
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The only property within access from Paradise Lane is 'Paradise Cottage' but this is isolated from the village and is 
some 400 years old. It is part of the historic landscape and countryside and cannot be considered to be a precedent in 
relation to vehicular access for residential development along the lane. 
  
PLANNING POLICY CONSIDERATIONS  
  
In specific terms, and in relation to policy the Parish Council would draw your attention to the following :- 
  
PPS 3 Amended  
  
The recent update to PPS 3 Housing alters the definition of brown field sites to take garden land out of that category.  
Development in gardens is no longer afforded priority status in meeting housing development targets.   
  
 
The assessment of proposals to develop on garden land is therefore very much related to impact that the proposal will 
have on character, setting and local context.  In this instance we have two special considerations above and beyond 
normal design considerations; a) the conservation area and b) the listed building. 
  
Policy DA6  
  
This is a criteria based policy relating to tandem, back land and piece meal development provides at criteria b that 
development should not unacceptably harm the charac ter of the area . the Parish Council consider that the 
proposal will have an adverse impact on the character of the area. 
  
Policy CBE3   
  
This policy relates to the need for proposals to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of  the 
Conservation Area . The Parish Council contend that the proposal will have an adverse impact on and cause harm to 
the character of the the conservation area and in particular on Paradise Lane. 
  
Policy CBE8  
  
Indicates that the City Council will not  grant planning consent for development which would  subdivide the 
grounds or gardens of a listed building . This application proposes the  subdivision of the garden of a listed building 
that completely alters  layout and relationships by subdividing a very long plot and altering the linear character and 
relationship by breaking down the linear form via the creation of two separate accesses points of two separate roads 
to the point at which the historic linear pattern is lost and harm to character is caused.  The proposal is therefore 
contrary to policy SBE8  and should be resisted. 
  
Policy LNE11  
  
Relates to semi natural woodland and veteran trees. permission should not be granted for development wh ich 
would adversely effect these . The applicants proposal requires the removal of a mature 15m tree from the frontage 
to accommodate the proposed dwelling. It is not a tree which is 'in decline'  and it contributes to the character and 
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setting of the Conservation Area. There is no specific justification for the removal of the tree and the applicants own 
arboricultural assessment suggests that "it 'could be removed' but does not suggest that it should be felled on grounds 
of it being dangerous or dying. 
  
Policy LNE12  
  
Relates to hedgerows.  The Parish Council consider that if planning approval is granted there will eventually be 
pressure to remove the hedgerow and trees or dramatically alter their character to expose the frontage of the site. 
This will have a detrimental effect and is another reason why the application should be resisted. 
  
Policy DA6   
  
This relates to satisfactory access and we deal  with under two headings. 
  
Additional Traffic -  Paradise Lane is narrow unclassified single track with no footpaths and wide natural verges 
and this together with the mature, deep, treed hedgerow retains its rural character and is why it so special.  The Lane 
is used on a daily basis by pedestrians including leisure/recreational walkers, dog walkers, school children.  Vehicle 
movements few and are generally restricted to the occupiers of Paradise Cottage,  and to seasonal use by the farmers 
to tend the adjacent fields. 
  
Additional Vehicle Movements will cause problems as there is no margin along Paradise Lane for vehicles to pass or 
for pedestrians.  It is considered that even a minor increase in the volume of traffic along Paradise Lane will inevitably 
lead to encroachment on the verges to the detriment of flora and fauna. 
  
The junction between Paradise Lane and Church Stree t - It is well known that vehicles speed into and out from the 
village and that the above junction is close to the change point in the speed limits.  Sight lines are limited by the 
frontage trees and hedges and a balance must be struck between the retention of the natural setting and engineered 
junction solutions.  In this instance allowing further development off Paradise Lane could lead to pressure to remove 
trees and hedges at the junction which would be contrary to conservation and landscape policies aimed at preserving 
and enhancing the natural environment.  
  
  
OBJECTION  
  
For the reasons above that Parish Council OBJECT to  the application and request that it is referred to  
committee if officers are minded to grant approval.  
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           ITEM 5.5 

10/00787/FUL – 54 Church Street, Northborough, Peterborough 

Neither I nor my fellow neighbour (farmer) Mr. Andrew Sharpe were notified 
formally of this application, Mr. Sharpe shares an adjoining boundary and I am 
a neighbour and the only other residential user of the lane onto which the 
development is proposed.   The proposed development is on Paradise Lane 
and not Church Street.   
 
I have listed my points of concern below and tried, so far as possible to take a 
pragmatic approach to the application with thoughts for a suitable alternative 
to make the application, in my view,  more acceptable.  
 
1. Harm to the area: 

I understand from our conversation that the impact of “harm” to the area, 
environment etc is a consideration for any planning application and as such 
the harm upon Paradise Lane will be irreparable due to the impact upon its 
rural character which is used daily by a large number of villagers and non-
villagers alike. From a planning perspective this takes the current rural nature 
of the lane into much more urban one – there has been no residential 
development of this type on Paradise Lane since the construction of Paradise 
Cottage c400 years ago and it is my view that the proposal does constitute 
genuine “harm” to both the amenity value and character of Paradise Lane 
which is enjoyed by many people other than ourselves. 
 
2. Extra vehicular load on Paradise Lane: 
Paradise Lane is a very narrow (unclassified) single track lane and although 
used daily by my wife and I in a car and Mr. Sharpe occasionally with tractors 
it is most frequently used by school children on foot and cycles plus a large 
number of walkers with and without dogs.  There is no footpath on Paradise 
Lane.  Paradise Lane is also a ‘No Through Road’ for vehicles. The autumn is 
a time of year when the lane will be in frequent use agriculturally and if the 
application is given consent and the parking of contractor’s vehicles is not 
restricted to the site itself then not only will it make the Lane impassable for 
cars\tractors but more importantly for emergency vehicles should emergency 
access be required. The parking of vehicles on the sides of the lane will also 
cause damage to the roadside margins flora and fauna.  
 
Is it possible to impose parking restrictions during and after the development 
of this plot to ensure that all associated vehicles are kept off the road and on 
the site itself? 

3.  Sub-standard exit from Paradise Lane onto Church Street at point of 
National Speed Limit   
The intensification of road users exiting from a small unclassified road onto 
the main road (Church Street) will put additional strain on the already 
dangerous road junction of Paradise Lane and Church Street.  This exit onto 
Church Street has severely impeded vision splays in both directions but 
principally to the East where traffic entering the Village often approaches at 
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speeds in excess of the national speed limit. The speed limit changes from 
national to 30mph within 10m of this junction and traffic exiting Paradise Lane 
is put directly into the path of oncoming traffic entering the village from the 
East.   
 
4. Development in Private Residential Gardens 
I am aware that there has been a recent announcement by the Secretary of 
State concerning the revision of PPS3, the government’s ‘Planning Policy 
Statement on Housing’ - this states to the effect that local authorities need not 
feel forced into granting planning permission for unwanted development on 
garden land 
 
5. Listed Buildings - Subdivision of the Grounds of a Listed Building 
The Peterborough Local Plan states in CBE8 that ‘The City Council will not 
grant consent for development which would subdivide the grounds or gardens 
of a Listed Building’ 
 
6. Sight Lines/highways  
The councils ‘Peterborough Residential Design Guide’ states their policy on 
this matter and I attach clause 5.9.3 which sets out guidance on both 
sightlines for the site entrance/exit and also the principles for acceptable 
sightlines at the Paradise Lane/Church Street junction. Unless there is to be a 
clear felling of the trees and shrubs to both areas then the application does 
not meet these reasonable guidelines 
 
7. Tandem backland and piecemeal development 
In the Peterborough Local Plan, Policy DA6 refers to ‘satisfactory access’ the 
application does not appear to meet this criteria in so far as it will adversely 
affect the character of the area; and would also have an adverse impact on 
the amenities of occupiers of nearby properties i.e. those using the lane for 
amenity use.  Similarly under this policy it cannot be satisfactorily accessed 
from the highway in the manner proposed.  
Alternative/more acceptable solution: 
The majority of the above points could be overcome by allowing the principal 
access to the proposed site to be taken from the eastern side of 54 Church 
Street either around or through the eastern edge of the recently constructed 
garage. This will move the proposed entrance to the plot some 10m further to 
the west away from the less suitable and heavily concealed junction of 
Paradise Lane onto Church Street.   
 
I would be grateful if you would consider these points at the committee 
meeting tomorrow and let me have your responses. 
Many thanks 

Amos Barber 
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                     ITEM 5.6 
 
10/00872/FUL – The Haven, Second Drift, Wothorpe, Stamford 
 
Dear Ms Lewis 
 
As we are unable to attend the meeting on September 7th please can you 
ensure this email is made available to committee members? Thank you. 
 
We wish to object to the planning application for a studio over the garage of 
the large house at the Haven in Wothorpe. Described as “chalet style” 
property when approved by the committee this would now result in the so 
called chalet being a six bedroom property. Hardly a chalet!  
 
This planning application results in over density on this plot and increased 
mass of property. In addition the studio results in additional over looking of 
Cromwell House. 
 
In addition there are numerous planning applications being made for the plot 
of The Haven everyone knows that there is an intention to build three large 
houses on the plot that simply cannot accommodate them and  the best way 
forward should be for the plot to be considered as one site – which it is- to 
ensure the right outcome. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
John and Hilary Finch 
 

24



 



            ITEM 5.6 
 
10/00872/FUL – The Haven, Second Drift, Wothorpe, Stamford 
 
Ms Gemma George 
Chief Executive’s Department 
Democratic Services 
Town Hall 
Peterborough 
PE1 1HG             5th September 2010 
 
Dear Ms George, 
 
Ref: 10/00872/FUL, Item No. 5.6 of the P & EP Committee, 7th September 
2010 
 
Unfortunately due to the very short notice of this meeting taking place, I 
cannot cancel meetings in my diary that have been planned weeks in advance. 
As such I am unable to attend the meeting and put forward my objections to 
the planning committee. I would be grateful if this letter could be included in 
the submissions to the committee. 
 
The key objections I have to the proposed development are: 
 

1. This alteration sets a precedent for Second Drift as no other detached 
garage has a studio above it. Once this precedent is set, the other 2 
properties that the developer wishes to build on the Haven site, will 
also have studios above garages built in. 

 
2. This development at the rear of the Haven has moved from three/four 

bedroom dwelling to potentially six bedrooms. From the Planning 
Committee on the 8th June to label this house as ‘A Chalet’ is grossly 
inaccurate and if it is to be classed as such then this extra sixth 
bedroom should be refused. 

 
3. The additional two velux windows will further reduce the privacy of 

Cromwell House and neighbouring properties further down Second 
Drift. More back gardens will be further overlooked by an increase in 
windows over looking properties by two. 

 
I ask you therefore to refuse this application on the grounds that this 
increases the mass and density of the plot, over and above that which is 
required or can be justified by the site. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Nicholas Dowell 
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                     ITEM 5.6 
 
10/00872/FUL – The Haven, Second Drift, Wothorpe, Stamford 
 
Dear Ms George, 
  
As discussed with you at the end of last week we would be grateful if the 
following additional comments could be put before the Committee Meeting on 
Tuesday 7th September. 
  
We would like to be present to state our case in person but we are unable to 
do so due to short notice. 
  
We ask for the Committee to refuse the application for a larger garage and 
studio over.  From the beginning, controversy has surrounded this application 
and at the last Committee Meeting this house was described as just a chalet 
by the Planning Officer! Permission was given for 4 reception rooms and five 
bedrooms and five bathrooms.  Now the developer has come back for a larger 
garage with living accommodation over the top. It is now a very large house 
which is adding to the overdevelopment of the site. 
  
The addition of this studio adversely affects the privacy of our garden, terrace 
and conservatory. Basically planners are saying that as we will have first floor 
windows looking into our garden from the new house (approved 8 June) two 
more windows from the studio over the garage will make no difference which 
is complete nonsense. The garage is on much higher ground than the house 
and hence the overlooking will be worse. 
  
The house is quite large enough without living accommodation over the 
garage.  When we looked at the planning file we noted that the Developer had 
offered to replace the dormer windows with velux windows but the Planning 
Officer obviously thought that this was not necessary.  In our original letter of 
objection we did not want velux windows as we all know that they can be 
changed to dormer windows. Velux windows would be a better option if a 
condition was put on the planning conditions to say they could not be 
converted to dormer windows. The Planning Officer seems more concerned 
about any potential overlooking of the Haven than our property! 
  
We ask you to refuse the application. The sole purpose of the application is to 
increase the value of the property.  The studio does nothing whatsoever for 
the neighbourhood and impacts most severely on our privacy.  
  
Best wishes  
 
Paul and Anne Marshall  
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