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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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BRIEFING UPDATE 
 

P & EP Committee 12 October 2010 
 

ITEM NO APPLICATION NO SITE/DESCRIPTION 
 

1. 10/00738/FUL 
Land Between 45 And 55 North Street Stanground 
Peterborough, Construction of three two-bed and five three-bed 
dwellings 

 
Highways Issues 
 
Following the Local Highway Authority’s concerns about the suitability of the site’s access the applicant 
has undertaken a speed survey. As a result of the speed survey the LHA accepts that the achievable ‘Y’ 
distance at an ‘x’ distance of 2.4 m is 40 m in each direction is acceptable in this instance.  
 
In view of this the LHA does not object to the proposal subject to the imposition of the recommended 
conditions: 
 
C6 The vehicle to vehicle visibility splays of the following dimensions 2.4m x 40m on both sides 
of the access shall be provided prior to occupation of the development and shall be maintained 
thereafter free from any obstruction over a height of 600mm within an area of 2.4m x 40m 
measured from and along respectively the channel line of the carriageway. 
 
(Channel line is kerb line) 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway safety, in accordance with Policy T1 and of the Adopted 
Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C7 Prior to occupation of development hereby permitted the vehicle to pedestrian visibility 
splays shown on the approved site layout drawing number 104/ D (-)02 of the following 
dimensions 2.m x 2.m on both sides of the access shall be provided and shall be maintained 
thereafter free from any obstruction over a height of 600mm within an area of 2m x 2m measured 
from and along respectively the back of the highway boundary. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway safety, in accordance with Policy T1 and of the Adopted 
Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C8 The areas shown on the approved site layout drawing number 104/D (-02) for parking and 
turning shall be laid out prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved and 
thereafter used for no other purpose. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway safety, in accordance with Policy T1 and of the Adopted 
Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C9 The access road/driveway shall be of a minimum width of 5.5m from the public highway to the 
parking and turning areas. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway safety, in accordance with Policies T1 and T8 of the Adopted 
Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C10 In the event that gates are to be provided to the vehicular access they should be set back 6m 
from the edge of the carriageway and subsequently retained as such in perpetuity. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway safety, in accordance with Policy T1 of the Adopted Peterborough 
Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C11 Prior to the commencement of development a Construction Management Plan shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Unless otherwise agreed 
in writing, the Construction Management Plan shall include details of the following: 
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1) Details of a securely fenced buffer zone between the river bank and the construction 
site.  

2) Pollution prevention procedures to be applied on site throughout the construction 
phase, including details of a proposed scheme of mitigation and remedial measures. 

3) Details of the visual screening proposed to the application site from the Nene washes 
during the construction period. 

4) A scheme for the monitoring of construction noise and vibration, including hours of 
working; 

5) a scheme for the control of dust arising from building and site works; 
6) a scheme of chassis and wheel cleaning for construction vehicles including 

contingency measures should these facilities become in-operative and a scheme for 
the cleaning of affected public highways; 

7) a scheme for construction access from the highway including measures to ensure that 
all construction vehicles can enter the site immediately upon arrival, and the provision 
of adequate space within the site to enable vehicles to turn/load and unload clear of 
the public highway.  

8) a scheme for the temporary parking, turning and loading unloading of vehicles; 
9) a scheme for access and deliveries, including intended hours. 
 

 
The development shall be carried out on site  in accordance with the approved Construction 
Management Plan at all times unless the written agreement of the local planning authority has 
been given to any variation. 
 
Reason: In the interest of public amenity and safety. In accordance with policies PPS23, T1 and DA2 of 
the Adopted Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement) 2005. 
 
These conditions supersede C7, C8, C9, C10 and C15 of the Committee Report.  
 
Flood Risk Issues 
 
Further to the Flood Risk Assessment and the initial comments provided by the Environment Agency 
relating to finished floor levels being located at 6.0 m Above Ordinance Datum (AOD),  the Environment 
agency has subsequently confirmed that the proposals for the dwellings that are located to the north 
(back part) of the site to be located at 5.6 M AOD is acceptable, given that all the houses are to be 
located within Flood Zone 1 with the finished floor levels still to be located above the 1000 year flood 
event.  
 
It is therefore recommended that conditions 6 and 16 of the Committee Report are amended to read as 
follows: 
 
C6 Prior to the commencement of development, and notwithstanding the approved plans, 
additional plans showing the existing and finished levels, and the level of the ground floor of any 
building to be constructed, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. In accordance with the approved Flood Risk Assessment (AECOM dated Nov 2008) 
and the Environment Agency’s email from Emma Kirk to Astrid Hawley dated 05.10.10 the ground 
floor levels of all new buildings shall be constructed above 5.6 m AOD and at least 150mm above 
surrounding ground or path levels, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out strictly in accordance with the slab 
levels shown on the approved drawing(s). 
 
Reason: In order to protect and safeguard the amenities of the adjoining occupiers, in accordance with 
Policy DA2 of the Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C16 The development permitted by this planning permission shall only be carried out in 
accordance with the approved Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) undertaken by AECOM,  dated 
November 2008 and the mitigation measures detailed within the FRA and as varied by the 
Environment Agency’s email from Emma Kirk to Astrid Hawley dated 05.10.10. The  applicant 
shall confirm to the Local Planning Authority that this has taken place, in writing, within one 
month of completion. 
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Reason: To reduce the risk and impact of flooding to the proposed development and future occupants in 
accordance with PPS: 25 ‘Development and Flood Risk’ March 2010 
Waste Management 
 
The applicant has provided tracking that shows Peterborough City Council’s refuse trucks can access 
the site to collect refuse directly from the front of the proposed rear block of 3 houses. Given that the 
road is not intended for adoption the applicant has also indicated that they are willing to enter into an 
indemnity agreement with PCC indemnifying the Council from any damage arising from collection. 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
It should be noted that the applicant has been awarded funding for the development. The funding is 
conditional, based on planning permission being granted by 31 December 2010 and development 
commencing on site by March 2011.  
 

2. 10/00777/FUL 

Land Known As The Oak Tree Site Bretton Way Bretton 
Peterborough, Construction of Neurological Care Home, to include 
107 beds, 37 assisted living units, Neurological therapy centre and 
associated parking and landscaping 

 
No Further Comments 
 

3. 10/00975/FUL 
The Haven Second Drift Wothorpe Stamford, Demolition of 
existing dwelling and construction of three-bed dwelling with 
detached garage 

 
No Further Comments. 
 

4. 10/01065/FUL 
Land Opposite 3 Hurn Road Werrington Peterborough, Use of land for one 
extended gypsy family comprising two residential caravans and one family 
room caravan 

 
No Further Comments. 
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                ITEM 5.1 
 
10/00738/FUL – Land Between 45-55 North Street, Stanground, 
Peterborough 
 
We have objected to the above mentioned application and our MP informs us 
that we are entitled to speak at the Committee Meeting for a period not 
exceeding five minutes.  Accordingly we are formally notifying you that Ms 
Harrison wishes to speak at the above mentioned meeting. 
 
Furthermore we do not consider that the Committee Report represents an 
accurate reflection of our objection to this application.  Our MP informs us that we 
are entitled to request that Members be given a full copy of our objection.  
Accordingly I am writing to formally request that the members of the Committee 
be provided with a full copy of this e-mail and our letters dated 30 June 2010 and 
4 August 2010. 
 
I am of the view that the Committee Report seriously misrepresents the situation 
with regard to overlooking.  The actual facts are that the top of my garden (which 
includes an eating area) will be overlooked by two of the properties fronting North 
Street and the bottom of my garden will be overlooked by all three of the 
proposed 2.5 story houses.  The combined effect of being overlooked by five out 
of the eight properties in the proposed development is that I will be left without 
any privacy in my garden.  The fact that the windows of the 2.5 story houses will 
be angled will not prevent the occupiers from looking out over my garden, if 
permission is granted for the construction of these houses a condition should be 
imposed obliging the developers to install opaque glass in the third floor 
windows. 
 
I note that the proposed conditions do not adequately deal with the treatment of 
the boundary between the Council's land and numbers 45 and 47 North Street, 
nor are there any proposals to protect the occupiers of those properties from dust 
noise and nuisance during the course of development. If permission is to be 
granted for this development then these matters must be considered and dealt 
with in an appropriately sympathetic manner.    
 
Lastly it is considered that the proposed hours of work are completely 
unreasonable for a residential area occupied by retired couples and young 
families.  The hours of working should be restricted to 9.00 am to 5.30 pm 
Mondays to Fridays and no Saturday or Sunday working.  
 
 
Jacqueline Harrison 
Dr Peter John Goddard 
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            ITEM 5.3 
Thomas House 
Second Drift 
Wothorpe 
Stamford 
PE9 3JH 

31st August 2010 

Dear Sirs 

Planning Application 10/00975/FUL – Demolition of existing dwelling and 
construction of 3 bedroom dwelling with detached garage 

We write with reference to the planning application submitted by Hereward Homes 
under the above reference to build a 3 bedroomed detached house with detached 
garages on the site of The Haven.  

You refused the original application under 10/00688/FUL for the construction of 1x5 
and 1x4 in July on a number of grounds; immediately the developer resubmitted 
another application to construct 1x5 with detached garage, identical to the original 
plot specifications. Following communication between yourselves and the developer, 
that we have reviewed, this new application has been submitted.   

It is clear when looking at the plans, the developer already intends to apply for yet 
another property on ‘plot B’ designated on the plans. It is nonsensical to assess 
10/00975/FUL in isolation of plot B and the already approved house at the back of 
the back of The Haven plot. Together 3 houses are a defacto case in point of over 
development and ‘garden grabbing’ and so we request that this application is refused 
and the overall development of The Haven plot is taken as one planning application.  
You have already turned down two additional houses on the front of The Haven and 
therefore request that you do the same. 

We also remain deeply concerned that following any consideration of this smaller 
application the developer will subsequently submit additional plans to expand the 
house as he did with the house on the rear of The Haven further making a mockery 
of the process.   

Effectively therefore this application is an identical application all of the concerns we 
raised in our letter of 10th June 2010 remain valid should be taken into consideration. 

In addition we would like you to take the following specific objections into account 

• Overdevelopment – the proposed house is two and a half storeys in height 
and in order to fit the roof line into the existing street pattern, it would be 
necessary to sink the proposed house into the ground.  The roofline remains 
too high with significant digging into the ground to accommodate. Unless 
additional accommodation is planned in the roof, there is no need for such a 
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high roof pitch.  You raised this as a concern on the previous application and 
we note that this has not changed. It should be refused on this basis.  

 

• The Planning Dept stated that the original footprint for this house was too 
large for the site and should be reduced by half. The Planning Department 
refused the original application under 00688 on these grounds. The footprint 
has not been halved.  

 
 

• Proximity to Thomas House – the proposed house, whilst now being moved 
away from Thomas House has a window overlooking our property straight into 
our kitchen. This should be removed from the plans on grounds of 
overlooking. 

 
• Character of Wothorpe – it would appear that having had the application for 

two houses at the front refused, the developer has decided to resubmit the 
applications separately in an attempt to get them passed individually. The 
residents of Second Drift have maintained throughout the whole planning 
process regarding the Haven site that the plans must be viewed as a whole 
and should not be considered in isolation, especially as the original 
application for both houses was refused and the resubmitted proposal makes 
no concessions to the grounds the original was refused on.  All of this must be 
taken into consideration when looking at the potential change of character of 
Wothorpe overall, especially as it is marked as a Character Area requiring 
special consideration. 
 

• Inclusion of a second double garage beside what is clearly marked as 
‘Location of Plot B’on the site plan submitted under this revised planning 
application – any garage pertaining to Plot B should not be included for 
consideration with Plot A and again our argument would be that the plans for 
the whole Haven site should be considered as a whole.  If they are going to 
be considered on a separate basis then the garage for plot B should also be 
considered separately when that application is submitted. 

 

Finally the letter informing us of this application was only despatched by yourselves 
on the 24th of August and a follow up letter stating that it was being referred to 
planning committee on the 26th of August. This is the week before bank holiday 
Monday and we – like many people – have only returned from holiday this weekend. 
Effectively you have had no time to consider any grounds for objection and we have 
had no time to – except one evening – to compose a letter. This cannot be 
acceptable process and we request that referral to committee on Sept 7th is deferred, 
allowing time for due process.  

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
John and Hilary Finch  
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