
Planning and EP Committee 5 March 2013     Item Number 4.1 
 
Application Ref: 12/01734/FUL  
 
Proposal: Proposed gypsy and travellers site for one extended gypsy family 

containing two static caravans and two touring caravans 
 
Site: Land to the south west side of Northey Road, Peterborough 
Applicant: Mr Gray 
Agent: Architectural and Surveying Services Ltd 
Referred by: Cllr Shearman 
Reason: The disputed archaeological evidence should be examined by the 

Planning Committee and is mindful that government policy is to promote 
the creation of more private traveller sites  

 
Case officer: Mr A P Cundy 
Telephone No. 01733 453470 
E-Mail: andrew.cundy@peterborough.gov.uk 
 
Recommendation:   Refuse 
 

 
1 Description of the site and surroundings and Summary of the proposal 
 
The site is approximately 0.54 hectares and is located on the south side of Northey Road 
approximately 1.5km from the urban area boundary and within land designated as open 
countryside.  The site is on agricultural land. The site lies within the southern boundary of the Flag 
Fen Bronze Age Settlement, which is now designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument, (SAM).  
To the east are sporadic residential dwellings and the Northey Lodge Carp Fishing Lakes, 
otherwise the surrounding character is flat open agricultural land.  An area of rough scrub land to a 
height of a maximum of 2m lies between the site and Northey Road. The site lies at a lower level 
than the public highway. The SAM is located to the west, north and north east of the application 
site and covers an area of approximately 48sq.ha. 
 

Proposal in detail 
The proposal is for the residential use of the site by one Gypsy family currently residing at the 
Oxney Road caravan site. The living accommodation would include 2 static caravans and 2 touring 
caravans. There is to be parking for 4 vehicles. It is apparent from the submitted drawings that the 
static caravans are in effect mobile homes. The sizes of these are to be 9m long by 3m wide and 
would comprise one double bedroom. The touring caravans would have a length of 9m and a width 
of 2.5m.  The caravans are to be located to the north of centre of the site and the parking spaces 
are sited immediately alongside the touring caravans. The vehicular access would use the same 
access that serves the field at present through the eastern boundary of the site off Northey Road.  
 
The proposal shows extensive planting of native plant species and wild flowers as part of the 
landscaping within all four boundaries. The application details show that the land within the 
landscaped areas will be raised by a 0.75m by the importation of top soil. The caravans would not 
have any foundations. All foul water is to be pumped into an above ground septic tank to be 
located close to the northern boundary of the site adjacent to the caravans. As the application site 
lies within a SAM English Heritage would also have to give its approval for the development under 
the SAM consent regime. 
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2 Planning History 
 
There have been no previous development proposals upon the application site.  
 
However, there have been two proposals for a Gypsy and Travellers site upon the land 
immediately to the south (see below). Both of these applications were refused planning permission. 
The site of these refused applications lies just outside of the SAM. Both of these applications were 
refused on the grounds of:-  
 

1. Their adverse impact upon the setting of the SAM; 
2. The fact that the public benefits from the proposal would not sufficiently outweigh the harm 

caused to the setting of the SAM; 
3. The potential to physically harm the SAM due to ground works; 
4. Lack of information with respect to the foul sewerage works in terms of ensuring that there 

would be no adverse impact upon the water environment; 
5. The fact an approval for a traveller’s site in this location would cause a potentially 

undesirable precedent that would be harmful to the setting of the SAM. 
 
Reference Proposal Decision Date 
12/01565/FUL Use of land for one gypsy family comprising 

1 x residential caravan, 2 x ancillary 
caravans, 2 portacabins for use as a utility 
room and storage and 1 x storage container 
– part retrospective (re submission of 
11/01987/FUL) 

Refused  7th December 
2012 

11/01987/FUL Use of land for one gypsy family comprising 
1 x residential caravan, 2 x ancillary 
caravans, 2 portacabins for use as a utility 
and storage and 1 storage container (part 
retrospective) 

Refused 2nd March 
2012 

   
On the 6th February 2013 an Enforcement Notice was served on the adjacent site requiring 
- the unauthorised use to cease 
- removal of the caravans, storage containers, vehicles and hard core from the site 
- the making good of the site with Fenland soil 
 
The owner/occupier has until the 11th November 2013 to comply with the requirements of the 
enforcement notice 

 
3 Planning Policy 
 
Decisions must be taken in accordance with the development plan polices below, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) 
 
Section 12 - Conservation of Heritage Assets  
Account should be taken of the desirability of sustaining/enhancing heritage assets; the positive 
contribution that they can make to sustainable communities including economic viability; and the 
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness.  When considering the impact of a new development great weight should be given 
to the asset’s conservation. Harm to a SAM should be weighed against the public benefits of a 
proposal.   
 
Planning permission should be refused for development which would lead to substantial harm to or 
total loss of significance unless this is necessary to achieve public benefits that outweigh the 
harm/loss.  In such cases all reasonable steps should be taken to ensure the new development will 
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proceed after the harm/ loss has occurred. 
 
The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost 
through alteration or destruction of a heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage 
assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. 
Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, including 
SAM’s, should be wholly exceptional. 
 
Peterborough Core Strategy DPD (2011) 
 
CS09 - Gypsies and Travellers  
Sites for permanent Gypsy and Travellers pitches within the district will be identified through a 
separate SPD document. Specific criteria will be used to identify suitable sites.  
 
CS14 - Transport  
Promotes a reduction in the need to travel, sustainable transport, the Council’s UK Environment 
Capital aspirations and development which would improve the quality of environments for 
residents. 
 
CS20 - Landscape Character  
New development should be sensitive to the open countryside. Within the Landscape Character 
Areas development will only be permitted where specified criteria are met. 
 
CS22 - Flood Risk  
Development in Flood Zones 2 and 3 will only be permitted if specific criteria are met. Sustainable 
drainage systems should be used where appropriate. 
 
Peterborough Planning Policies DPD 
 
PP17 - Heritage Assets  
Development which would affect a heritage asset will be required to preserve and enhance the 
significance of the asset or its setting.  Development which would have detrimental impact will be 
refused unless there are overriding public benefits. 
 
Material Planning considerations 
 
The Setting of Heritage Assets – English Heritage June 2012 
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (DCLG) March 2012 
Peterborough Landscape Character Assessment 2007 
 
4 Consultations/Representations 
 
English Heritage – The application site falls within the extent of the SAM and would have a direct 
impact upon it and would cause harm to its setting. It would change the appearance of this heritage 
asset and therefore it would harm its significance.  
 
Flag Fen is exceptionally significant and its conservation should be given great weight in the 
planning process. English Heritage considers that the proposals for the site are not sufficient to 
outweigh the harm that would be caused to the Monument. The proposal is therefore contrary to 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) policy. It may set a precedent for the acceptance for 
other such similar development and the cumulative impact of these would undermine over time, 
and would cause harm to, the setting of the SAM. 
 
The application site lies within the southernmost area of the Flag Fen SAM. Flag Fen is recognised 
as containing some of the most significant Bronze Age archaeology in the country. The 
archaeological remains are exceptional and are highly valued in evidential and historic terms. The 
significance of the site is high and whilst remains are rare and unusual they are also fragile and 
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highly vulnerable. Flag Fen is one of the few places in the country where it is possible to see 
Bronze Age archaeology in its landscape context. The designated area of the SAM also contains 
remains from the Roman period.  
 
The extensive proposed landscaping and the addition of structures and caravans has the potential 
to cause physical damage to the SAM. The bringing in of materials to provide for solid bases for 
these has the potential to damage the SAM by way of contamination with archaeological material 
which would compromise the integrity of the SAM. The development would, by way of the 
proposed structures, tree planting and mounding of earth for example, interrupt views cross the 
site towards the wider area of the SAM. This would have an adverse impact upon the relationship 
of the site to the wider rural context. 
 
There is a critical relationship between the archaeology at the museum complex and the 
surrounding landscape which forms its setting. The report of the archaeological consultants, 
submitted with the application, fails to recognise the full significance of the site and the wider 
landscape.  
 
The proposed development may cause an undesirable precedent for other such proposals in the 
near vicinity of the site and English Heritage is concerned that the SAM would be further affected 
on a cumulative basis. On this point they have advised, as set out in their document - The Setting 
of Heritage Assets - that ‘the cumulative impact of incremental small scale changes may have a 
great effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large scale development’. 
 
Environment Agency – No objections – The southern boundary of the proposed development site 
lies 20 metres north of Flood Zone 2 ‘medium probability’, defined by the Technical Guide to the 
National Planning Policy Framework as the zone that comprises land assessed as having  
between a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1,000 annual probability of river flooding (1% - 0.1%), or  
between a 1 in 200 and 1 in 1,000 annual probability of sea flooding (0.5% - 0.1%) in any year. 
Various informatives have been advised to accompany the decision notice were the planning 
application to be approved. 
 
The Local Highways Authority – Objection on the grounds that Northey Road is a 60mph road 
and due to the significant high speed of vehicles and the intensification of use of the access, 
vehicle to vehicle visibility splays of 2.4m x 215m would be required in both directions from the 
access. The available visibility falls short of that required and the vehicle to vehicle splays cannot 
be achieved without encroaching onto third party land. 
 
Archaeology Officer – Objection. There is a need to ensure that the underground archaeology 
remains wet to preserve it. Any  groundwork  activity  may  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  the 
waterlogged  buried  remains  through either direct impact (truncation and exposure) and indirect 
impact (de-watering). The NPPF advises that ‘when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance  of  a  designated heritage  asset,  great weight should be  given  
to  the  asset’s  conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be to its 
protection.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage 
asset or development within its setting. The extent of the setting of a SAM is the surroundings in 
which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent  is  not  fixed  and  may  change  as  the  asset  
and  its surroundings  evolve.   
 
Councillor McKean – Objects - Planning Officers have already refused the adjoining application 
(12/01565/FUL) for a number of reasons and policies. The Councillor notes English Heritage 
comprehensive objections to the adjoining site 12/01565/FUL dated 3rd Dec 2012 and that these 
are based on the impact on Flag Fen as a Scheduled Monument which given this site also adjoins 
Flag Fen as well they would also apply. The Councillor also acknowledges comments from 
Archaeology Services that raises a number of concerns and recommends against the proposed 
development and is concerned about the road safety issues given this is an unrestricted road (eg 
max speed 60mph) Cllr McKean also point to the fact that there is a strip of land that is outside the 
indicated ownership of the applicant which he assumes would lead to difficulties in ensuring the 
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required visibility splays. 
 
Councillor Sanders – Objects – I fully concur with the comments made by English Heritage. 
Furthermore as the highways authority has already stated visibility for access to the site is an issue  
 
Councillor Shearman – Has indicated that he has no particular views on the merits of this 
application, apart from knowing there is a need for additional traveller sites with the city. In addition 
he believes that the disputed archaeological evidence should be examined by the Planning 
Committee. Cllr Shearman is also mindful of the fact that it is government policy to promote the 
creation of more private traveller sites - a policy which if pursued will, he believes bring about 
savings to the local authority and its council tax payers. 
 
Thorney Parish Council – Object - Works may interfere with archaeological remains and this is in 
a flood area. Note must be taken as to past planning refusals for similar development in this area. 
 
Local Residents/Interested Parties  
 
Initial consultations: 9 
Total number of responses: 1 
Total number of objections: 1 
Total number in support: 0 
 
One neighbour letter received objecting to the application for the following reasons: 
- Site is agricultural land and not appropriate for this development 
- If allowed it will set a president for adjoining land 
- Access to the site from Northey Road is not safe – specifically the entrance at bend in road 
affects site lines and this is a road that vehicles travel at a considerable speed  
- This development if allowed would have a negative effect on the nearby popular tourist attraction 
of Flag Fen 
 
Additional Letters and Petition Received 
The planning agent has submitted seventeen letters supporting the application. The application is 
supported for the following reasons: 
- We would like the Gray family as our neighbours, as they are a very respected and caring family. 
Have known Mr Gray for a considerable number of years and to the best of my knowledge he is 
honest and trustworthy. Mr Gray is a good person to have in the community and will always get 
involved and support others around him 
- Myself and my company are local to Whittlesey and travel past the site on numerous occasions. 
Can see no problem with Mr Gray locating himself at this site and no reason why he would not be 
granted planning permission 
- Consider that as there are a number of residential dwellings in situ along this road that a 
precedent has already been set. The area is surrounded by business factories and wind farms so 
we cannot see why another family site can be a problem when there are others in the area. 
- There is less distance between Viridor and the surrounding factories than there is in the location 
in question 
- Can understand why the applicant would like to leave the Oxney Road caravan site as it is very 
overcrowded and there is limited room for vehicles to get on and off. 
- Would be nice to see the land put to good use and not left free for fly tipping 
- Understand from the applicant that it will aid him and his family with being near friends and family 
and schools for his children. 
- Gypsy and Travellers are common to the area and we cannot see a problem with what they 
propose 
- Looks like a natural feature in the area and will not disturb any possible artefacts 
 
In addition the planning agent has submitted a 47 signature petition in support of the application. 
The signatories state that the Oxney Road site is at times cramped and overcrowded. That on rare 
occasions families are offered land to buy and try to obtain planning for and provide their own pitch 
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at no cost to the Council or public. The signatories argue that it is usually the case that most of 
their applications are objected too and hence they continue to live in such over crowded conditions 
as the Council has not provided enough pitches for their needs. The signatories add that they 
would like the opportunity to own their own pitches such as Hurn Road, Lazy Acre, Flag View yet 
keep having barriers and objections from allowing them to get planning permission. Those who 
signed the petition request to have a fair and equal right to buy land and live on their own pitches 
without having to contest the planning system every time. 
 
5 Assessment of the planning issues 
 
1. Background 
The land is owned by the applicant who currently lives at the Oxney Road caravan site on the east 
side of the city adjacent to the open countryside.  The applicant has advised that the site is very 
overcrowded and wants to move to a site with a better living environment. The nearest school and 
amenities are in Parnwell. The applicant meets the definition of a Gypsy as described in Annex 1 of 
the Planning policy for Traveller sites (DCLG 2012). The Local Authority is not currently seeking to 
allocate sites for Gypsy and Travellers accommodation. However, there is a proven shortfall in the 
provision of pitches. 
 
2. The principle of development 
Proposals for Gypsy and Traveller sites are assessed primarily against policy CS9 of the 
Peterborough Core Strategy DPD. The criterion of this policy is used to assess the site 
characteristics and constraints to development and whether a proposed site would be suitable to 
accommodate a Traveller family. The National Planning Policy Framework and its supporting 
document ‘Planning Policy for Traveller Sites’ are also material planning considerations in 
assessing the proposal.    
 
The main thrust of local and national Gypsy and Traveller policy is that there is a presumption in 
favour of granting consent for new sites. However account has to be taken when assessing such 
proposals to balance the need for a new site against other planning policy considerations and 
constraints. Policy CS9 (a) of the Peterborough Core Strategy states that proposed Gypsy and 
Traveller sites and their subsequent use should not conflict with other development plan policies or 
national planning policy relating to issues such as flood risk, contamination, landscape character, 
protection of the natural and built environment or agricultural land quality.    
 
The document ‘Planning Policy for Traveller Sites,’ March 2012, advises that when considering 
applications Local Planning Authorities should attach weight to such matters as effective use of 
previously developed land (Brownfield sites), untidy or derelict land, sites being well planned or soft 
landscaped in such a way as to positively enhance the environment and increase its openness, 
promoting opportunities for healthy lifestyles.  
 
The document also states that if a Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate an up–to-date five-
year supply of deliverable sites; this should be a significant material consideration in any 
subsequent planning decision when considering applications for the grant of temporary planning 
permission.  
 
There are currently no sites allocated for Gypsy and Travellers within the Proposed Site Allocations 
Document DPD and there is a demonstrable need for Gypsy and Traveller sites as identified in the 
Cambridgeshire sub-Regional Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment 2011.   
 
3. Access to Services 
Criteria (b) of policy CS9 requires the site to be located within reasonable travelling distance of a 
settlement which offers local services and community facilities, including a primary school. The site 
is within approximately 1.5 km from the urban settlement boundary. Officers consider that the 
proposal is not located in sufficient proximity to key local services and along a heavily trafficked 
route unsuitable for cycling and walking. Consequently there would be undue reliance on transport 
by private car and the location is therefore considered unsustainable contrary to criteria (b) of 
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policy CS9.  
 
4. Impact on Flag Fen 
The site lies within the southern boundary of Flag Fen which is considered to be one of the most 
important Bronze Age monuments in the country. The NPPF states that when considering the 
impact of a development on a designated heritage asset, the more important the asset, the greater 
the weight that should be given to the protection of the asset. The significance of the asset can be 
harmed or lost through its alteration or destruction or by inappropriate development within its 
setting. The significance of a heritage asset derives not only from physical presence, but equally 
and importantly, from its setting. 
 
In addition Policy CS17 of the Peterborough Core Strategy emphasises the importance of 
protecting, conserving and enhancing the historic environment requiring that all new development 
must respect and enhance the local character and distinctiveness of an area, particularly in areas 
of high heritage value. 
 
5. Ground works 
The applicant advises that no ‘de-watering is to be allowed on site as all surfacing solutions where 
possible are permeable. Further the applicant has provided a design for the landscaping to 
highlight that this will not affect the site either de watering or compression. 
 
Both the Council’s Archaeological Officer and English Heritage are both of the opinion that due to 
the sensitivity of the site any intervention could cause direct (visual) and indirect (dewatering) 
damage to the scheduled monument and surrounding area.  The Officers state that the 
groundwater levels in the area have to be maintained sufficiently high to ensure that the buried 
archaeological remains are saturated and hence preserved.  Any new development must ensure 
that the current groundwater levels are maintained or even increased.  Any groundwork activity 
may have a detrimental effect on waterlogged buried remains through direct impact (truncation and 
exposure) and indirect impact (de-watering).  
 
Notwithstanding the applicant’s report, the Local Highways Authority has advised that further 
surfacing works would be needed in order for the access to accord with current highway standards. 
It is officers’ opinion that the associated ground works required to support the development has the 
potential to impact upon the preservation of the archaeological remains as discussed.  The 
proposal therefore does not satisfy policies CS9 (a) and (d) and policy CS17 of the Adopted 
Peterborough Core Strategy DPD or the requirements as stated in the NPPF. 
 
6. Setting of the Asset 
In respect of the setting of a heritage asset the NPPF defines the setting of a heritage asset as ‘the 
surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may change as 
the asset and its surroundings evolve.’ The siting of caravans within the heritage asset would be an 
incongruous feature within the context and as such the two are not considered an appropriate 
feature within the SAM. 

 
English Heritage state that while the archaeological report provided by the applicant acknowledges 
the significance of the buried archaeology, it fails to recognise the full significance of the site, and 
the wider landscape.  English Heritage disagree with the premise that the site has no reference 
points in the contemporary landscape. The relationship between the land at Northey Island and the 
land at the visitors centre is important to experiencing and understanding the site, and its setting, 
as defined in the NPPF. English Heritage is concerned regarding the impact the development 
would have within the boundary of the scheduled monument and on its setting. The proposal would 
build up structural elements on the boundary of the SAM by the siting of caravans, vehicles and 
landscaping. At present the landscape is very much rural in character and the full implementation 
of the proposed development would change this.  
 
The development would therefore alter the relationship between the site and the wider rural 
context, and interrupt views across the site and through to the monument.  The harm done to the 
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setting of the SAM would damage its significance. 
 
Furthermore, ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets,’ guidance of English Heritage 2011, states that ‘the 
cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting 
of a heritage asset as a large-scale development’.   
 
It is not considered that there would be such a significant public benefit from the development or 
that the present shortfall in pitch provision sufficiently outweighs the harm that would be caused to 
the SAM. The proposal is therefore contrary to policies CS9 (a) and (e) and CS20 of the 
Peterborough Core Strategy DPD, policy PP17 of the Peterborough Planning Policies Document 
2012 and section 12 of the NPPF. 
 
7. Impact on Landscape Character 
The site lies within the Peterborough Fens Landscape Character Area as defined in the 
Peterborough Landscape Character Assessment.  The Flag Fen Bronze Age Monument is of 
national historical and cultural significance and is an important historical remnant to the city’s past 
and the history of the fens and its people.  The SAM is a museum and part of the experience of the 
site is viewing it in its context formed by the flat open field layout.  Part of the setting of the SAM is 
this landscape character and therefore it is important to protect it. The surrounding setting is part of 
the experience gained by visiting the site. The proposal includes a significant area of landscaping. 
This would not relate well to the SAM and would serve, along with the caravans, to detract from 
views to into the SAM particularly when travelling north along Northey Road. Policy CS20 of the 
Peterborough Core Strategy seeks to ensure that development within these areas should be 
sensitive to the landscape setting, retaining and enhancing the distinctive qualities of the 
landscape character area.  Policy CS20 requires that planning permission should only be granted if 
a development would ‘safeguard and enhance important views within the development layout’.   It 
is considered that the development would be out of keeping with the surrounding landscape 
contrary to policy CS20. 
 
The applicant has referred to the approval of wind farm developments in the area and the energy 
park development that is to be located to the north east of the power station in Storey’s Bar Road. 
His argument is that in terms of scale the existing wind farms and proposed implementation of the 
energy park development has and would have a far greater impact upon the immediate landscape 
and therefore upon the setting the SAM. The site of the energy park is just outside of the SAM and 
the grant of planning permission for it pre-dates the designation of Flag Fen as being of national 
importance. However the approval of the energy park specifically is considered to be very much in 
the public interest in that it will be a local base in dealing with a good deal of the waste that the City 
produces and that it will provide a significant output of electricity as a result to the benefit of the 
City and the National Grid. 
 
8. Vehicular Access and Highway Implications 
The Local Highway Authority has advised that vehicles travelling along the stretch of Northey Road 
close to the application site generally do so at speed and therefore in order for the access to be 
safe the visibility splays in either direction from the access need to be 2.4m by 215m. In reaching 
this conclusion account has been taken of the fact that a greater number of vehicle movements 
would take place to and from the site than were the field to be agricultural use or used for the 
grazing of horses. The necessary visibility splays cannot be achieved as they would have to cross 
through third party land. The applicant’s view is that these splays are achievable, specifically that 
issues regarding a third party are considered a legal issue and not a planning issue, hence the 
issue should not be a consideration of this planning application. The Local Highway Authority are 
concerned that as the visibility splay is on third party land works/structure could be erected that 
would restrict the required visibility splays from the access to the detriment of highway safety. 
 
9. Residential Amenity  
It is unlikely that the proposed use of the site would have an adverse impact upon the occupiers of 
the nearby residential properties and therefore the proposal, in this respect would be in accordance 
with policy CS9 of the Peterborough Core Strategy 
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10. Contamination 
The Environment Agency advise that the location of the site is within the vicinity of a quarry facility 
that may have been in filled. The potential for gas migration from that site to the application site 
requires consideration.  Should permission be granted officers recommend the standard 
contaminated land conditions. 
 
11. Flood Risk 
There have been no objections from the Environment Agency. 
 
12. Additional Material Submitted by the Agent 
The applicant has sought to justify the proposal by saying that it is no worse than the approved 
plans for Thorpe Hall and for the energy park. These are completely dissimilar proposals. 
Notwithstanding, the energy park pre dates the SAM designation. Also the agent has submitted 
photographs of untidy areas in and around the SAM. These are irrelevant as the untidiness is not 
subject to the planning consent regime.  
 
6 Conclusions 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that there is a shortfall in the supply of pitches for Gypsies and 
Travellers, this does not outweigh the detriment that would arise in respect of 
1 – Impact on the setting of the SAM 
2 – Impact on buried archaeological remains  
3 – The site being too distant from key services 
4 – An unsafe vehicular access 
 
7 Recommendation 
The Head of Planning Transport and Engineering Services recommends that planning permission 
is REFUSED for the following reasons:- 
 
R 1     The application site is located just within the southern boundary of the Flag Fen Bronze Age 

Settlement which is designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument.  Flag Fen is an 
important complex of Bronze Age archaeology recognised both nationally and 
internationally and is highly valued in evidential, communal and historical terms.  It is one of 
the few places where it is possible to understand the physical remains of Bronze Age 
archaeology in its immediate landscape, in this case, the landscape of the Flag Fen basin 
and Northey Island. The Bronze Age Settlement is a museum and part of the experience of 
the site is viewing it in its wider landscape which protects the context and setting of the 
heritage asset. 

             
           The proposal site, to be occupied by two static caravans, two touring caravans, four parking 

spaces and or landscaping would be highly visible and would detract from the setting and 
significance of Flag Fen and would have a direct impact upon the monument.  The 
development would alter the relationship between the site the wider rural context, and 
interrupt views across the site and through to the monument.  The harm done to the setting 
of the monument would damage its significance. The shortfall in the supply of Gypsy and 
Travellers pitches does not outweigh the harm that the proposal would have upon a 
nationally important archaeological site        

                   
           Hence the proposal is contrary to policy CS9 (a) and (e), CS17 and CS20 of the Adopted 

Peterborough Core Strategy DPD, policy PP17 of the Adopted Peterborough Planning 
Policy Document and section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework.                    

                    
R2      The groundwork and landscaping associated with the development, regardless of depth, 

would have the potential to detrimentally effect the waterlogged buried archaeological 
remains within the Scheduled Ancient Monument through the direct impact (truncation) and 
indirect impact (dewatering).  The shortfall in the supply of Gypsy and Travellers pitches 
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does not outweigh the harm that the proposal would have upon a nationally important 
archaeological site 

 
The proposal is therefore contrary to policies CS9 (a) and CS17 of the Adopted 
Peterborough Core Strategy and section 12 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.                         

                      
R3      The proposal, if approved, could result in an undesirable precedent of development within 

and or adjacent to the Scheduled Ancient Monument which would make future applications 
for planning permission. difficult to resist. Indeed, the Local Planning Authority has had a 
similar proposal immediately to the south of the application site. It is important to recognise 
that there is a danger of incremental change caused by successive developments of this 
type, which together would have a cumulative impact.   Such developments, taken together, 
have the potential to cause further collective harm to the setting of the Scheduled Ancient 
Monument contrary to policy CS17 of the Peterborough Core Strategy DPD, the National 
Planning Policy Framework and English Heritage setting guidance (The Setting of Heritage 
Assets 2011). 

 
R4 The proposal is not located in sufficient proximity to key local services and along a heavily 

trafficked route unsuitable for cycling and walking. Consequently there would be undue 
reliance on transport by private car and the location is therefore considered unsustainable 
contrary to policy CS9 and CS14 of the Peterborough Core Strategy DPD 

 
R5 The proposal would result in an intensification of use of the vehicular access in terms of 

vehicles entering/leaving the site and the available vehicle to vehicle visibility splays from 
the access road on to Northey Road would be insufficient to provide for a safe exit for 
vehicles leaving the site. Therefore the use of the access would result in a detriment to 
highway safety and the proposal would be detrimental to policy CS14 of the Peterborough 
Core Strategy DPD. 

 
Copy to Councillors Sanders D A and McKean D 
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