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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 19 February 2013 
 

ITEM NO APPLICATION NO SITE/DESCRIPTION 

 

1. 12/01919/FUL 

Stanground Surgery, Whittlesey Road, Stanground, 
Peterborough. 
Extension and alterations to provide consulting rooms and 
administrative offices including alteration to access road and 
provision of new staff parking. 

 
Additional Representations 
 
Local Residents/Interested Parties 
 
Objections 
 
Following publication of the Committee Report, a flyer was issued to local residents in Stanground and 
Woodston through the publication ‘The Viewer’.  A copy of this flyer can be found at Appendix A of this 
Update Report.  As a result of this flyer, 47 further objections were received to the application.   
 
The objections are raised on the following basis: 
- The moving of the existing Co-Operative Pharmacy from the centre of Stanground will result in the 

closure of the Post Office in Central Square. 
- The moving of Stanground Pharmacy will hurt the pensioners who live in the local area by causing 

stress as a result of having to travel further and using Peterborough Road which is well known for 
the volume of traffic using it. 

- There is no need for another Pharmacy in the location owing to the existing Pharmacy next door 
- Where will local residents go for vital services if the Stanground Post Office closes? 
- The site of the Stanground Surgery already has a nightmare entrance and blind exit, nearly opposite 

the fire station entrance/exit and is shared with the Dental Practice and Funeral Directors.  
- The proposed relocation of the Co-Operative Pharmacy to the Doctors Surgery will increase 

congestion on Peterborough Road. 
- The proposal risks the closure of the Post Office and puts 3 jobs at risk.  
- There does not appear to be sufficient space within the site to accommodate growth of the Doctor’s 

Surgery. 
- The logical solution would be for the Doctor’s Surgery to negotiate a link-up with the existing 

adjacent Pharmacy.  
- The loss of the Pharmacy and Post Office in Central Square would be a great loss to the residents 

of Stanground.  
- Concern that the proposal will result in the loss of Halls the Chemist.  
- The loss of further services in Central Square means the area will become defunct, rundown and 

anti-social behaviour will increase.  
- The City Council is not looking at the bigger picture if the move of the Pharmacy is permitted.  
- Stanground does not need two Pharmacies in such close proximity to one another.  
- It isn’t justifiable making the existing junction any worse – this proposal would be dangerous to 

patients, visitors, school children, pedestrian and road users in the vicinity. 
- Will the Council take responsibility for the extra volume of traffic and increased amounts of accidents 

that will take place if this proposal goes ahead? 
- Query why a Doctor’s Surgery has not already been provided within the new Cardea development 
- The Planning Department has a responsibility to provide an area with infrastructure facilities such as 

schools, shops and doctors and if this application gets passed, the surgery in Cardea will never be 
built. 

 
17 further standardised objection letters have also been received.   
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Officer Response: As Members will see, the flyer issued to local residents asks that objections be 
raised to the application on the basis of the proposed relocation of the Co-Operative Pharmacy from 
Central Square and the threat this poses to the possible closure of the Post Office.  As already 
highlighted in the Committee Report, the dispensary proposed at Stanground Surgery does not require 
the benefit of planning permission and accordingly, any objections on this basis are not material planning 
considerations.  The valid grounds of objection relating to parking and access have already been 
discussed in the Committee Report and the Local Highway Authority has raised no objections to the 
proposal.  The issue relating to the provision of a Doctor’s Surgery within the South Stanground 
(‘Cardea’) development is not a material planning consideration and therefore cannot be considered 
within this planning application.   
 
 
Support 
 
In addition, two letter of support has been received; one from the Stanground Surgery Patient 
Participation Group and one from a local resident.  Their support is based on the following grounds: 

- the proposed extension is essential for the Surgery to provide extra clinical rooms which are 
needed in order to increase the range of services provided and enhance the care of patients 

-  if the application is refused, medical provision in the Stanground area will soon become 
inadequate and patients will suffer as a result.   

 
 
Withdrawn objections 
 
Since publication of the Committee Report, a total of 39 local residents have contacted Democratic 
Services and Planning Services in respect of notification letters they have received for this Planning 
Committee.  
 
It has been brought to Officers attention that these 39 contributors have either not submitted the received 
standardised objection letters or have instead signed a petition put to them by pharmacies and chemists 
throughout the City.  Several respondents have informed Officers that they were not made aware of to 
what they were objecting to.   
 
On this basis, all have requested that their objections to the application be removed, which the Local 
Planning Authority has complied with. 
 
 
Queried Validity of the Planning Application 
 
Mr Damani (owner of Halls the Chemist) who will be speaking before Members at Committee in objection 
to the application, has provided a 27 page document to which he will be referring.  A copy of this 
document can be found at Appendix B.  In respect of this document, Officers make the following 
comments: 
 
Appendix 1 This application is for a self-contained A1 retail unit which was withdrawn by the 

Applicant on 23rd January 2012.  The current application proposal is not the same as 
this withdrawn proposal.  As detailed in the Committee Report, the current proposed 
dispensary is not an A1 retail unit and falls within Class D1 (the same use class as the 
Doctor’s Surgery).  Accordingly, it does not require the benefit of planning permission 
and this information is not a material planning consideration.   

 
Appendix 2 Comments as per Appendix 1. 
 
Appendix 3 Any permissions outside of the planning process are not a material planning 

consideration and therefore cannot be considered.  
 
Appendix 4 The application has been assessed on the impact of increasing the number of patients 

served by the Surgery through the resultant increase in the number of consulting 

5



 

  

rooms.  This correspondence is not a material planning consideration. 
 
Appendix 5 This document does not relate to the current planning application and therefore is not a 

material planning consideration.  
 
Appendix 6 Officers have been informed at all stages of the application process of the likely 

intended operator of the dispensary.  However, as previously advised, the dispensary 
does not require the benefit of planning permission as it is not an independent A1 retail 
unit.  

 
Appendix 7 The application has been assessed on the impact of increasing the number of patients 

served by the Surgery through the resultant increase in the number of consulting 
rooms.  This correspondence is not a material planning consideration. 

 
Appendix 8 Comments as per Appendix 7. 
 
Appendix 9 The current application scheme addresses those reasons for refusal issued under 

application reference 12/01331/FUL.  All matters relating to parking, access and 
highway implications are detailed in the Committee Report.   

 
Appendix 10 Comments as per Appendix 9. 
 
Appendix 11 Comments as per Appendix 9. 
 
Appendix 12 Comments as per Appendix 1. 
 
Appendix 13 Comments as per Appendix 9.  
 
Appendix 14 Comments as per Appendix 6. 
 
Appendix 15  Please see Officer comments below. 
 
Appendix 16 Please see Officer comments below.  
 
 
Mr Damani has raised a further objection regarding the validity of the planning application (Appendix C).  
His objection relates to the incorrect notice being provided to all landowners in respect of the strip of land 
along the southern boundary of the site which would be used for the widening of the access road – this 
land belongs to the City Council of Peterborough.    
 
Where the Local Planning Authority (LPA) becomes aware that the service of notice of planning 
application hasn’t been served on all parties, then the LPA is duty bound to ensure that any third party is 
notified accordingly. As such, in these circumstances the Doctor’s Surgery needs to ensure that the City 
Council, as an additional landowner, is served a Certificate B with 21 days to respond to the application. 
 
On this basis, the Applicant has served further notice on the City Council (Children’s Services and 
Property Services) dated 18th February 2013.   
 
The City Council’s Legal Officer has advised that the application can still go before Planning Committee 
prior to the expiration of the 21 days but any resolution to grant will require the 21 day period to have first 
time expired before permission may be issued. If there is a substantive planning objection raised during 
the consultation period then this would need to be brought back to PEP Committee for reconsideration of 
the decision, taking into account the objection.  
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Revised Recommendation 
 
In light of the above, the Head of Planning Services recommends that Members resolve to GRANT 
planning permission (subject to the conditions set out in the Committee Report) subject to expiration of 
the additional 21 day notice period and no substantive planning objection being raised by the landowner.    
 
Mr Damani has also objected to the incorrect notice being served on one landowner, ‘Westgate 
Properties Limited’, in terms of the company address.  Officers do not consider that the incorrect notice 
has been served in this respect.   
 
In addition, Mr Damani has provided further comments in respect of his view that the proposed 
dispensary is an A1 retail unit.  These comments can be found at Appendix D.  Officers raise no further 
response to these comments, as the assessment of the Pharmacy is clearly detailed in the Committee 
Report.   
 
 

2. 12/01812/FUL 

Former Petrol Filling Station, Oundle Road, Orton Longueville, 
PE2 7DF. 
Construction of 14 x two-bedroom apartments with associated car 
parking and amenity space. 

 
This application has been withdrawn by the applicant. 
 
 

3. 12/01922/FUL 

R And P Meats Ltd, 55 Cherry Orton Road, Orton Waterville, 
Peterborough. 
Change of use of remaining part of residential garage to business 
use – Retrospective. 

 
Additional Representations 
 
Councillors 
 
Cllr Sue Allen has made the following comments: 
 
I write in support of the Residents of Orton Waterville and my colleague Cllr Stokes, in asking this 
committee to please refuse this application on the grounds that it would have a detrimental impact on the 
lives of these residents.  These residents have already opposed this company before as there lives have 
been disturbed so many times with Huge Juggernauts parking in front of their driveways blocking them 
from getting out, lorries parking in the street which has a very narrow road.  Next door neighbour having 
his cottage damaged by lorries trying to get down the entrance to the back of this building. Noise from 
deliveries.  Anymore expansion to these premises would have a further detrimental impact on their lives, 
and would not be fair to them.  Where these premises are situated is in a conservation area of which I 
would like to see be protected.  So please I ask this committee to oppose this application and seek to 
refuse this company from further expansion in support of the Residents that live their. 
 
 
Cllr June Stokes has made the following comments: 
 
I wish to speak in support of residents who are objecting to this retrospective application. 
I feel that this business has over expanded and this application is a sign that they intend to expand their 
business even more from these premises. 
 
R & P Meats operates in what should be a quiet residential area of a conservation village. 
The Road is very narrow, and over the years the residents have had to put up with not being able to get 
out of their driveways due to lorries being parked, sometimes on the pavement blocking their exit.  I have 
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been told by a resident that a few weeks ago lorry had broken down and a driveway was blocked for two 
and a half hours. 
 
Whilst the lorries are parked waiting to be unloaded their refrigeration units are left running causing 
fumes to enter the properties. 
 
Properties have been damaged by vehicles entering and leaving R and P meats due to the narrow 
entrance.  I understand committee members have seen photographic evidence of this. 
 
I am also concerned that should emergency vehicles have to access the road, they could be hampered 
by these vehicles being parked there in this very narrow road.       
Residents have been disturbed both in the mornings by workers and vehicles arriving before 7am and 
again in the evenings by vehicles returning to the premises late at night, which to my mind is not 
acceptable. 
 
I don’t wish to be too repetitive so I have kept this very brief as I know residents whom have had first 
hand experience have listed all their objections in their report 
 
 

4. 12/01832/HHFUL 
39 The Green, Werrington, Peterborough, PE4 6RT. 
Two storey extension to existing dwelling. 

 
The Occupier of No 6 Crester Drive has submitted the following: 
 

I wish to object for the following reasons. 
 
The outline plan would be obtrusive, as the applicant has confirmed on point 3 of the design 
and access statement, and would encroach on my privacy in my house and private use and 
enjoyment of my garden.  Currently the applicant can see into my home from one of his 
bedrooms and I can see into his house from two of my bedrooms so moving the property line 
nearer will allow further intrusion on my privacy. 
 
My purchase of this property involved consideration the privacy it enjoyed which is 
acceptable at the moment but this is now under threat.  Should you give approval to the 
extension then the market value of my property would reduce as would my ability to sell it in 
the future.  
 
If the large extension is built and I wish to have privacy in at least my garden I could consider 
planting trees.  However they will take years to grow and when they do they will remove the 
natural light from my garden and dwelling. 
 
Should the application be approved I shall be seeking reapraisement of my Council Tax 
banding as the resident at 2 Crester Drive enjoys a lower Council Tax banding because of 
close proximity of adjacent buildings. 
 
The applicant recently erected a very large outbuilding on my boundary which he was 
subsequently ordered, by yourselves, to move away from the boundary.  Whilst building this 
he would work evenings, early mornings and weekends and I fear he would duplicate this 
work pattern if given approval. 
 
His previous application, which he withdrew, stated the extension would accommodate a 4th 
bedroom.  The new application states he wishes to have a 4th bedroom (as per the design 
and access statement points 2 & 8), however the plans clearly show a 5th bedroom.  Can 
you please clarify this irregularity. 
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I am very concerned and worried with the proposal and hope that you will consider the points 
I have raised.  The area is currently peaceful and in keeping with a village location and I feel 
that the character would be irrevocably damaged by the applicants wish to build this large 
extension. 

 
 

5. 12/01429/FUL 
Newark Court, 7 Newark Avenue, Dogsthorpe, Peterborough. 
Demolition of the existing building and erection of health centre (Use 
Class D1) with associated car parking. 

 
Additional Representations 
 
Councillors 
 
Councillor Peach has requested the following comments be presented to Members of the Committee: 
 
“Dear Councillors, 
 
Unfortunately I am at a Local Government Association meeting in London on Tuesday so cannot speak 
to the committee in person on the above application. 
 
While I and I know a number of residents are generally welcoming of the proposal to amalgamate a 
number of doctor's surgeries on one site many residents have expressed grave concerns about this 
application. 
 
In addition to a number of emails and letters I have received as one of the local councillors a number of 
residents turned up at the last neighbourhood committee meeting (minutes attached) to express their 
concerns.  
 
These are the relatively narrow entrance (it will only be widened very slightly in this application), it's very 
close proximity to the busy junction of Eastfield Road/Newark Avenue, its proximity to Newark Avenue 
infants & Junior School (with lots of small children crossing the road within yards of the application site) 
and perhaps most importantly the provision for on-site parking. 
 
The person in charge of the project, Peter Whiteman, gave the neighbourhood committee a presentation 
and all of these above concerns were raised resulting in the motion that is recorded in the minutes that 
these points should be sent to the planners and yourselves at planning committee. 
 
We were told at the presentation that the project/application would also include the purchase of the next-
door bungalow and the use of the bungalows rear garden for extra parking. I note however that this does 
not seem to be in the application before you. Simon (Machen) was quoted as saying (top of page 3 on 
the attached minutes) 
 
"Simon advised that the adjacent bungalow had been purchased to provide more parking. The Planning 
Authority could not support the application without the extra parking" 
 
It would be misleading for Peter Wightman the Director of Primary Care at NHS Peterborough to say one 
thing about the planning application at a public neighbourhood committee meeting and then when the 
final application comes before you it is somewhat different. 
 
At the end of the neighbourhood committee meeting the following was proposed and overwhelmingly 
agreed 
 
"That the comments from this meeting be forwarded to Planning Officers as part of planning consultation 
process and that they take particular notice of the size of the development; parking at the site; the 
closeness to the junctions of Newark Avenue and Eastfield Road and Newark Avenue and Eastern 
Avenue and the closeness to Newark Hill Primary School."  
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I don't know if this was ever sent to planning officers but certainly a number of the points have not so far 
been addressed in the application you have before you. 
 
I note that the planning report in front of you states on page 6 item (c) "therefore likely to result in 
increased demand for parking on the nearby public highway"   
 
May I respectfully suggest that if permission is granted it is granted with the following conditions? 
 
1) that before building starts the adjacent bungalow site is purchased and the bungalow demolished so 

that the whole bungalow site can be used for off street parking. The entrance/exit can then also be 
widened further. 

 
2) that a pedestrian crossing is put near the junction of the Eastern Avenue and Newark Avenue to aid 

and encourage pedestrians to the above site. 
 
3) that speed calming cushions are placed in Newark Avenue as it is a very long and straight road and 

does suffer from speeding traffic, as often witnessed by the police and Dogsthorpe/Park Ward 
Councillors. 

 
Thanking you for your time and attention on this matter.” 
 
A copy of the Minutes referred to in Councillor Peach’s comments can be found at Appendix E.   
 
 
Officer response:  In respect of Councillor Peach’s requests above, Members should note that officers 
consider that the parking as proposed together with the available on street parking capacity is sufficient 
to meet the demands of the proposal. With regards to the second request, there is already an existing 
signalised pedestrian crossing at the junction of Newark Avenue and Eastfield Road.  The introduction of 
another crossing is likely to cause further impediment to the free flow of traffic.  With regards to speed 
calming measures, the Local Highway Authority has not requested such a measure as it is not 
considered necessary.  Conditions must relate to the development being applied for.  The proposed 
measure is not directly required by the planning application proposal and therefore, could not be 
conditioned.   
 
 
Councillor Ash has also made the following comments: 
 
“I wish to add a comment to the report on this application which is on the list for Tuesday’s committee. 
 
Having read the report I share the concerns regarding highways issues outlined in the report. 
 
Although not in the Dogsthorpe Ward the ward boundary runs down the centre of Newark Avenue. The 
site is virtually opposite the junction of Newark Avenue and Eastern Avenue and a few yards from the 
busy junction at East field Road.  Therefore there is likely to be some adverse impact for residents within 
the Dogsthorpe Ward.  
 
Like the Park Ward councillors I have concerns regarding adverse impact on the highway and safe traffic 
movement and smooth flow at the two junctions and along this section of Newark Avenue  
 
I am also concerned that if on site parking is in adequate then there will be on street parking which will 
add to the problems of road safety and traffic flows.   
 
I note that similar concerns have been raised by the Police Liaison Officer and ask that the committee 
take on board the points raised by the liaison officer particularly the request to include conditions to 
ensure road safety. In addition request that parking and traffic flows are carefully monitored in order that 
remedial action is taken if necessary.” 
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Local Residents/Interested Parties 
 
Support 
 
Since publication of the Committee Report, 8 further standardised letters of support have been received.   
 
 
Objection 
 
A further objection has been received from Mr Phil Branston on behalf of himself as a local resident and 
Alichem Ltd.  His objections are on the following grounds: 
 
- The application proposes a new Pharmacy which is an A1 retail shop.  No mention of this is made in 

the application description and no floor area has been included on the application form.  As a result, 
the additional staffing level and car parking standard has not been included in the assessment of the 
application.  The Pharmacy will involve many site visits for repeat prescription collection and space 
for the delivery van to park.  Planning policy has not been followed on the application for A1 use. 

 
Officer response:  The planning application has been assessed on the basis of an independent 
retail pharmacy (as set out in the Committee Report).  It is acknowledged that the application has not 
been supported by a Sequential Test to site selection as the retail unit is outside any identified local 
centre.  However, it is concluded that the proposed pharmacy use is appropriate given the proposed 
size and scale of the doctor’s surgery and would not be better served within a local centre.  To 
ensure that no future alternative retail use in such a location results, a condition is proposed to 
restrict the use of this unit to no other retail use other than a Pharmacy.  With regards to the car 
parking assessment, the Local Highway Authority has confirmed that their assessment did include 
the potential for additional vehicular trips and car parking associated with such a use and therefore, 
this has already been discussed in the Committee Report.   
 

- The application proposes 41 car parking spaces whilst the Local Highway Authority has calculated 65 
spaces are required (not including the Pharmacy), a minimum shortfall of 24 spaces.  By comparison, 
the Thomas Walker Medical Centre (contained 3 medical practices) has a staff car park of 44 spaces 
and patient car park of 54 spaces – 89 in total.  At times this patient car park is full.  The Newark 
Court car park space availability cannot be seen until the site is entered and therefore gridlock will 
result.   

 
Officer response:  The Thomas Walker Medical Centre is located in a completely different location 
within the City and therefore, no direct comparison can be made.  Furthermore, this surgery has 
expanded over time and was well established before its most recent expansion.  The Local Highway 
Authority has noted that this application proposal provides less car parking than the adopted 
standard; however this standard is a maximum.  It has been concluded that the proposal would not 
result in any unacceptable impact upon highway safety.   
 

- If the site is full, patients will park on the access road causing more congestion.  It is suggested that 
patients park on Newark Avenue, but this is a main arterial route.  At present, cars park down this 
road half on the footpath and two cars opposite each other cause a hazard.  No travel plan has been 
carried out to assess the travel arrangements of the patients from the relocated premises.  No 
account has been taken of the congestion periods outside this site. 

 
Officer response:  The implications upon the adjacent public highway, particularly Newark Avenue, 
have been fully assessed.  The Applicant has provided a Travel Plan with the application submission 
and it is proposed to secure adequate implementation by way of a Section 106 legal agreement.   
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In addition, further comments have been submitted by Mr Wildash, a resident of Derby Drive: 
 

For a council who aspires to being "green" why you have insisted on the demolition of a house to 
create a car park?  My understanding is that a survey conducted about car ownership of people 
currently using the centres  does not support your argument.   
 
I am really concerned that the 2 story building will directly overlook our home and intrude on our 
privacy.  In addition, it will be out of keeping with the area.  I note that you recognise that the 
medical centre can attract crime and anti social behaviour.  There is mention of physical security of 
the building.  Does that mean 24 hours or only during normal opening times? I also note that there 
is no mention of operating hours and that the centre may open out of hours in some instances 
where local demand requires it. That is far too vague, as are your assumptions about vehicular 
movements.  How can you make an assumption when you do not know the demand?  There must 
be a closing time, say 7.30pm and any moment from that is consulted with the local community.   
 
Can you confirm whether an environmental impact assessment has been carried out as I would be 
interested in it's findings.   
 
Finally, are there any plans to increase the fencing between Derby Drive and the centre and as 
there is no mention, visitors using the centre will not be able to access the centre from Derby 
Drive?” 

 
Officer response:  Many of the issues raised by Mr Wildash have been dealt with in the Committee 
Report.  The application was not accompanied by an Environmental Statement and given the size and 
scale of the development, the development does not require an Environmental Impact Assessment.   
 
 
Assessment of the Planning Considerations 
 
Parking, access and highway implications 
In addition to the conditions already set out in the Committee Report, the Local Highway Authority has 
requested a number of conditions be imposed in relation to the time period for provision of car parking 
and the proposed access improvements, along with other measures to prevent any adverse impact upon 
the public highway.   
 
As such, the following additional conditions are recommended by Officers:  
 
 
C12 Prior to the first occupation of the building, the areas shown on drawing number 06/11/P/02 

Revision E for the parking and turning of vehicles shall be drained and hard surfaced.  Those 
areas shall not thereafter be used for any purpose other than the parking and turning of vehicles 
in connection with the use of the building.   

 
 Reason:  In the interests of highway safety, in accordance with Policy CS14 of the Peterborough 

Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Policies PP12 and PP13 of the Peterborough Planning Policies 
DPD (2012).   

 
 
C13 Prior to the first occupation of the building, the vehicular and pedestrian access shall be improved 

in accordance with drawing number 06/11/P/02 Revision E. 
 
 Reason:  In the interests of highway safety, in accordance with Policy CS14 of the Peterborough 

Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Policy PP12 of the Peterborough Planning Policies DPD (2012).   
 
 
C14 Any gates to be provided to the vehicular and pedestrian accesses shall be set back a minimum 

of 6 metres from the back edge of the public highway.   
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Reason:  In the interests of highway safety, in accordance with Policy CS14 of the Peterborough 
Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Policy PP12 of the Peterborough Planning Policies DPD (2012).   

 
 
C15 Prior to the first occupation of the building, a Site Management Plan, including details of how 

parking will be restricted within the access road, shall be implemented in accordance with details 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason:  In the interests of highway safety, in accordance with Policy CS14 of the Peterborough 
Core Strategy DPD (2011) and Policy PP12 of the Peterborough Planning Policies DPD (2012).   

 
 
In addition, the following amendment is proposed to Condition C6 set out in the Committee Report: 
 
C6 Prior to the commencement of development, a Construction and Demolition Management Plan 

(CMP) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The CMP 
shall include the following: 

 
- Hours of construction; 
- Haulage routes to and from the site; 
- Temporary facilities for the parking, turning, loading and unloading of all vehicles visiting the 

site during the period of construction/demolition; 
- Details of material storage; 
- Details of all site welfare buildings/cabins; 
- Details of vehicle-cleaning equipment (including specification and position);  
- A noise management plan including a scheme for the monitoring of construction and 

demolition noise; and 
- A scheme for the control of dust arising from demolition and site works. 

  
 Development shall be carried out in accordance with the agreed scheme and all vehicles leaving 

the site shall pass through the approved cleaning equipment before entering the public highway.  
In the event that the approved vehicle-cleaning equipment is inoperative, development operations 
reliant upon compliance with this condition shall be suspended unless and until an alternative 
equally effective method of cleaning vehicles has been approved by the Local Planning Authority 
and is operational on site.   

  
 Reason: To manage the impact that the construction phase of the development  has on amenity  

and highway safety, in accordance with Policy CS14 of the Peterborough Core Strategy DPD 
(2011) and Policy PP12 of the Peterborough Planning Policies DPD (2012). 

 
 

6. 12/01734/FUL 
Land On The South West Side Of Northey Road, Peterborough. 
Proposed gypsy and traveller site for one extended gypsy family 
containing two static caravans and two touring caravans. 

 
Application withdrawn from agenda by Planning Services Manager. To be brought to 5th March Meeting.  
 
 

7. 11/01778/R4FUL 
Land West Of Monarch Avenue, Fletton, Peterborough. 
Erection of 59 dwellings. 

 
A. Comments Received Too Late to Include In the Committee Report  
 
Cllr Walsh – Following a site visit and visit to an objector in Knights Mews I have the following 
comments:- 
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• Construction traffic was accessing the site from a passageway that runs from the High Street 
(bookmaker’s premises), immediately behind properties in Knights Mews, and down to the site. 
This appears to have stopped, but the residents concerns are that this passageway will provide 
access to the site when it is completed, thus compromising security.  

 

• Construction equipment has been working on the site for approximately a month, which suggests 
a “done deal” attitude and is not consistent with planning policies.  

 

• Accessing the High Street from the location is quite challenging. Parked vehicles on the High 
Street obstruct the view and it is necessary to actually drive onto the High Street before making a 
turn onto it. The objector pointed out how difficult access is at night time. I could see for myself 
that even daytime is problematic. Obviously the situation will worsen with the new development. 
Rather than a simple pedestrian crossing, this location actually needs traffic lights installing. I am 
surprised that our Highways Department did not make this observation.  

 
Officer’s response:- 
 

• The agent has confirmed that there is no intention to use the existing passageway running 
from the High Street behind Knights Mews for construction traffic, nor if planning permission 
is granted, will it provide access to the site when the development is completed.   

 

• Any works carried out on site before the consideration of the planning application at 
Committee, are done at the applicant’s own risk.  The site clearing works that have taken 
place have had no bearing on the Officers recommendation or Members ability to fully 
consider the planning merits of the case at the Committee meeting and agree or disagree 
with the recommendation proposed.   

 

• The Local Highway Authority did not consider that the additional traffic flows generated by the 
development would warrant the requirement for a new signalised junction on the High Street.   

 
Wildlife Officer – No objections – It has been clarified that whilst not specifically mentioned in the Reptile 
report, when the site was surveyed there was no evidence of thee presence of Great Crested Newts.  On 
this basis the Wildlife Officer now raises no objections subject to an extra planning condition to require 
biodiversity enhancement measures to the proposed drainage pond area. An additional condition is 
recommended.     
 
 
Police Architect Liaison Officer – No objections - There are a few plot specific recommendations.  The 
void space to the south of Plots 21 and 22, should be designed to ensure that the space is not an 
attractive area for young people to hang about or for Fly Tipping to occur.  The rear of garden Plot 22 
appears to be an ideal location for a Den – out of site – likely to attract Anti Social Behaviour.  Therefore 
it is advised that low fencing is provided to prevent vehicle access onto the land.  Also that a defensive 
planting scheme ( Low level but dense i.e. pyracantha or similar) to prevent access, but which does not 
restrict views is also considered. 
 
All homes on the southern boundary should be provided with a 1.8m high close boarded rear boundary 
fence as a minimum to prevent access, as planting on this boundary is sparse in places. 
 
Plot 20 – Rear gate should be brought forward to Plot 21 side fence line. 
Plot 25/26/27/28 – Should be provided with a shared, self closing / self locking 1.8m high gate, 
positioned as close as practical to the front building line between Plots 26/27.  Keys issued to only the 
residents who require access. 
Plots 21/22 & 31 – Suggest that these more vulnerable boundary fences consist of 1.8m CB fencing, 
topped with 300mm trellis. 
Plot 29 - Rear gate should be brought forward, closer to Plot 30 side gate. 
Plot 32 - Rear gate should be brought forward to Plot 31 side fence line. 
Plot 39 – Requires a side gate – similar location as that of Plot 38. 
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Officer Reply: 

Condition 22 requests a landscaping scheme to be submitted and agreed by the Local Planning 
Authority, this can deal with the required defensive planting around plots 21 and 22 mentioned 
above.   

 
Condition 24 requests the submission of boundary treatments details, this can deal with the 
boundary treatments required for security for all plots on the southern boundary, and plots 21, 22, 
and 31 mentioned above.    

 
To deal with the side and rear access gates issues mentioned a new condition can be added. 

 
B Amended Plans Received 
 
These alter two of the houses types proposed, house type 2323 and 2324.   
 
House type 2323 has increased in size from 74 sqm (796 sqft) to 82 sqm (887 sqft).  There are now 
variations A/B/C of this house type, which now have either pitched, hipped, or gable front elevation roofs, 
previously they were all pitched roofs; and all the porches now have flat roofs rather than pitched. 
 
House type 2324 has changed from a pitched to a hipped roof and the en-suite for bedroom 1 has been 
removed.   
 
Officers consider that these proposed amendments would have not have any adverse visual impact on 
the character of the area, or have any harmful impacts any neighbouring sites.  The increase in size of 
the properties 2323 could still be acceptably accommodated on the site with sufficient provision of 
garden ground.  The proposed amendments to the house types and layout are therefore considered to 
be in accordance with Policies CS16 of the Core Strategy and Policies PP02, PP03, and PP04 of the 
Planning Policies DPD.   
 
 
C Amended Recommendation / Changes to Conditions 
 
Officers request that if Members are minded to accept the recommendation and approve the application, 
that they grant Delegated Authority to Officers to issue planning permission on completion of a further 14 
day neighbour re-consultation on the amended plans, provided no further adverse comments are 
received on the changes made that have not already been considered by the Committee.         
 
 
It is recommended that the following conditions be added: 
 

Condition 25 – Prior to the commencement of the drainage pond works on site, a scheme of 
biodiversity enhancement measures for this area shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.  These approved measures shall be fully implemented on site prior to 
the completion of the drainage pond works and thereafter maintained in perpetuity. 
 
Reason: In the interests of biodiversity in accordance with policy CS21 of the adopted Core 
Strategy and the NPPF. 

 
Condition 26 – Prior to the erection of the boundary fences for the plots 20, 21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 26, 
27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 38, and 39, the following information shall be submitted and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority :- 
 

• The position and design of the rear access gate for plot 20, which should be brought 
forward from its current position to be in line with the side fence of plot 21; 

• The position and design of the side gate between plots 26 and 27.  It should be positioned 
as close as practical to the front building line between Plots 26/27.  It needs to be a shared, 
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self closing/self locking 1.8m high gate, with keys issued to only the residents who require 
access; 

• The position and design of the rear access gate for plot 29, which should be brought 
forward from its current position closer to plot 30 side gate; 

• The position and design of the rear access gate for plot 32, which should be brought 
forward from its current position to be in line with the side fence of plot 31; 

• The position and design of the rear access gate for plot 39, which should be in a similar 
position as that of plot 38.   

 

Reason: In order to protect and safeguard the amenity of the area, in accordance with Policy CS16 
of the Peterborough Core Strategy.   

 
 

 

8. 12/01106/OUT 

Perkins Sports Association Club Site, North Of Ideal World, 
Newark Road, Peterborough. 
Residential development comprising up to 230 units, car parking, 
landscaping and associated works including means of access. 

 
A. Safety Audit of Bus Gate  
Since the report was drafted a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit has been undertaken on the Bus Gate. The 
Council’s highway engineers have no issues with the findings of the safety audit and are satisfied that 
the two recommendations (1. adequate advance signing 2. HGV swept path review for northbound 
HGV’s turning left into the Broadland) can be addressed at a detailed design stage. 
 
 
B. Changes to Conditions 
The applicant has also submitted a revised access drawing (9X4810-SK001 B). The Council’s Highway 
engineers are content for this drawing to be approved. Therefore if members are minded to approve the 
application it is recommended that conditions 1,2 and 5 be replaced with the following conditions. 
 
C 1 Approval of the details of the siting, design and external appearance of the building(s) and the 

landscaping of the site (hereinafter called 'the reserved matters') shall be obtained from the local 
planning authority in writing before any development is commenced. 

  
 Reason: To ensure that the development meets the policy standards required by the 

development plan and any other material considerations including national and local policy 
guidance. 

 
C 2 Plans and particulars of the reserved matters referred to in condition 1 above, relating to the 

siting, design and external appearance of any buildings to be erected and the landscaping of the 
site, shall be submitted in writing to the local planning authority and shall be carried out as 
approved. 

  
 Reason: To ensure that the development meets the policy standards required by the 

development plan and any other material considerations including national and local policy 
guidance. 

 
C 5 The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved 

details:- 
Location Plan Drg 925-SK18 
925-SK17 
9X4810-SK001RevB 
9X4810-SK002 
Arboricultural Implication Report dated April 2012 
Flood Risk Assessment dated July 2012 
Ecology Appraisal dated May 2012 
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Transport Statement 
 Noise Assessment dated 18th June 2012 
 Heritage Desk-Based Assessment dated June 2012 

Framework Residential Travel Plan dated July 2012 
Planning Design and Access Statement dated July 2012 
Phase 1 Land quality assessment dated MARCH 2008 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit 

 
 
C 6  Is now recommended for deletion. The condition set out that the housing mix should be as follows:: 
 - 30% affordable housing of which 70% is of social rented tenure and 30% intermediate 

tenure 
  - lifetime homes at a provision of 20% 
 - wheelchair homes at a provision of 2% if 50 dwellings are proposed. 
  

 but this is a duplication of the content of the proposed Sec 106 so can be deleted.  
 
C 17  Is recommended for rewording as follows: 
 

Prior to occupation, a travel plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
 
C. Revisions to the Sec 106 
 
Since the report was drafted officers have received a further response from the Council’s Transport 
Planning Officer. Through the S106 the officer is asking for 

• Travel Plan monitoring fee - £750 a year for 5 years so £3750 total.  

• Household Travel Information Packs. Packs should contain information about walking, cycling, 
public transport (bus and train) and car sharing. There will be a charge of £10 per pack for the 
leaflets and folders, packing and distribution to households to be organised by the developer. 
Developer to include a cover letter explaining the reasoning behind the travel information packs 
and a tear off slip offering the resident either: the option for new tenants to receive either a 
months bus pass  OR a cycle voucher up to the value of £50 for a bike/equipment  

• Installation of bus shelters, raised kerbs and real time passenger information screens.  
 
The requirements above will be incorporated within the S106 
 
 
D. Comments Received Too Late to Include In the Committee Report 
 
Four further letters of objection raising the following issues: 
 

- the existing access roads should be used and new roadways opening onto Newark Road should 
not be created. 
 
- given that access to the site has not yet been settled for either the construction phase or for the 
site once occupied I feel this is not a time to be considering the contingency of a bus gate to 
manage changes in traffic that at this stage are hypothetical in the extreme. 
 
- Putting a ‘bus gate’ on Newark Road would make it extremely difficult to get into the southern end 
of town. 
 
- The only solution to this challenge would be to put traffic lights at the Oxney Road / Newark Road 
junction, and at the Palmers Road / Edgerly Drain Road junction. 
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- The proposal will result in an increased level of traffic that will use Empson Road as Empson 
Road will become the only option to access Edgerley Drain Road for vehicles travelling from the 
roundabout on Vicarage Farm Road to Oxney Road. Each morning and evening we (Prince Build) 
have approximately sixty vehicles travelling in and out of our location and our operational ability will 
be severely affected by the proposed bus gate. 
 
- The plans supplied do not show any proposed alterations to traffic management systems, traffic 
lights at the junction of Empson Road and Edgerley Drain Road for example and we (Prince Build) 
do not believe that the potential problems faced by companies situated on Empson Road have 
been properly considered. 
 
- Ideal Shopping occupy the adjacent site immediately to the south of the application site. Several 
hundred staff and visitor cars enter and leave the site over the operating period and commercial 
vehicle movements average between 35 and 40 vehicles per day, a significant number of which 
are articulated. The implications of the bus gate element of this proposal are far reaching for 
businesses and local residents. Specifically the bus gate proposal will remove convenient access 
to the Ideal Site for vehicles:-  
 

1. arriving at the site from the north i.e. the bus gate will prohibit vehicles travelling south 
down Newark Road and turning right into the site; and  
 
2. leaving the site the bus gate will prohibit vehicles travelling north from turning left (80% of 
vehicles turn left on leaving the site and will be prohibited from doing so by the bus gate this 
equates to 1558 vehicles travelling north over the 7 day period). Accordingly this is contrary 
to para 37 of the NPPF in that the proposed bus gate is less convenient and most likely 
increase travel to work. 
 

- Vehicles arriving at the gate and finding their way barred will have nowhere to (U) turn around to 
change their direction of travel from north to south. Inevitably this will mean that they will use Ideal 
Shopping’s entrance to reverse into (outgoing traffic) or reverse south beyond the Empson Road 
turning to pull forward and turn east along Empson Road. Each of these manoeuvres will be 
hazardous and dangerous to other road users. 
 
- Ideal Shopping request that this traffic management solution is reconsidered and that an 
alternative proposal arrived at that does not impact on businesses operating in the area and is the 
result of full consultation and engagement with the business community in this part of Eastern 
Industry and local residents particularly along Palmers Road. 
 
- Question whether the residents of Palmers Road fully appreciate the impact that this element of 
the proposal will have on their amenity given the significant volume of traffic that will divert along 
the narrow residential road. 
 
- The use of CCT equipment is expensive in terms of purchase and maintenance and in terms of 
person-hours spent reviewing the recordings, sending out enforcement notices, collecting fines etc. 
Secondly CCTV cameras cannot be programmed to film only the driver of the vehicle; hence the 
civil liberties of passengers not to be subject to surveillance are breeched. Where the driver is not 
even in breach of any law but the camera is triggered he/she too will have his/her civil liberties 
breeched.  
 
- believe the issue of the Bus Gate should be set aside pending further work from the applicant on 
the issue of access to the site and on the issue of deployment of existing access routes. 
Specifically it is unthinkable that the access to the site necessary for all works traffic in the 
development of the site should be by any other route than the existing access roads one of which 
leads directly onto the site via the Sainsbury’s roundabout.   
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9. 12/01119/FUL 

The Westwood, 85 Mayors Walk, West Town, Peterborough. 
Erection of single storey front extension to public house and external 
alterations to create shop fronts. Change of use of landlords flat to 
form A1 retail and A5 takeaway, including the installation of 
extraction equipment. Change of use of existing hotel rooms, raising 
the existing public house roof and installation of dormer windows to 
form three residential dwellings. Erection of first and second floor 
extension to side to form two residential dwellings. Change of use of 
garden area to parking, and reinstatement of parking provision at 
front. 

 
Additional Representations 
 
Local Residents/Interested Parties 
 
Objections 
 
Four additional letters of objection have been received from local residents on the following grounds:  
- There are limited parking facilities in this already overcrowded and congested area. 
- There have been problems in the past of unsocial loutish behaviour, primarily due to excessive 

alcohol consumption late at night.  Another off license opening in the area would only exacerbate this 
problem. 

- There are already three off licenses in West Town and another of the same would not serve the 
community any better.  

- The opening of another shop would be to the detriment of existing businesses which are already 
struggling. 

 

10. 12/01543/WCPP 

Werrington Centre, Staniland Way, Werrington, Peterborough. 
Revised application for regeneration of the Werrington Centre, 
comprising demolition and alteration of existing buildings including 
erection of new supermarket, shop units and public house, 
alterations to car park and access, together with landscaping and 
other ancillary works including off site highway works, new 
roundabout at the junction of Davids Lane and Staniland Way 
Specifically variation of Condition 1 of 11/01582/NONMAT (approved 
drawings/documents) and C21 of 08/01471/FUL (off site highway 
works) and removal of conditions C3 (details of contamination - 
petrol station), C4 (contamination , C5 (fire hydrants), C7 (tree 
protection), C8 (tree specification), C9 (arboricultural method 
statement) , C15 (acoustic barrier), C22 (visibility splays) and C29 
(service yard management plan) of 08/01471/FUL. 

 
No further comments. 
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Lovegrove Louise 

From: Shabbir Damani [thepharmacist@btinternet.com]

Sent: 18 February 2013 15:54

To: Democratic Services; Harding Nicholas; Lovegrove Louise; Dowsett Claire

Cc: PhilBranston; AlanGunne-Jones (planning); ShabbirDamani

Subject: Fw: Extension & Alterations to provide consulting rooms and administrative offices including 
alteration to access road and provision of new staff parking [12/01919/FUL]

Attachments: image001.jpg

Page 1 of 1

19/02/2013

Dear Gemma, 
  
Please find one further email from planning specialist forwarded for planning committee 
tommorow REF 12/01919/FUL, please note one more email to follow from planning specialists. 
  
Kind Regards 
  
Shabbir Damani 
Halls The Chemist 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Alan Gunne-Jones <a.gunnejones@plandev.co.uk> 
To: 'Shabbir Damani' <thepharmacist@btinternet.com>  
Sent: Monday, 18 February 2013, 15:46 
Subject: Extension & Alterations to provide consulting rooms and administrative offices including alteration to access 
road and provision of new staff parking [12/01919/FUL] 

 
Dear Shabbir 

I have reviewed the planning application form for the above proposal against the land registry titles within the red 

line area. Specifically I have examined the certificates that were issued and confirmed on the application form and 

compared these with the land registry titles. 

I can confirm that the requisite notice in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development 

Management Procedure) (England) Order has not been correctly served in respect of LR Title CB116991. 

Accordingly this application is legally defective and cannot be determined. It requires a fresh notice to be issued 

and a period of 21 days to lapse before any determination can be made. 

I trust that this clarifies the position. If there are any queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Regards 

Alan 

  

Alan Gunne-Jones MRTPI 

Principal 

  

 
Planning & Development Associates 
123 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5EA 
M: 07775 801011 | | | | T: 0207 1010 789 | | | | E: a.gunnejones@plandev.co.uk |||| www.plandev.co.uk 
  
This email is for the use of the addressee, and may contain information which is confidential and exempt from disclosure. For important disclaimers 
about email communications, please refer to our website. 
Planning & Development Associates Ltd is registered in England & Wales, no. 7728535. Registered office: The Old Church, 32 Byron Hill Road, Harrow-
on-the-Hill, HA2 0HY. 
  
Want to send us large attachments? Please use our new dedicated WeTransfer Channel: www.plandev.wetransfer.com 
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Lovegrove Louise 

From: Shabbir Damani [thepharmacist@btinternet.com]

Sent: 18 February 2013 16:57

To: Democratic Services; Lovegrove Louise; Harding Nicholas; Dowsett Claire

Cc: PhilBranston; AlanGunne-Jones (planning); ShabbirDamani

Subject: Fw: Extension & Alterations to provide consulting rooms and administrative offices including 
alteration to access road and provision of new staff parking [12/01919/FUL]

Page 1 of 2

19/02/2013

Dear all 
  
The last email forwarded for committee tomorrow, thank you for the extension of time. 
  
Regards 
  
Shabbir Damani 
Halls The Chemist 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Alan Gunne-Jones <a.gunnejones@plandev.co.uk> 
To: 'Shabbir Damani' <thepharmacist@btinternet.com>  
Sent: Monday, 18 February 2013, 16:53 
Subject: Extension & Alterations to provide consulting rooms and administrative offices including alteration to 
access road and provision of new staff parking [12/01919/FUL] 

 
Dear Shabbir 

As per your instruction I have reviewed the planning officers report in respect of application 12/01919/FUL 

which is due to be reported to the City Council’s Planning Committee tomorrow. 

Specifically I have considered how the issue of the dispensary is dealt with. 

It is an established principle that a new dispensary that is not ancillary to an existing Class D1 medical 

practice use would require planning permission, either as a separate Class A1 retail in itself, or as part of a 

new mixed use of medical practice and pharmacy. 

This is a view which has been tested at a number of planning appeals (Eastbourne – 

APP/T1410/X/12/2178975 is  a case in point).  For a retail use to be considered as ancillary it is a further well 

established principle that the proportion of ‘outsider’ sales would remain low and bordering on ‘de 

minimis’.  Eastbourne which was concerned with an application for a certificate of lawful development 

considered this point and in fact granted a certificate on appeal on the basis of the floor area but most 

importantly that 98% of turnover was accounted for by NHS sales i.e. not ‘outsider’ sales. A certificate in that 

case was granted on this basis and 98% was included within the decision. 

At the Stanground Surgery, the Officer’s argue that the dispensary is an ancillary element to the main use of 

the building as a Medical Centre/Doctor’s Surgery and therefore falls within Use Class D1. The officers 

conclusion is based only on the floor area dedicated to the dispensary and the fact that it will have no 

separate or independent access. The Design & Access Statement refers to the creation of a small dispensary. 

Whilst in floor area the overall dispensary may be a small percentage of the total new floor area to be 

created, this is only part of the assessment required to determine that the use is ancillary and does not fall 

into a separate A1 use class. However, the proposal is to relocate an independent separate and commercial 

pharmacy which will come with an established commercial and customer entirely independent of the 

Surgery. As such it is a separate legal entity and cannot be considered ancillary. 

I have reviewed the application documentation and cannot find any information as to how the dispensary 

will function and what % of turnover is likely to derive from ‘outside’ sales.  

In these circumstances I do not believe there is sufficient information available to the Planning Committee to 

be able to categorically determine that the dispensary is an ancillary activity and I would have considered it 

reasonable and appropriate for such information to be requested and considered to allow an informed view 

on this matter. 

The consequences are significant. If the dispensary is not ancillary then this will breach retail planning policy 
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and also raise highway objections in line with the previous refused application for this site. The resultant 

intensification of activity will also have a detrimental impact on the highway network and local environment. 

Even if there is information to support the view that the dispensary is an ancillary activity then I would 

expect safeguarding conditions to be recommended to ensure that an ancillary activity does not transform 

into a substantial and separate retail activity. 

In these circumstances I do not believe that this application can be determined without further information 

on the level of ‘outside’ retail sales and would anticipate that a decision can only be deferred to allow such 

information to be provided, reviewed and determined. 

I trust that this position is clear. If there any queries or further information is required please do not hesitate 

to contact me. 

Regards 

  

Alan Gunne-Jones MRTPI 

Principal 

  

 
Planning & Development Associates 
123 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5EA 
M: 07775 801011 | | | | T: 0207 1010 789 | | | | E: a.gunnejones@plandev.co.uk |||| www.plandev.co.uk 
  
This email is for the use of the addressee, and may contain information which is confidential and exempt from disclosure. For important 
disclaimers about email communications, please refer to our website. 
Planning & Development Associates Ltd is registered in England & Wales, no. 7728535. Registered office: The Old Church, 32 Byron Hill 
Road, Harrow-on-the-Hill, HA2 0HY. 
  
Want to send us large attachments? Please use our new dedicated WeTransfer Channel: 
www.plandev.wetransfer.com 
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AB 
 

DOGSTHORPE, EAST AND PARK NEIGHBOURHOOD 
COMMITTEE 

(NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMITTEE C&E2) 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY 11 DECEMBER 2012 AT 8.00PM 

AT THE JOHN MANSFIELD CENTRE 

 
Members Present:  

 
Park Ward  Councillors Peach (Chairman), Kreling and Shearman 
East Ward  Councillor Johnson  
Dogsthorpe Ward Councillors Ash, Miners and Saltmarsh  
 
Officers Present:  
 
Simon Machen Head of Planning, Transport and Environment 
Cate Harding   Neighbourhood Manager 
Gosia Lasota  Locality Partnership Co-ordinator 
Peter Wightman Interim Director of Primary Care, NHS Peterborough 
Mark Swift  Enterprise Peterborough 
Louise Tyers  Compliance Manager 
  
Others Present: 
 
26 people registered their attendance at the meeting including residents and representatives from 
Cross Key Homes and Cambridgeshire Constabulary. 

 
Item Discussion and Actions Action 

 
1. Apologies for   

Absence 
 

An apology for absence was received from Councillor Todd.  

2. Declarations of 
Interest 

 

None  

3. Minutes from the 
previous meeting 

 

The minutes from the meeting held on 12 September 2012 were 
agreed as a true and accurate record.  
  

 

4. Issues arising from 
previous Meeting 

The Neighbourhood Manager advised that updates and details of 
completed actions were provided on tables and also detailed in the 
rolling presentation.   
 

 
 

 

5. Updates on Matters 
of Interest Relevant 
to the Committee 

Peterborough Primary Care Strategy – Update on the East 
Peterborough Scheme 

 
Peter Wightman, Interim Director of Primary Care at NHS 
Peterborough gave an update on the proposed East Peterborough 
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Scheme.  The key points were: 
 
 In March 2012, NHS Peterborough had agreed a strategy on 

the design of local surgeries as there were too many little 
surgeries and it was proposed to join some together in a new 
practice. 

 It was acknowledged that this area did not have a very good 
provision of surgeries. 

 The preferred site for the new practice was the former Newark 
Court site on Newark Avenue. 

 The planning process had now started and a solution had been 
found for the highways concerns which had previously been 
raised. 

 It was hoped that the new practice would be open at the end of 
2013/beginning of 2014. 

 
Comments and responses to questions included: 
 
 Councillor Peach stated that whilst the plans seemed exciting, 

there were concerns about the size of the site. 
 Councillor Ash advised that he believed the proposal would be 

at the detriment of local GPs who provided services.  The costs 
would be high and he was concerned at the loss of local 
services. 

 Peter Wightman responded by saying that the list for the new 
practice would be 10-12,000 patients and there would be five to 
six doctors.  The scheme would be self-funding as the rental 
costs of five separate buildings would stop.  Three contracts 
into one would result in better value. 

 Councillor Kreling stated that Newark Court was a poor site to 
have chosen as pedestrians would not be able to cross the 
road.  It would also be difficult for vehicles to exit the site onto 
Newark Avenue.  Peter advised that the site was a crossover 
for a number of bus routes and there were design issues for 
cars and pedestrians. 

 Simon Machen advised that as the planning application had 
only been submitted all of the issues raised had yet to be 
formally assessed.  With regard to the location it was difficult to 
find sites for community use within urban areas.  There would 
be a number of issues to consider during the planning process 
including the use of the site and its impact on neighbours, 
access to the site and the impact on the local network.  Issues 
had been raised about the level of parking at the site and the 
applicants had now purchased the adjacent bungalow to create 
additional parking.  It was expected that the planning 
application would be considered by the Planning Committee 
around late January 2013. 

 A member of the public asked whether the new development 
would be comparable with the Thomas Walker Centre.  Peter 
advised that it would not be comparable as there were two key 
differences.  The new practice would not have any dentist or 
community health services and the Thomas Walker Centre still 
had three surgeries with separate receptions. 

 Councillor Peach stated that parking was an issue and not 
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 A member of the public stated that a number of appointments 
were often at peak times.  Peter advised that the surgery was 
looking to be flexible around making appointments around peak 
periods.  They would also be looking at how staff would travel to 
the site. 

 Councillor Shearman stated that there would be a large number 
of vehicles travelling to the site and there would never be 
enough parking.  There would be an issue with turning right into 
Newark Avenue from the site and it was essential that officers 
looked at this properly. 

 Kevin Bell asked if the traffic lights on Eastfield Road between 
the Eye Road and Newark Avenue could be linked to ensure a 
good flow of traffic to and from the site.  Simon advised that the 
traffic lights were linked to keep traffic moving but the Council 
would look at those lights. 

 
AGREED 
 
That the comments from this meeting be forwarded to Planning 
Officers as part of planning consultation process and that they take 
particular notice of the size of the development; parking at the site; 
the closeness to the junctions of Newark Avenue and Eastfield 
Road and Newark Avenue and Eastern Avenue and the closeness 
to Newark Hill Primary School. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CH 
 

6. Open Session Attendees of the meeting were given the opportunity to ask 
questions and raise issues affecting the areas in which they lived.  
 
These included: 
 
 Councillor Ash advised that the traffic lights at the Triangle 

needed to be looked at urgently. 
 Councillor Ash asked for an update on the negotiations on the 

lease for the John Mansfield Centre.  Cate Harding advised that 
negotiations were ongoing and the Council was keen for 
organisations to manage the Centre.  However it was 
necessary to make sure that the organisations were able to 
enter into a lease. 

 Councillor Ash asked if the ice cream vans which had parked 
near Dogsthorpe School had been looked at.  Cate advised that 
she would take this issue back to the Licensing Team along 
with the vans parked at Scalford Drive. 

 Councillor Ash asked for an update on the progress on 
Whetstone Court.  Cate advised that there were ongoing 
discussions with Enterprise.  Mark Swift advised that pruning 
was happening at the moment but discussions needed to be 
had with the client officer about the fencing. 

 Councillor Ash asked what was happening about the toilet block 
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 Kevin Bell asked about graffiti on private property and why in 
some cases it was taking up to 26 weeks to remove.  He also 
asked for clarification as to what was deemed as offensive.  He 
also stated that calls were often closed without notification if the 
graffiti was on private land. Cate advised that there were 
ongoing discussions with Enterprise around private land owners 
and how that process could be tightened up. 

 Councillor Shearman advised that Mark Denson had been a 
great help in removing rubbish off land in his ward.  Adam Cliff, 
Empty Homes Officer, had also undertaken some excellent 
work on some properties. 

 Councillor Shearman stated that the level of litter in the city was 
not entirely Enterprise’s fault and was an issue with the contract 
the Council had negotiated.  The contract needed to be 
renegotiated.  Cate advised that there ongoing negotiations 
around the contract. 

 Councillor Miners advised that a resident had received a letter 
about removing graffiti from his property or action would be 
taken against him.  If the graffiti was directly on to the footway it 
should be removed at the expense of the council.  Should we 
put aside some money to clean up these cases?  Cate advised 
that there were a number of different view points.  The 
Neighbourhood Committee had a small allocation of capital 
funding which could not be used.  However Community 
Leadership Funding could be used.  She would feed the 
comment back about houses which faced the public realm or 
footpaths.  The Council used to clear such graffiti as a case of 
goodwill. 

 Councillor Shearman asked about using community payback.  
Cate advised that it had been used previously and was pursued 
where possible. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CH 

8. Next Meeting The next meeting was due to be held on Wednesday 13 March 
2013 at Parnwell Community Centre. 

 

  
        Meeting Closed 9.05pm 
 
 

ACTIONS 
 
DATE ACTION 

 
WHO AND 

WHEN? 
STATUS 

The comments from the meeting regarding the 
proposed GP surgery at Newark Court be 
forwarded to Planning Officers as part of 
planning consultation. 

Cate Harding  11 December 2012 
 

Neighbourhood Manager to feedback 
comments around graffiti on private property 
which directly faced public realm or footpaths 

Cate Harding  
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