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Delegation meeting - Minutes  
• Date: 8 September 2020 
• Time: 11am to 12:30pm 
• Meeting held: via Teams 
• Attendees: Chris Carter (CC), Cllr John Batchelor (JB), Michael Sexton (MS), Katie 

Christodoulides (KC), Karen Pell-Coggins (KPC) 
• Notes and actions: Jemma Smith 

Minutes approved by: Cllr John Batchelor (Consultant) on 9 September 2020, Chris 
Carter (Delivery Manager – Strategic Sites) on 9 September 2020  

20/02728/REM Land South Of 279 St Neots Road Hardwick Approval of 
matters reserved for appearance, landscaping, layout and scale 
following outline planning permission S/3064/16/OL for 155 dwellings 
following demolition of two existing dwellings. Parish have just resent 
previous comments on the refused RM scheme   

Reason for call-in request  

S/4648/18/RM   

Requirement for Traffic Calming in preparation for this new development  

When this development went to outline planning stage, those with the opportunity to 
comment may not have read the associated 2016 Transport Assessment and the speeds 
recorded in it nor have direct experience of the local St Neots Road infrastructure at the 
time.   

In nearly three years since, we now see that some improvements are required to footways, 
lighting, and traffic calming.   

The new Hardwick Village Plan which surveyed the whole village, recorded that the issues 
of improved lighting and speed reduction taken together were the overwhelming key issue 
for improving safety in the village – Many believe the speed limit on this road should be 
reduced from 40 to 30.  

Footways  

Condition 28 for this development recognises that the footway requires remedial action. 
The St Neots Road footpath has deteriorated in many places in the last 3 years. The 
footway on St Neots Road needs widening to 1.8 meters and resurfaced so that it supports 
sustainable use. This needs to be done for the southern St Neots Road footway for the 
stretch from the works completed for Meridian close through to the junction with 
Cambridge Road. Whereas some school children will use the permeable footpaths in the 
south of the new development, access to school, buses, and shops is also required along 
this footway which will also be used for junior bike and scooter riders.  
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Lighting  

In order to improve visibility for all road, cycle and footpath users on St Neots Road, 
lighting needs to be assessed and upgraded. Condition 28 recognises lighting has to be 
improved. Whereas this is certainly the case on the south side of St Neots Road, lighting is 
also required on the north side at the bus stops. There is no lighting at bus stops at the 
moment – bus users queuing in the dark have to rely on shining torches or mobile phones 
at the driver to show they want them to stop. This requires remedying as it is neither safe 
nor encouraging sustainable bus travel – a key element in the granting of Outline Planning.  

Road -Traffic Calming  

The St Neots Road is a village road that doesn’t look like a village road and is not treated 
as one. It was previously the A45, the main route to and from the west and Cambridge. It is 
a wide road with in-carriageway cycle tracks on both sides.  

When the speed limit was reduced from 60 to 40, 17 years ago, nothing was done to help 
slow the traffic, only the speed limit signs were changed and this was clearly insufficient. In 
the transport Assessment published for Outline Planning for the development, the traffic 
report conducted over 7 days recorded 8000 vehicles a day. Speeds recorded over the 7 
days showed 1400 vehicles a day travelling at 46mph and above, excessive speed and 
primarily because the road is not subject to any traffic calming measures.  

The average 85th percentile recorded on the transport assessment was measured at 
48.5mph. Calming this road so that a 30mph limit can be applied would require the 85th 
percentile to be reduced from 48.5 to 33mph.  Traffic Calming measures are then therefore 
required, part of which would be bus-user refuge islands – see below. The documents 
Traffic Calming in Hardwick, published by the Parish Councillor responsible for the 
Highways and Road Safety, describes further measure that Hardwick could deploy.  

Speed Displays  

The vehicle measurements were recorded near 279 St Neots Road, the point of access to 
the development at the west end of the village. The traffic from the west therefore was 
clearly not from Hardwick itself. So to support village speed limit signs, and remind visiting 
traffic of their duty to drive below the speed limits in Hardwick, we require a Speed 
Indicator Display mounted on the east bound (north verge) somewhere in the 100m stretch 
between 251 and 279 St Neots Road as traffic trails in to the village.  

Bus Stops  

There is no development in Hardwick north of St Neots Road, just the A428 dual 
carriageway but we have 5 bus stops on the north side which provide access from the 
village to Cambridge and access to Hardwick from the west. The entire village resides on 
the south side of the St Neots Road.  

These bus stops currently have no lighting, 4 out of 5 have no associated footpath and the 
only access from the whole of Hardwick is to walk quickly across the St Neots Road. There 
are no refuge islands where bus users can seek safety mid-crossing. We therefore require 
traffic refuge islands to protect bus-users crossing the road to and from the bus. This 
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should be provided as a minimum for the bus stops opposite the proposed new 
development and opposite Millers Way.  

The sustainable transport plans forming the basis of OL permission for the new 
development are predicted on bus-use which will be increased with improved safety. 
January 2019.   

Key considerations  

The comments of the Parish Council were noted, in particular that these comments relate 
to highways matters rather than any other factors. The case officer confirmed that they had 
asked the Parish whether they wished to make any further comments on the other 
reserved matters being considered.  

However, the application was brought to the delegation meeting by the case officer rather 
than as a result of a request from the Parish Council or a local District Councillor as is 
required. As such, in the absence of a specific request for this to be referred to the 
planning committee, it was considered that this application did not meet the criteria for 
referral and would be subject to a delegated decision.  

Decision  

Delegated decision. See above  

20/02098/S106A Land Between Church Lane And Ermine Street South, Church Lane, 
Papworth Everard -  

Modification of planning obligations (Community  

Building) contained in a Section 106 Agreement dated 21 October 2014 
pursuant to outline planning permission S/0623/13/FL   

Reason for call-in request  

Papworth Everard Parish Council  

Planning   

Consultation response to South Cambridgeshire District Council:  

Application for Variation of Section 106 Agreement   

Reference: 20/02098/S106A  

Proposal: Modification of planning obligations (Community Building) contained in a  

Section 106 Agreement dated 21 October 2014 pursuant to outline planning permission 
S/0623/13/FL   

Site address: Land between Church Lane and Ermine Street South Church Lane  
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Papworth Everard Cambridgeshire   

Applicant: Flagship Housing Developments Ltd.  

Papworth Everard Parish Council recommends that the Local Planning Authority refuses 
this application.   

The application consists essentially of a letter send on behalf of Flagship Developments by 
solicitors Birketts. We begin by countering the misinformation and misrepresentation in the 
solicitor’s letter, which includes several inaccuracies and unsupported assertations and 
allegations. We address the following points raised by them and provide facts to refute 
them.   

In doing so we hope to make clear why the applicant should not be granted the relaxation 
in timescales they seek.  

• The 3rd paragraph of the Birketts’ letter. Flagship, having purchased the site in 
2015, and tendered the development contract in 2016 failed to agree a “viable 
contract sum” (Birketts’ letter), and had to retender in 2018. The parish council was 
told that the difference between the 2016 tendering process and that in 2018, was 
that the refurbishment of the printworks was omitted from the contract. This shows 
the lack of expectation, on behalf of Flagship, that they would need to provide the 
refurbished shell of the printworks building in a timely manner and contradicts their 
current statement.  

• The 4th paragraph of Birketts’ letter. The building contract was let in January 2019 
and construction of the dwellings only commenced in July 2019. From this point 
there was no likelihood that the refurbishment of the printworks building would be 
completed by the time the first dwelling would be ready for occupation. The only 
works undertaken to the printworks in this time was its partial demolition, leaving it 
in an unsteady condition. Moreover, when the lay-out for the construction site was 
drawn up (and circulated to our local residents), the construction yard and parking 
areas were placed immediately adjacent to the printworks building, effectively 
isolating it from the early phases of the residential construction site. 

• The 5th paragraph of the Birketts’ letter. Papworth Everard parish council was not 
invited to provide a consultation response on either of the two pre-application 
enquiries which were made to South Cambridgeshire District Council. 

• The 6th paragraph of the Birketts’ letter. The last line (at the top of page 2 of the 
letter says the “Parish Council continues to lobby against any variation to the extant 
consent”. This is inaccurate. The parish council did not lobby anyone, either within 
the village or at the district council, to retain the extant consent. It is true that our 
council expressed a whish to the applicant’s professional team during meetings that 
Flagship should progress the refurbishment of the former Printworks building. While 
our council did express a preference to continue with the approved plans, in the 
absence of clear alternative, we said we were prepared to consider an alternative 
approach. We were told in April 2019 by Flagship planning consultant that they  
were in the pre-application phase with the local planning authority and that a new 
planning application for the printworks was being prepared and would be submitted 
giving an alternative to the refurbishment that already had planning application. No 
new planning application relating to the printworks building has ever come forward; 
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therefore, we were denied the opportunity to consider any alternative proposal in 
detail. Given that the actions for this were with the applicant and their consultants 
and over 14 months ago, it is not the Parish Council holding up this process. 

• The 7th paragraph of Birketts’ letter. This paragraph says the Parish Council was 
unsupportive of a new building being developed. The Parish Council is not. Our 
council agreed that we would consider such a proposal, again at meetings in 2019 
suggested elevations were circulated which were deemed not in keeping with the 
site, however constructive feedback was given and the consultants took that on 
board. However, until a new planning application is submitted, we cannot commit 
either way. If it were opposed by South Cambridgeshire District Council, we would 
continue to favour the status quo as this seemed the most likely way of achieving 
the aim of the process – i.e. the provision of a new community facility for the benefit 
of our parishioners. It is not the parish council’s job to support developers against 
the planning authority. Birketts say that Flagship then had to make the decision to 
progress with the delivery of the extant permission. However, there was no decision 
to make: they are legally obliged to provide the refurbished shell of the building in a 
timely manner, which, currently, they have failed to do, with no works being 
undertaken in the last 14 months.   

• The 8th paragraph of Birketts’ letter. This paragraph makes certain commitments, 
which would result in a refurbished shell being handed to Allia in January 2021. 
There is no evidence to support the claim that any progress is being made. The only 
firm fact is that to date Flagship have failed to comply with their legal obligation and 
will be very unlikely to fulfil it by the time the first dwelling is ready for occupation. 
Flagship have made decisions entirely for commercial reasons (which their planning 
consultant also confirmed was the reason for changing the permission) and with no 
reference to the need for the community building as expressed in the Special 
planning policy in South Cambridgeshire’s former LDF and now the Local Plan. 

• The 9th paragraph of Birketts’ letter. Birketts set out the disadvantages to the 
applicant if the requested variation of the obligations is not approved. Flagship has 
made no start on site to refurbish the printworks building and have wated the last 14 
months in not submitting a fresh application, during which time this could have been 
resolved and works commenced. They seem content to leave a partially derelict 
building in the centre of our village even though we expressed our concerns around 
that. They have not used this time to move forward but have concentrated on the 
building of dwellings only. This gives us no confidence that relaxing the legal 
obligations would result in completion of the work by January 2021, as asserted in 
the letter text. As for buildings standing empty and a detrimental effect on local 
housing supply if the current legal obligations were maintained, this would be a 
temporary situation and its duration would be entirely in Flagship’s control. It is also 
noted that presently the District is within the five-year land supply baseline.  

• The 10th and 11th paragraphs of the Birketts’ letter. The Parish Council does not 
agree that reducing the trigger for providing a refurbishment of the printworks to the 
weather-proof shell stage to 50% of dwellings occupation is appropriate. We believe 
it postpones the work to an unknowable future date and makes it less likely that the 
building would ever be completed. Residents of Papworth Everard, including future 
residents of the Church Lane development, would be deprived of a significant focus 
for social interaction in our ever-growing village community, which currently has 
relatively few such amenities. Our community has been patient with this 
development so far and put up with the partial demolition for too long, which is 
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currently an eye sore to the core of our village. To delay works further demonstrates 
that the applicant does not understand the need for the building or the fact that this 
is the focal point of their development and the first building visible off Ermine Street. 
The fact 14 months have passed since the applicant was looking to submit a new 
application gives us no comfort in moving the goalposts and the likelihood of the 
building remaining in its current state for a few more years. 

The above demonstrates the lack of effort and intent shown by the applicant in fulfilling the 
legal requirement to refurbish the printworks building prior to the expected date of the 
occupation of the first dwelling on the site. It is not the case that they were making their 
best endeavours and simply time ran out. To our council it appeared that they set aside the 
printworks, to be dealt with later and concentrated solely on building houses. Flagship do 
not seem to appreciate that the refurbished printworks building is a fundamental element of 
the development which will go some way to recreating the balance that at once existed in 
this central part of the village between employment, community and residential uses.  

The Parish Council has met with Flagship developments or their representatives at least 
four times during the last 2 years. On each occasion, our council considered Flagship’s 
proposals and attempted to be constructive in our responses, but we were always aware of 
the impending deadline for them to submit a new application. We were and are fully 
prepared to consider their proposals to amend the plans for the printworks building. On 
one occasion they presented a proposal which would have taken a large proportion of the 
recreational and community space for residential use, which we totally rejected as it was in 
contravention of the planning policy for the area. On other proposals we agreed we were 
prepared to consider in greater detail but were denied this opportunity as no new planning 
application was ever submitted, therefore we understood they may be working to the 
existing permission as so much time has lapsed.   

Given the current economic recession and continued uncertainty caused by the corona 
virus epidemic in the UK, if the current application were granted there would be no 
certainty as to when, or even if, the applicant would provide the community building. By 
refusing the application – i.e. by ensuring the applicant met their current legal obligations 
now – there is far more certainty that the community building will be delivered in a timely 
manner.   

It must have been an entirely commercial decision to delay provision of the community 
building. The applicant knew from the outset, when the site was purchased, the legal 
requirements placed upon it by the s106 agreement.  

The Parish Council also feel that if the requested modification to the legal obligations is 
allowed, this will set unfavourable precedents for future adherence to s.106 agreements in 
South Cambridgeshire.  

The community needs this facility as soon as possible. For at least the last 8 to 10 years 
the parish council has been pressed by residents about the obvious lack of progress on 
this promised building. During that period Allia (the proposed owner and operator of the 
printworks community building) and the parish council have met and gathered the views of 
village residents on appropriate uses.  
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A proposal to object to the applicant’s desire to modify the legal obligations unanimous 
approval by Papworth Everard Parish Council at their meeting on Wednesday 13 May 
2020. The Parish Council’s planning committee met on Wednesday 20 May to agree the 
specific reasons for objection to Flagship’s current application.   

If the recommendation of the District Council’s s.106 officer and planning officer is to 
approve this modification of legal obligations, which would differ from the Parish Council’s 
recommendation, we would expect the application to be taken to the District Council’s 
Planning Committee for determination. The Parish Council would take the opportunity to 
further support its opposition to the proposal by exercising its rights to speak at the 
Planning Committee meeting.   

Papworth Everard Parish Council  

25 May 2020   

Dr Christopher Howlett  

Chairman of Planning Committee,  

Papworth Everard Parish Council  

Key considerations  

The comments of the Parish Council were noted.  

It was agreed that the issues raised by the Parish Council are material planning 
considerations and that they raise significant planning concerns in relation to a scheme 
that was previously approved by the SCDC planning committee. Whilst the proposal does 
not raise significant issues for adopted policy, it is considered to be of significance to the 
local community such that it is of a nature and complexity that would warrant a committee 
referral. These factors, combined with the relevant planning history and previous 
committee decision indicate that the application should be referred to the planning 
committee for decision.  

Decision  

Refer to Planning Committee. See above  

20/02005/FUL Land North of Linton Road Great Abington - Alteration to 
previously approved  application ( S/3564/17/ OL and S/1478/19/RM) 
comprising the change to two out of 3 x 2 bed houses into four x 1 bed 
flats - with individual access to each unit  

Reason for call-in request  

The Parish Council believes there is insufficient local demand for one bedroomed flats, but 
believes there is local demand for two bedroomed houses, particularly for young families 
and the elderly down-sizing. The allotted single parking space for a one bedroomed flat is 
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insufficient for the likely occupancy by couples with two vehicles. The Council is keen to 
avoid parking spilling onto Linton Road, which is busier since the newly completed 
Larkfield estate is occupied. The plans do not show the now fully occupied site of the 
Larkfield estate slightly further along Linton Road, on the opposite side of this road. The 
Parish Council does request that the application be referred to the District Council 
Planning Committee. The Chairman or Vice Chairman will attend the meeting to represent 
the Parish Council. If the Planning Officer is minded to refuse the application, the Council 
does not wish the application to be considered by the Planning Committee.  

Key considerations  

The comments of the Parish Council were again noted. It was also noted that this item was 
being returned to the delegation meeting following prior consideration when further 
information about local housing need was requested.  

The case officer has provided comments from the District Council’s Housing Officer who 
has confirmed that there is a level of local need in excess of the number of units proposed 
to be delivered.  

Having regard to this, whilst it was noted that the comments of the Parish Council did raise 
material planning considerations, these were not considered to be significant in the light of 
this information. Further, it was agreed that the application did not raise significant issues 
of adopted policy, was not of a nature, scale and complexity to warrant committee referral, 
nor did the planning history suggest that this should be the case.  

Decision  

Delegated decision. See above  

20/01257/S73 1 Horseheath Road, Linton - Variation of condition 2 
(approved plans) of planning permission S/0793/18/FL  

Reason for call-in request  

Parish Council objection- The original application requested removal of conditions 3 (tree 
constraints & arboricultural impact assessment), 4 (hard & soft landscaping), 14 (surface 
water drainage) and 15 (foul drainage) but this has now been amended to only seek 
changes to the porches and materials .  

Comments of the PC as follows: - The issues raised on the proposals to discharge 
conditions have not been addressed so LPC comments stand, but slightly amended 
following discussion and the correspondence with the developer (see correspondence list) 
There appear to be inconsistencies between proposed block plan and detailed hard and 
soft landscape proposals The driveway/road surfaces are shown as paving blocks/tarmac 
on block plan but on hard landscaping plans the road is only asphalt The 5 birch trees 
have been moved away from the neighbours fence on the block plan. On the soft 
landscaping plan they are still along and too close to the fence line, too close together and 
will soon overshadow the neighbouring garden. The allergenic potential adds to the 
unsuitability of this species in this position. Which set of drawings is correct?  
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Drainage: The concerns raised are based on knowledge of the site, our experience of the 
weather (drought then downpours) and the flooding that has been seen here. We advise 
that recent data, monitoring flood risk, shows Linton as the second highest area in the 
table for flooding; drainage schemes need to be engineered to cope with this aspect and 
not rely on calculations based on generalisation. Conditions14 and 15 - the proposed road 
material is impermeable, not the paviours as in the OL. This is not sensible being on a 
slope, in an area known to flood. The end effect will be to send rain water straight onto 
Horseheath Road, a busy throughway, already known to flood and to freeze over in winter. 
The channel drain at the boundary appears inadequate for the quantity of water that (it has 
been observed) can come from this site (and that when most of the area was grass rather 
than these impermeable surfaces and buildings). The use of crated water storage is not 
recommended as they store stagnant water which then overflows onto public highway with 
concomitant infection and environmental hazard. Discharge of flood water into the public 
sewage system will further stress an already overburdened pipeline and system (based on 
a 6inch Victorian sewer that regularly overflows). N.B. Recent data, monitoring flood risk, 
shows Linton as the second highest area in the table for flooding.  

Hard and soft landscape - conditions 3 and 4 Trees - Removal part of the conditioned 
hedge at the rear of the site and the conditioned tree group at the entrance of the site is 
noted. The tree group is of English Elm, currently healthy and forming a significant feature 
in the streetscape. Resistant Elms have been identified in the village, so we are reluctant 
to lose these and recommend that, as far as possible they are retained; time will tell if they 
are a resistant genotype. We understand some are to be lost to form splays.  

The row of 5 Birch (Betula sp.) saplings along the rear boundary are already dying. These 
should not be replaced like-for-like, as the drawings seriously underestimate the potential 
height of these trees, which grow particularly well in the village (as described by Barchams 
- ultimate height higher than 12m, ultimate spread 4-8 m, time to ultimate height 20-50 
years). The effect on the neighbour has not been considered; their pyramidal shape will 
cause significant shading on the narrow garden and home. Also, they have been planted 
too close together and too near to a structural retaining wall.  

Additionally, when Birches were proposed at another development site, discussion at the 
SCDC Planning Committee noted the allergenic properties of the pollen. This is significant 
as the nursery, pre-school and other social groups that use the Cathodeon Centre, and 
other neighbour, would be affected by this. Suggest a smaller species, such as 
Amelanchior, which will give privacy at a more suitable height. Birch trees in this situation 
are totally inappropriate. The two TPO trees show groundworks and hard standing within 
the Root Protection Zones of the mature trees. The extent of the RPZ has been seriously 
underestimated. No groundworks, hard standing or drains should be located in the RPZs 
of the mature and TPO trees. To note, the mature trees have high water demand and 
should be protected as this will help alleviate the issues of surface water flooding. We have 
raised these matters in line with local concerns and knowledge the area. The Tree Warden 
has raised further issues, in a separate letter.  

General comment - 6-monthly road sweeping is not sufficient, considering the trees, 
leaves, litter that can accumulate in that time; suggest monthly sweeping. There are 
concerns that the recent response from LPC following correspondence with the developer 
and SCDC has not yet been uploaded onto the website.  
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Key considerations  

It was noted that the comments of the Parish Council did not relate to the issue now being 
determined under this application, namely a change to the approved plans to vary the 
porch and cladding details. As such, there were no specific comments to consider and the 
application should be a delegated decision.  

Decision  

Delegated decision. See above  

 


	Delegation meeting - Minutes
	20/02728/REM Land South Of 279 St Neots Road Hardwick Approval of matters reserved for appearance, landscaping, layout and scale following outline planning permission S/3064/16/OL for 155 dwellings following demolition of two existing dwellings. Paris...
	Reason for call-in request
	Footways
	Lighting
	Road -Traffic Calming
	Speed Displays
	Bus Stops

	Key considerations
	Decision

	Building) contained in a Section 106 Agreement dated 21 October 2014 pursuant to outline planning permission S/0623/13/FL
	Reason for call-in request
	Key considerations
	Decision

	20/02005/FUL Land North of Linton Road Great Abington - Alteration to previously approved  application ( S/3564/17/ OL and S/1478/19/RM) comprising the change to two out of 3 x 2 bed houses into four x 1 bed flats - with individual access to each unit
	Reason for call-in request
	Key considerations
	Decision

	20/01257/S73 1 Horseheath Road, Linton - Variation of condition 2 (approved plans) of planning permission S/0793/18/FL
	Reason for call-in request
	Key considerations
	Decision



