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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PANEL                  19 March 2012 

 
APPEAL DECISIONS 

(Report by Planning Services Manager (Development Management)) 
    
HEARING 
 
1. Appellant:  Mr P Stamp 
 Agent:   GamPlan Associates             
   
    Appeal ‘A’ Demolition of existing dwelling and  
    Erection of two detached dwellings and associated   
    Ancillary works 
    Appeal ‘B’ Demolition of existing dwelling             Both Appeals 
    Innisfree, Mill Lane       Dismissed 
    Hemingford Grey       17.01.12 
 
WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  
 
2. Appellant:  Ely Diocesan Board of Finance 
 Agent:   John Martin And Associates    

     
    Erection of 4 bedroom house             Dismissed 
    And attached garage        26.01.12 
    Rear of existing Rectory 
    Church Street 
    Stilton     

                         
Application for Costs Against Council                                      Allowed in part                          
 
3. Appellant:  Target Construction 
 Agent:   Partners in Planning 
     
    Erection of dwelling 
            Chandlers              Dismissed               
            Thrapston Road                           30.01.12
                      Spaldwick                 
      
 
4. Appellant:  Mr  Green 
 Agent:   None 
 
   Extension to side                           Dismissed 
   33 Greenway      01.02.12       

Buckden 
    
      
 



5. Appellant:  Messrs C and T Boon 
 Agent:   George V Hope - Building Design 
     
    Erection of a detached dwelling and garage 
                         Hollow Road       Dismissed 
   Ramsey Forty Foot                 02.02.12                         
                       

       
6. Appellant:  Mr Runchman 
 Agent:   GC Planning Partnership Ltd    

     
    Change of use to paddock land             Dismissed 
    To residential curtilage        02.02.12 
     Newlands 
     Huntingdon Road 
     Wyton 
 
 

7. Appellant:  Mrs M Wakeling 
 Agent:   None    

     
    Erection of a garage in front of dwelling             Dismissed 
    19A Bentley Close          02.02.12 
     Upwood 
 

 
8. Appellant:  Mr K Alden 
 Agent:   Parkin Planning Services    

     
    Extensions and alterations to the dwelling             Dismissed 
    12 Statfold Green          15.02.12 
     Warboys 
 

 
9. Appellant:  Anglia Regional Co-op Society 
 Agent:   RPS Planning and Development    

     
    Internally illuminated totem sign    Allowed   
             20 Glatton Road     22.02.12 
    Sawtry      
   

     
 

     
 
All appeal decisions can be viewed in full via Public Access.  The most notable 
decisions are summarised below.  
 
 
 
 



Hearing 
 
1. 1100783FUL ‘A’ Erection of two detached dwellings  
 1100784CAC ‘B’ Demolition of existing dwelling 
   Innisfree 
   Mill Lane 
   Mr P Stamp 
 
The appeals were made against the failure of the Council to give notice within the 
prescribed period, of a decision on applications for planning permission and 
Conservation Area Consent. The Parish Council recommended refusal of the proposal. 
 
The Hearing was held on 17 January 2012 
 
The Inspector’s Reasons  
 

 At the Hearing the Council confirmed that it does not object to the principle of 
redevelopment of this site. The appeal site is within an area characterised by 
substantial, detached 2-storey houses varying considerably in style and size 
and set in generous plots with many mature trees. Innisfree is apparently 
contemporary with most of the surrounding dwellings, but untypical of them 
in being a bungalow. The proposed houses would broadly conform to the 
loose building line along Mill Lane. The spacing between them and plot 1 
would be similar to others in the locality. While the concerns of occupants of 
Ruhpolding and 1 Mill Close in relation to space between existing and 
proposed dwellings are understandable, the Inspector did not consider them 
to be well founded in this respect as such relationships between dwellings 
are commonplace, including in the immediate area. 

 
 The siting of the proposed detached garages would be such that they could 

be partially screened from the Lane by vegetation but the Inspector found 
that the garage for plot 2 would be too close to the boundary with no. 1 Mill 
Close to allow for significant planting to screen its rear elevation from the 
adjoining property. This garage would be visually intrusive and although the 
mono-pitch roofs of the garages reduce their heights and visual impact, this 
form would lead to a somewhat utilitarian appearance that would detract 
from the character of the area.  

 
 The designs of the proposed houses do not reflect the prevailing styles in the 

locality. The Design Guide expressly accepts that a high quality 
contemporary design solution can often be appropriate. However it also 
stresses the need for designs to evolve from a clear rationale explaining how 
they have taken account of the setting and context. The ridges would be 
some 2m higher than the roof of 1 Mill Close and there would be clear views 
of the relationship between the proposed houses and no. 1 from the Lane. 
The apparent bulk of the proposed houses would, from some viewpoints, be 
emphasised by their depths indicating that the scales of the proposed 
buildings would be excessive.  

 
 The Inspector recognised that the designs are intended to be modern rather 



than seeking to replicate the styles of surrounding properties, and 
considered that this is not unacceptable in principle. Nevertheless he shared 
the Council’s views about the flat-roofed 2-storey projection, the discordant 
pattern of fenestration and the lack of subservience of the side ‘extension’ for 
plot 1. In addition, he shared its concerns about the steepness of the pitches 
of the projecting front gables and the fact that their ridges would be the same 
as the main house for plot 2 and he considered that, in combination with the 
bulk of the buildings, their styles would be unsympathetic to their 
surroundings. He concluded that the dwellings would neither preserve nor 
enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  

 
 The Inspector shared the concerns of occupants of Ruhpolding about the 

large balcony at the rear of the plot 1 house. People on the balcony would be 
able to look down to the rear of Ruhpolding, there would be clear views of 
the part of the rear garden nearest the house, including the patio, which is 
likely to be the most used area. This would have an adverse effect on the 
privacy of the occupants there, as noise would tend to carry more from the 
balcony and would lead to noise and disturbance.  

 
The appeals were dismissed 
 
 
2. 1100191FUL Erection house and attached garage  
   Land at land at The Rectory  
   Church Street  
   Stilton 
   The Ely Diocesan Board of Finance 
 
Planning permission refused by Development Management Panel at its meeting held on 
15 August 2011 in accordance with the Parish Council recommendation and officer 
advice for the following reason:- 
 
1. The proposal is contrary to the provisions of the Development Plan Development 

Management DPD proposed submission 2010 in that the development, by reason 
of the limited size of the plot will be cramped in its setting and will not adequately 
reflect the form of the existing development. The development will thereby have an 
adverse impact on the character of the site and the locality in general and will be 
harmful to its appearance and visual amenities.  

 
The Inspector’s Reasons  
 

 The appeal site is located within an area bounded by Walnut Way and 
Church Street. Within this area the Church, rectory and the house beyond 
the balancing lake are comparatively large buildings set in spacious grounds 
with mature landscaping. As a result the area has an attractive, loosely knit, 
coarse grain type of development. The appeal site is a far narrower plot and 
the proposed dwelling would occupy almost its full width. As a consequence, 
the Inspector considered that the proposal would appear cramped within its 
plot and would fail to respect the distinctive pattern of development on land 
bounded by Walnut Way and Church Street. Given that the proposed house 
would face onto a side road to the rear of the Church  the Inspector 



considered that it would not interfere with prominent views of the grade ll* 
listed building or remnants of the cross. It would not therefore, adversely 
affect the setting of these designated heritage assets. Although 2 small 
areas of the site are the subject of tree preservation orders, the Inspector 
considered that the trees which would be removed from the site are not of a 
size, form or potential that makes a positive contribution to the character and 
appearance of the area. 

 The Inspector concluded that introducing a suburban form of development 
into an area of land where buildings are far more spaciously laid out would 
unacceptably harm the character and appearance of the area.  

 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 
 
APPLICATION FOR AN AWARD OF COSTS AGAINST THE COUNCIL 
 
The Inspector considered the application for costs in the light of Circular 03/2009 and all 
relevant circumstances. 
 
The application was registered by the Council on 1 March 2011 but the Council did not 
consult with English Heritage until week 7 and the comments of the tree officer were not 
made until some 21 weeks after the start date of the application. The Council advised 
the appellant at the time of registration that should the application fail to be determined 
within 8 weeks the absence of objections from the applicant would mean that the 
applicant had no objections to an extension of time. Nevertheless, this does not absolve 
the Council of its responsibility to inform the applicant of delays, the reasons for them 
and it should process applications in an efficient manner. The Inspector considered the 
Council had acted unreasonably in taking so long to complete consultations on the 
application. Unnecessary expense was incurred by the appellant who reasonably 
decided, given the delays, to engage consultants in July 2011 to pursue the application 
through to its determination in August 2011. 
 
Turning to the second issue, the reason for refusal, the officer report and statement were 
sufficiently detailed regarding the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance 
of the area to substantiate the Council’s decision to refuse planning permission. The 
Council did not act unreasonably in refusing planning permission and unnecessary 
expense was therefore not incurred.  
 
An award of costs is in part allowed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

FORTHCOMING APPEALS 
 
 
 
Hearing 
 
 
17 April 2010   Rose Cottage, Brington 
 
 


