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MATTER 9 – PROPOSED SITE ALLOCATIONS – RAMSEY SPATIAL PLANNING 
AREA 

Introduction 
 
1.1 This Matter 9 Statement has been prepared by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Hallam Land Management 

(HLM), who are promoting land at Gifford’s Park in St Ives for a residential-led mixed use development. In the 
HLM representations to the Proposed Submission Huntingdonshire Local Plan 2036 (PS HLP2036), 
comments were made about the availability of part of the site allocation RA8: Former RAF Upwood in Ramsey 
(Rep Id. 378).  

 
1.2 In this Statement we respond to two questions for the Ramsey SPA: 

• Qu.4) What is the current planning status of the site in terms of planning applications, planning 
permissions and completions/construction? 

• Qu.11) What is the expected timescale and rate of development and is this realistic? 
 

Issue 
Whether the proposed site allocations for the Ramsey Spatial Planning Area are justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 
 

Relevant policies – RA1-RA8 
 

Questions 
Taking each of the following proposed site allocations individually: 
 

Ramsey 
 
RA8- Former RAF Upwood and Upwood Hill House 
 
4) What is the current planning status of the site in terms of planning applications planning permissions and 
completions/construction? 
 
1.3 In June 2017 outline planning permission was granted for 160 dwellings on part of the site (Ref. 

12/01274/OUT). No reserved matters applications have been submitted for the proposed development yet.  
However, the remainder of the site has no planning status, which affects the remaining 290 dwellings included 
with the proposed allocation RA8.  

 
1.4 An appeal decision from 2011 for a mixed use development including 650 dwellings on the whole of the RAF 

Upwood site was dismissed, with transport sustainability being one of the main reasons for that decision 
(Application Ref. 09/00342/OUT and Appeal Ref. APP/H5020/A/09/2112959). The Appeal Decision is 
provided in Appendix 1. 

 
11) What is the expected timescale and rate of development and is this realistic? 
 
1.5 It is predicted in the AMR December 2017 that 450 dwellings would be delivered from the RAF Upwood site 

during the plan period. As set out above, only 160 dwellings have outline planning permission.  
 
1.6 There has been no change in circumstances since the appeal decision in 2011 to indicate that the site is now 

sustainable in transport terms or can be made sustainable. It is noted that the transport-related conclusions 
from the 2011 appeal decision are not referred to in the assessment of the site in the HELAA (see pg. 406-
409). It is highly unlikely that the delivery of a limited amount of additional pedestrian and cycle infrastructure 
with the allocation will be sufficient to address the previous transport-related sustainability concerns which 
were significant. There is no evidence to demonstrate that the remainder of land at RAF Upwood is available 
for development during the plan period and that the previous transport-related sustainability concerns about 
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the site can be fully addressed. It is requested that 290 dwellings are deleted from the housing supply for land 
at RAF Upwood. 

 
1.7 The request sought in respect of Policy RA8 is as follows: 
 

We request that evidence is provided to demonstrate that the remainder of land at RAF Upwood is available 
for development and that the previous transport-related sustainability concerns about the site can be fully 
addressed. As set out in our representations to Policy LP2, we object to the fact that more development is 
directed to Ramsey than St Ives which is a larger and more sustainable settlement. 
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APPENDIX 1: APPEAL DECISION REF. APP/H5020/A/09/2112959 

 
 
 
 
 


































































































































































































































