
 

 

Objection to:  Planning Application 20/00164/OUT - Hilton 

 

Hilton is classified as a small settlement which according to Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 
2036 (adopted 15 May 2019) regarding Small Settlements (LP5) states that development 
should be limited to that: "which makes most efficient use of the limited development 
opportunities which both fit with the settlement's character and are within the built-up area”. 

This ‘greenfield’ site identified in Hilton (20/00164/OUT) does not meet the site selection 
criteria because: 

 It states that a site for consideration should be located in or adjacent to one of the: 

• Spatial Planning Areas identified in the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 
Consultation Draft 2017 which are Huntingdon, St Neots, St Ives and Ramsey; or 

• Key Service Centres identified in the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 
Consultation Draft 2017 which are Buckden, Fenstanton, Kimbolton, Sawtry, 
Somersham, Warboys and Yaxley; or 

• Small settlements which has a range of services including at least four of the 
following: primary school, doctors surgery, public hall, food shop or public house; 

1) Hilton is not located in, or adjacent to, either a Spatial Planning Area or a Key Service 
Centre. As the reasoning outlined in the Local Plan (LP3 & LP4) is to develop towns and 
larger villages with facilities to provide for day-to-day needs of residents without the need 
to travel, Hilton is too remote from any of these centres to qualify for development under 
this criteria. 
 

2) Hilton is placed in the category Small Settlements with Reasonable Sustainability; these 
are villages which have at least four of these services; primary school, doctor's surgery, 
public hall, food shop and public house. As Hilton has neither a doctor's surgery, nor a 
primary school, as a settlement it cannot support the day to day needs of residents 
without the need to travel. In addition, we have no sustainable modes of public travel. 

 
3) In the brief description of Hilton, it is said to have “a good bus service for Hilton on 

Busway routes A and D which run between Cambridge and St Ives. Dews Coaches 
Service 9 runs towards St. Ives Monday to Friday”. Much has changed since this was 
written as the Service 9 is the only service still running twice a day 5 days a week – 
hardly a ‘good’ bus service.  As it appears commercially unviable to maintain a bus 
service through Hilton, it is clear Hilton cannot sustain an increase in population without 
the ability of all residents to drive or have alternative private arrangements to leave the 
village. 
It is worth noting that the outline plans indicate 36 car parking spaces. Unfortunately, 
these will be needed as I have clearly identified we have an impractical bus service, 
however, this does not support the goals of both District and County Councils in their 
plans to reduce private car usage. (Cambridge and Peterborough Local Transport Plan 
2019). 
 

4) Hilton still has a strong rural community with close links to its agricultural heritage. This is 
maintained by a number of nearby private farms that operate in and around the village. 
Greater expansion would further urbanise the character of the village making it more  
suburban in nature and do little to support the local rural economy which has already lost 
significant land to the new A14 link road. This would appear to run counter to policy LP6 
where it states: 

      A proposal for development in the countryside should: 

a. Demonstrate how it would protect the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside; 

 



 
 
 
b)  Not give rise to noise, odour, obtrusive light or other impacts that would adversely 
    affect the enjoyment of the countryside by others; 
c)  Not lead to the irreversible loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (Grade 
     1) and should use land of lower agricultural value in preference to land of higher 
     agricultural value; and 
d)  Support the vitality and viability of the rural economy or support a rural community. 
 

5) Referring to the point surrounding reduced/Small Settlements with Reasonable 
Sustainability, it states the need to improve access to satisfying work, appropriate to 
skills, potential and place of residence. It further describes Papworth Hospital as the 
nearest major employer. Papworth Hospital has now relocated to Cambridge which has 
seen a significant drop in local employment opportunities for those already living in 
Hilton. 
 

6) Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Drainage : I note that issue of surface water 
has been recognised but I am unconvinced that the suggested attenuation basin will 
prevent the additional run off caused by this proposed development increasing and 
creating an additional flood risk further in to the village. Whilst I understand that 
modelling has taken place to forecast climate change, I have lived in the village for 30 
Years and have experienced water levels increasing after heavy rains, and current 
drainage struggling to cope and have documentary evidence of significant local flooding 
in the village. I would suggest that a report is commissioned from the Environment 
Agency as I am unconvinced by the report supplied with the application. 

 
7) Hilton is currently blighted by an increase in traffic seeking to avoid the A14 road works 

especially in rush hour, and villager’s way of life has been seriously degraded by the A14 
construction and I suspect that this will not diminish when the A428 construction begins. 

The Junction of Church End and Potton Road is dangerous and there have been many 
close calls due to excessive speed of drivers coming in and out of the village. A recent 
survey identified 59.44% of all traffic travelling along the Potton road exceeding the 30 
mph limit. 

 If you are turning right out of Church End you are in danger of being hit as cars 
approaching the junction from the village cannot see it until they on literally on top of it. 
Increasing the amount of traffic exiting and entering Church End will increase the risk of 
collision. 

I note that the proposed entrance to the site is much nearer the junction with the Potton 
Road than the current junction to Rutland Green. There is an increased risk of traffic 
backing up on to the Potton Road at peak times as traffic attempts to turn left into Church 
End but is held up by construction traffic, removal suppliers lorries etc entering the new 
site, which again increases the risk of collisions. 

There is no pavement indicated on the plans which means that residents and their 
families will be faced with having to cross Church End at peak times which is not safe. 

I am more than aware that the country and county requires more housing and that those 
that object will be accused of nimbyism but these needs have to be balanced with the 
requirement for a sustainable infrastructure and the safety and wellbeing of its current 
residents. 

Unfortunately, this proposal seems to have ignored a number of conditions set out within 
the Local Plan to 2036 and/or have not taken into account said conditions when deciding 
where to build any large numbers of houses. 

It is my opinion that the development should be opposed. 

 

 

 


