GREAT ABINGTON PARISH COUNCIL 
Clerk: Mrs. PM Harper
17 Lewis Crescent, Great Abington, Cambridge CB21 6AG
Email: harper802@btinternet.com

An extra meeting of Great Abington Parish Council was held at Abington Institute, on Monday 24th February 2025.

Meeting started at 7.15pm

Present: Tony Orgee, Jill Carter, Jane Bowen, Lousie Patten, Mak (arrived after the start of the meeting), two members of the public and the Clerk

111.Open Forum – no matters raised

112. Apologies – apologies received from Risa. 

113. Declaration of interest in items to be discussed- no declarations made. 

114. Consider whether creating one council would benefit the residents of 
Great Abington and Little Abington. 
A member of the public from Little Abington Parish Council (LAPC), Richard Smith, was asked to explain his councils’ views of the benefits of having one council for the two villages. He explained that it felt there would be administrative savings, simplification, cost savings and greater efficiency. His council felt that one council would have a stronger voice to lobby other agencies, it would be easier to attract and keep councillors and to manage large scale developments. 

Louise Patten observed that two councils may have a greater influence than one council, and that the new council would need to meet monthly as opposed to every two months to keep up with all the needs of two communities, therefore being a councillor would be a big and time-consuming commitment for councillors. She also observed that specialist knowledge of the Neighbourhood Plan would be required of all new councillors considering the numerous planning applications from South, North and Chalky Road. Louise was concerned that during the transition that the section 106 funds be made available to pay for the update on the MUGA. 

Jill Carter stated she supported the creation of one council and that monthly meeting would help keep on top of events, and she observed that this council does hold planning meetings with other actions included, so it may be similar to the number of meetings already held. Jane Bowen observed that frequently the planning dept do not keep LAPC informed of plans in Granta Park as it is within Great Abington, but developments could impact Little Abington residents too.

Tony Orgee noted that recruitment of councillors was an issue for many councils, causing some councils to request a reduction in the number their council should have. The new council would need more Clerk time so there may not be many cost savings in this area, but there could be elsewhere. Although Great Abington (GA) residents may have a precept increase as LA residents paid double the amount GA residents pay currently. He also said that he thought two councils’ lobbying was better than one council. His biggest concern was how to prepare the public for an amalgamated council and consulting residents to give them the opportunity to have their views heard. He would like a referendum to enable residents to vote on this decision, which he would like CCC made aware of. He was also concerned about the difference in precepts between the two villages.

115. If one council is voted for, councillors were asked to create a list of the benefits of creating one council for both villages to send to SCDC.
Emma Dyer, Development Officer in the Communities Team, Cambridgeshire County Council asked the councils write to the Governance Committee stating what decisions the council had made about amalgamating the two councils, and why they felt one council would serve the two communities better. A new council would be established in May 2026, as we were advised that a new council can only be created in an election.

Justification for creating one council should include the reasons councillors have mentioned under item 114 , as well as the numerous planning application from Granta Park which would be considered by one council, one council would make the management of the recreation ground committee easier, and for years the councils have shared costs, facilities and events.

To make residents aware of the request to create one council, Tony will write an explanation with the pro and cons for the newsletter and the Clerk will ask if a photograph of councillors from both parish councils can be on the cover of the newsletter. Clerk to email all councillors to ask them to meet at the Institute for a photograph on Sunday 9th March at 11am.

Mak left the meeting




116. Planning applications to be considered:

a) [bookmark: _Hlk190773095]25/00366/FUL- 31 South Road – Demolition of existing piggery and erection of a new single storey self-build dwelling with associated works.
The Parish Council unanimously agreed  to recommend no objection to the application but does have some comments it would like noted. 
The council noted that the application uses the word ‘annexe’, which the council would like removed from the application as this goes against the Neighbourhood Plan which specifically opposes the creation of annexes.

 The council also noted that four trees are to be removed to create the new dwelling but that there is no plan to replace these trees; councillors requested a condition be included that the four trees be replaced. The council also asked that conditions be made to insist that provision for all vehicles delivering to and working on the site, park on the property and not to use the single-track road or neighbouring passing bay for parking OR cause the closure of road by parking on the road. Another condition should state that any damage to verges on or neighbouring verges should be made good once the building work is completed.


b) 25/0036S73 – 55 North Road - Demolition of existing dwelling and outbuildings and erections of self-build replacement dwelling including temporary setting of a caravan and formation of new access. S73 to vary conditions 2 (Approved plans) 3 (Traffic Management Plan), 5 (Hard and Soft Landscaping Scheme), 6 (Scheme of Ecology Enhancement), 7 (Carbon Emissions), 8 (External Materials) ,9 (Covered and Secure Placement of Bins) and 10 (Lighting Design Strategy for Biodiversity Features) of planning permission 24/03023/FUL

The Parish Council unanimously agreed to made no recommendation, as there was no new planning statement to explain the relocation of the new dwelling off the site of the original dwelling, therefore there was insufficient information to decide. It was unclear whether the new dwelling will remain on the building line boundary as required by the Neighbourhood Plan. The council noted that demolition of the original property on the site has already caused the closure of North Road (contrary to the planning conditions) and that the opposite verge has been damaged, as the site security fence has been positioned so close to their boundary that large vehicles leaving the site are using the opposite verge to leave the site. The Planning application does not acknowledge that the road (North Road) is a footpath, and actually states that there is no footpath, which is inaccurate.

The Parish Council would like the siting of a caravan on the site removed from the application. If the District council permits a caravan, this council requested that conditions require that the caravan be removed 3 months after the property is occupied. The council also asked that conditions be made to insist that provision for all vehicles delivering to and working on the site, park on the property and not to use the single-track road or neighbouring passing bay for parking OR cause the closure of North Road by parking on the road. Another condition should state that any damage to verges on or opposite the site should be made good once the building work is completed. 

Councillors note that the recent TPO instated an incorrect address on Linton Road when the application was for tree work on the Recreation Ground – action Clerk.

117. Items for the next meeting on 17th March.
Insurance policy renewal Should the planning officer be minded to support the application the council requested that conditions were made to insist that there was provision for all vehicles delivering to and working on the site, to park on the property and not to use the single track road or neighbouring passing bay for parking. Any damage to verges should be made good once the building work is completed.

excluded the Larkfield play equipment which needed to be added, the valuation for the pedestrian lights was too low as they cost £12,000/each and councillors wanted Lark Field’s and Moorefield’s open spaces mentioned on the policy so that they were covered by the public liability insurance. Clean High Street bus shelter, update on meeting with Planning Officers and village clean up on 12th April.

Meeting closed at 8.40pm
