AGENDA ITEM NO.10
Application Number: F/'YR12/0932/F
Minor
Parish/Ward: EIm/Christchurch
Date Received: 27 November 2012
Expiry Date: 22 January 2013
Applicant: Mrs N Smith
Agent: Mr D Upton, Peter Humphrey Associates Ltd.

Proposal: Erection of 3 x 2-storey 4-bed dwellings with detached garages
involving the formation of a new access.
Location: Land North of 89-95 The Stitch Fronting Bar Drove, Friday Bridge.

Site Area/Density: 0.49 hectares.

Reason before Committee: The application has been called in by Councillor
King in order to ensure the consistency of decisions for planning applications
outside of the DAB and also due to the Parish Council’s recommendation being
contrary to Officer recommendation.

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/RECOMMENDATION

This application seeks full planning permission for 3 dwellings and detached
garages and the formation of a new vehicular access at land to the North of 89-
95 The Stitch in Friday Bridge. The dwellings are shown to front onto Bar Drove.
The site is outside of the defined settlement area and does not adjoin the main
settlement boundary.

The key issues to consider are:

¢ Principle and Policy Implications and comparable sites
e Design and Layout
e Highway Safety.

The proposal relates to an existing area of fruit orchard land which sits to the
North of The Stitch and is accessed off Bar Drove. The key issues have been
considered along with current Local and National Planning Policies and the
proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy. Therefore, the application is
recommended for refusal.

2. HISTORY
Of relevance to this proposal is:
2.1 WR/73/90/0 Residential development. Refused 19™ April
1973.

3. PLANNING POLICIES

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework:
Paragraph 2: Planning law requires that application for planning permission must
be determined in accordance with the development plan.
Paragraph 14: Presumption in favour of sustainable development.
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3.3

4.

4.1

4.2

Draft Fenland Core Strategy:

CS1: Spatial Strategy, The Settlement Hierarchy and the Countryside.

CS2: Growth and Housing.

CS10: Rural Areas Development Policy
CS13: Facilitating the creation of a more sustainable transport network in

Fenland.

CS14: Delivering and Protecting High Quality Environments across the District.

Fenland District Wide Local Plan:
H3 — Settlement Development Area

Boundaries

H16 — Housing in the open countryside
E1 — Conservation of the Rural Environment
E8 — Proposals for new development.

CONSULTATIONS
Parish/Town Council

CCC Highways

Supported.

Initial response noted some issues in the
Design and Access Statement which related
to the shape of the site, the current use of
the site for traffic and the number of
accesses present into the site. The D&A was
then amended. In addition the LHA raised
concerns over the width of the carriageway
of Bar Drove, which is extremely narrow and
2 vehicles cannot pass one another within
the available width. The LHA highlight the
unsustainability of the site with a reliance on
the use of a car. The daily vehicular traffic
likely to be generated by the 3 dwellings will
certainly be more than that generated by the
previous use. Point out that the potential for
vehicular conflict within the narrow Drove will
be increased. The overall width of highway in
this area is of insufficient width to
accommodate a much needed passing
place. Should the LPA be minded to approve
this application it should be noted that the
proposed widened metalled passing place at
the access will require the existing ditch
each side of the access point to be
appropriately piped and filled for the length
of the passing place.

Further to the submission of amended plans
the LHA still point out the poor location to
village amenities and facilities and provide a
list of conditions in the event that the
application is approved. These relate to
access width, off site highway improvement
works, access construction and temporary
parking facilities.
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4.4
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4.6

Environment Agency

FDC Scientific Officer

Middle Level Commissioners

Local Residents:

The site falls within Cell F5 of the EA’s Flood
Risk Standing Advice Matrix and as such no
further comments.

Requires the contaminated land condition
due to the nature of the development and
the potential for contamination to arise from
a previous use such as orchard land. A
detailed desk study should be sufficient to
determine if further information is required or
not.

No pre-application discussions were taken
with the Board. Consent for the formation of
an access culvert has not been sought and
should not be assumed that it will be given.
The installations of pipelines to facilitate
passing bays are unlikely to be
recommended to the Board for approval due
to concerns about maintenance and
potential flood risk. There appears to be
some confusion concerning the method of
water level management system proposed.
Section 12 of the application form refers to
the use of soakaways and item 9.0 of the
D&A refers to rainwater harvesting. The part
of the D&A covering flood risk is incorrect
and does not show all sources of flooding
and does not appear to have been prepared
under the supervision of an experienced
flood risk manager specialist. Therefore
aspects of the proposed submission are
inappropriate and require revision. There has
yet to be adequate evidence provided to
meet the requirement of the documents and
policies PU1, CS2 and CS12. As a result
MLC oppose the application. A copy of these
comments were sent to the applicant directly
from MLC however no amendments or
further information have yet been received to
address the issues raised.

5 letters of objection received concerning (in
summary):

- Chose to live in Friday Bridge as it's a
peaceful location.

- Chose their house as it looks out over the
orchard and has a good outlook.

- Concerned that the proposal will be
disruptive to the quiet life in this area and will
result in the loss of outlook.

- Concerns over the impact on drainage in
the area and the existing trees which protect
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the existing homes from the strong winds.

- Concerns that caravans will be sited on the
land rather than the houses if approved.

- The size of the proposed houses will result
in the overshadowing of the existing
bungalows and loss of privacy.

- Access is very limited and concern that Bar
Drove cannot take additional traffic.

- There will be disruption when connecting to
utilities that are already under strain.

- The existing dwellings enjoy open views to
the front and rear which will be lost.

- The proposal will affect the value of the
existing houses.

- Who will own the paddocks which will
remain in between the existing houses and
the proposed houses? Will they be subject to
further development or used for residential
caravans?

- Why is part of the orchard being retained
and for what purpose? Will it be used to
provide access to the paddocks to the rear?
- Would like assurance that a 2.4m close
boarded fence be erected to the rear of the
existing dwellings.

- Would need assurance that the planting of
trees adjoining properties along The Stitch
would be conditioned and done at the time of
building otherwise 41 years of privacy will be
lost.

- Understood that Bar Drove is outside of the
village line and would like assurance that the
site will not be used for a travellers site.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The site currently comprises an existing field and plum orchard with a derelict
shed adjacent to the front boundary. The site measures approximately 0.49
hectares in size. The site is accessed off Bar Drove and there are existing
dwellings to the South of the site which front onto The Stitch and Needham
Bank. The site is outside of the main settlement area of Friday Bridge. The
application has been accompanied by a full tree report, which concludes that
the trees on site are mainly short-lived species which are already relatively old.
The edible plums are no longer productive in a commercial sense and are of
common varieties. The ash trees are at threat due to current ash dieback and
the sycamore are of little ecological merit. New planting would build on the
retained trees.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The key considerations for this application are:
e Policy and Principle Implications and comparable sites
e Design and Layout



e Highway safety.

The application site is outside of any settlement core, but is in an area
characterised by some residential development. The proposal has been
considered in line with the Development Plan Policies and National Guidance
detailed in the Policy Section of this report.

The NPPF seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas where it
will maintain the vitality of rural communities. This is further supported by the
policies within the Local Plan and Emerging Core Strategy where it is
determined that new development in villages will be supported where it
contributes to the sustainability of the settlement and does not harm the wide,
open character of the countryside.

It is acknowledged that Friday Bridge is classed as a limited growth village
within the Emerging Core Strategy and Policy CS1 allows for development of a
limited nature, i.e. infilling of no more than 3 dwellings, however, this site fronts
onto Bar Drove which has limited development along it and as such this
proposal is not considered to be a form of infilling. It is acknowledged that
there are existing dwellings to the South of the site, however, these are
established dwellings and front onto The Stitch which has the highway capacity
to support these dwellings. It is, therefore, considered that the proposed
development does not meet with the spirit of this Policy and regardless of
design and scale, which are considered to be overly large in comparison to the
character of any nearby dwellings, the proposal is unacceptable.

Policy CS10 of the Fenland Communities Development Plan Emerging Core
Strategy Draft Consultation is relevant in this instance and lists the general
good practice criteria. The criteria listed in this policy details that the site
should be in or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the village, would
not result in coalescence with neighbouring villages, would not have an
adverse impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding
countryside, should be in keeping with the shape and form of the settlement,
respects natural boundaries, would not result in the loss of high grade
agricultural land or result in risks or unacceptable nuisances to residents and
businesses. The site is an existing field/orchard which sits in a relatively
isolated plot in terms of the developments along Bar Drove. It is acknowledged
that there are some residential properties in the surrounding area, however, it
is considered that this development does not comply with Policy CS10 as it is
not adjacent to the existing developed footprint and is not considered to be in
keeping with the shape and form of the settlement. In addition it is considered
that the site is not in a sustainable location.

Recent approval on a nearby site

The Agent for this application has pointed out that a recent appeal decision for
F Smith further along Bar Drove was granted (Application reference
F/YR11/0521/F; Appeal Ref: APP/D0515/A/12/2169147/NWF). In this appeal
decision the Inspector commented that the site was in a reasonably
sustainable location meeting the guidance of the PPTS. In addition the
Inspector concluded that Bar Drove had good visibility, therefore, finding no
conflict with Policy E8.




This appeal decision has been noted and the points raised by the agent
considered, however, this application was for the change of use of the land for
the siting of 2 mobile homes, 2 touring caravans, a day room and fencing
which would form a travellers site. The Inspector acknowledged that the
proposal did not comply with Policy H3 and H20 of the Fenland District Wide
Local Plan, however, due to the nature of this site it was also assessed against
the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS).

Whilst the Inspector appeared to suggest that the site was acceptable in terms
of sustainability and highway safety this was in the context of the PPTS, with
this policy framework relating specifically to the provision of sites for gypsy and
travellers. As such, Officers do not consider that this appeal decision is
material to the consideration of the current scheme which relates to the
formation of new dwelling units. It was also highlighted in the appeal decision
that the site was particularly well screened and that allowing development at
this location did not set a precedent for future development in Bar Drove.
Furthermore the Inspector clearly indicated that if there had been no other
material considerations (e.g. personal needs of applicants, the need for gypsy
and traveller provision, and the absence of adopted policy to support such
provision) the conflict with development plan policies in terms of the sites
location in an open countryside location would justify dismissing the appeal.

It is considered that the proposed development relates poorly to the village
core and has no relationship with adjoining development, situated as it is
fronting Bar Drove when the majority of development fronts The Stitch and
Needham Bank and represent modest dwellings in the main. The emerging
Core Strategy indicates that Friday Bridge has the capacity for limited
development of an infill character of no more than 3 dwellings. Whilst the
current scheme is for three units it does not represent infill and as such does
not accord with the policy framework.

Design and Layout

The proposal is for 3 large 2-storey dwellings, each with a detached garage,
with a single access point leading to a private drive for each dwelling. Each
dwelling is proposed to be a 4-bed dwelling. The layout of the dwellings is in a
linear fashion, sited towards the front of the site. The land to the rear is to
remain as paddock land, not associated with the proposed dwellings. Whilst it
is noted that the layout of the dwellings along The Stitch and Needham Bank
are mainly linear frontage development such an arrangement is considered to
be out of keeping with the overall character of Bar Drove. In addition the
dwellings are of a scale and design which is not considered to reflect the
nearby dwellings, many of which are bungalows. Although it is acknowledged
that some of the dwellings on The Stitch are chalet dwellings these are of a
smaller scale than those proposed within this application. As such it is
considered that in this instance the design and layout is not in keeping with the
surrounding area.

Highway Safety

The proposal involves a new access off Bar Drove, leading to 3 private drive
areas. Ample parking and turning has been proposed for each dwelling. The
Local Highways Authority response has been summarised within section 4 of
this report and it is noted that the Highways Authority have advised that Bar
Drove is not wide enough for two vehicles to pass. The road is very narrow
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and concerns have been raised over its ability to cope with the additional traffic
that would be generated by this proposal. Both the LPA and the LHA have
concerns over the sustainability of the site which is likely to result in the
reliance on the private car which would lead to an increase in traffic using this
narrow road. Itis also noted that there is no footpath adjacent to the site which
also compounds the unsustainability of the site. The LHA point out that there
Is very little evidence that traffic is generated from this site now and, therefore,
traffic levels would be increased by the proposal and this would in turn
increase the potential for vehicular conflict on this road. The proposed
provision of passing bays shown on the plan is noted, however, the Highways
Authority do point out that the overall width of the highway in this area is of
insufficient width to accommodate a much needed passing place. This would
require the existing ditch to be piped and filled and the Middle Level
Commissioners have pointed out that they would be unlikely to recommend
approval for these works to the ditches. (As summarised in Section 4.) As
such it is considered that there are outstanding issues relating to highway
safety in terms of this development.

CONCLUSION

The proposal is considered to be contrary to the relevant policies in terms of
the overall principle of development, as well as the scale and layout of the
proposal which is not considered to reflect the character of the area, and
highway safety. As such the proposal is recommended for refusal for the
reasons listed below.

RECOMMENDATION
Refuse.

The proposed development, which is located outside the main settlement
of Friday Bridge, will be situated within open countryside which forms
the rural character of this part of the village and it is considered that the
scale and form of development will be visually intrusive and will fail to
assimilate into the rural landscape or the prevailing form and character of
existing developments. As a result the proposal is contrary to the
provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 55,
Policies E1, H3 and H16 of the Fenland District Wide Local Plan and
Policies CS10 and CS14 of the Draft Core Strategy July 2012.

The scheme, by virtue of the width of Bar Drove and the additional traffic
that will be generated as a result of 3 additional dwellings, is considered
to be detrimental to highway safety. In addition the lack of a footpath
results in safety issues for any pedestrian visitors to the site. The
application is, therefore, contrary to Policy E8 of the Fenland District
Wide Local Plan and Policies CS10 and CS13 of the Draft Core Strategy
July 2012.
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