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AGENDA

PLANNING COMMITTEE

WEDNESDAY, 16 NOVEMBER 2022 e-mail: memberservices@fenland.gov.uk

1.00 PM

COUNCIL CHAMBER, FENLAND HALL,
COUNTY ROAD, MARCH, PE15 8NQ

Committee Officer: Jo Goodrum
Tel: 01354 622285

1 Toreceive apologies for absence.

2 Previous Minutes (Pages 5 - 30)

To confirm and sign the minutes from the previous meeting of 19 October 2022.

3 To report additional items for consideration which the Chairman deems urgent by

virtue of the special circumstances to be now specified

4 To receive Members declarations of any interests under the Local Code of Conduct
or any interest under the Local Code of Conduct or any interest under the Code of
Conduct on Planning Matters in respect of any item to be discussed at the meeting.

5 F/YR22/0381/F
Land South of 88 West Street, Chatteris

Erect 22 x dwellings (4 x 2-storey 2-bed, 15 x 2-storey 3-bed and 3 x 2-storey 4-bed)
with associated parking and landscaping and the formation of attenuation ponds
involving the demolition of existing buildings (Pages 31 - 82)

To determine the application.
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FIYR22/0332/F

Land South of 33 March Road, Wimblington

Erect 4 x self/custom build dwellings (3 x 2-storey 5 bed and 1 x 2-storey 4-bed) and
the formation of an access (Pages 83 - 106)

To determine the application.

F/YR22/0345/F

Land West of 27-35 New Street, Doddington

Erect 3 x dwellings (2 x 2-storey 3-bed and 1 x 2-storey 4/5-bed), a 2.1m high wall,
and widen existing access, involving the demolition of outbuildings and front
boundary brick piers within a conservation area (Pages 107 - 132)

To determine the application.

FIYR22/0764/F
Land North West of Sunnyside, Coxs Lane, Wisbech
Erect 4 x dwellings (2-storey 5-bed) with double garages (Pages 133 - 146)

To determine the application.

F/YR22/0078/F

92 Elm Road, Wisbech

Formation of 1 additional bedsit (1-bed) including alterations to existing bedsit/flats
and installation of 5 no roof lights (Pages 147 - 166)

To determine the application.

F/IYR21/1037/F

Land South of Millcroft, Mill Lane, Gorefield

Change of use of land for the use of travellers including siting of 2 x mobile homes,
erection of timber shed, stable/tack room and 1.2 post and rail paddock fencing and
construction vehicular access and 1.502 (max) metre high earth bund (Pages 167 -
186)

To determine the application.

F/IYR21/1343/0

Land East Of 137 Upwell Road, March

Erect up to 9no dwellings (outline application with all matters reserved) (Pages 187 -
200)

To determine the application.

F/IYR21/1439/0

Land West of 78-88 Station Road, Manea

Erect up to 4no dwellings (outline application with all matters reserved) (Pages 201 -
218)

To determine the application.



13 F/YR22/0884/PIP
Land North of Hill View, Eastwood End, Wimblington
Residential development of up to 9 x dwellings involving the formation of an
accesses (application for Permission in Principle) (Pages 219 - 232)

To determine the application.
14 F/YR22/0939/FDC
Land South of 55 Wood Street, Chatteris
Erect up to 2no dwellings (outline application with all matters reserved) (Pages 233 -
240)
To determine the application.

15 Items which the Chairman has under item 3 deemed urgent

CONFIDENTIAL -ITEMS COMPRISING EXEMPT INFORMATION

To exclude the public (including the press) from a meeting of a committee it is necessary for
the following proposition to be moved and adopted: "that the public be excluded from the
meeting for Items which involve the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in the
paragraphs XX of Part | of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972 (as amended)
as indicated

16 Confidential - Previous Minutes (Pages 241 - 242)

Members: Councillor D Connor (Chairman), Councillor | Benney, Councillor M Cornwell, Councillor
Mrs M Davis (Vice-Chairman), Councillor Mrs J French, Councillor C Marks, Councillor
Mrs K Mayor, Councillor P Murphy, Councillor M Purser, Councillor R Skoulding, Councillor
W Sutton and Councillor D Topgood
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Agenda Item 2

PLANNING COMMITTEE -enland

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

WEDNESDAY, 19 OCTOBER 2022 - 1.00 L )
PM Fenland District Council

PRESENT: Councillor | Benney, Councillor M Cornwell, Councillor Mrs M Davis (Vice-Chairman),
Councillor Mrs J French, Councillor C Marks, Councillor Mrs K Mayor, Councillor P Murphy,
Councillor M Purser, Councillor R Skoulding, Councillor W Sutton and Councillor D Topgood,

APOLOGIES: Councillor D Connor (Chairman),

Officers in attendance: Jo Goodrum (Member Services & Governance Officer), Nick Harding
(Head of Planning), David Rowen (Development Manager), Nikki Carter (Senior Development
Officer), Theresa Nicholl (Senior Development Officer) and Stephen Turnbull (Legal Officer)

P54/22 PREVIOUS MINUTES

The minutes of the previous meeting of the 21 September 2022 were agreed and signed as an
accurate record.

P55/22 F/YR21/1072/FDL
LAND EAST OF BEVILLS CLOSE AND NORTH OF EASTMOOR LANE,
DODDINGTON
ERECT 47 X DWELLINGS (2 X SINGLE-STOREY 2-BED, 11 X 2-STOREY 2-BED,
19 X 2-STOREY 3-BED, AND 15 X 2-STOREY 4-BED), WITH ASSOCIATED
GARAGES, PARKING AND LANDSCAPING, INVOLVING THE DEMOLITION OF
EXISTING AGRICULTURAL BUILDING AND GARAGE TO 44 BEVILLS CLOSE

Theresa Nicholl presented the report to members and drew attention to the update report that had
been circulated.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members received a presentation, in accordance with the public participation procedure, from
Councillor Ruth Hufton, Chairman of Doddington Parish Council. Councillor Hufton stated that
Doddington Parish Council object very strongly to the application and whilst in the current Local
Plan Doddington is recognised as a growth village and is tasked with a 15% increase in housing
during the period of that plan this was achieved in 2020 and she questioned why Doddington is
being asked to accommodate a large development of 47 homes and whether the Local Plan has
no bearing on what actually happens. She stated that disruption from construction traffic which will
come through the quietest most historic part of the village where the Listed St Marys Church is
situated and where currently in the region of £35,000 is being spent on repairs to the church wall.

Councillor Hufton made the point that the route to the development is through winding country
lanes and through quiet residential streets which are not wide enough to take two passing vehicles
and there are no parking restrictions in the area and one parked car could cause traffic congestion.
She made the point that there are three very sharps bends that construction traffic would have to
negotiate on the route would cause issues for heavy goods vehicles, especially for the number of
large vehicles that would be expected for a development of the proposed size and it would also
cause disruption to all three access roads into the village which are already very congested.
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Councillor Hufton referred to the issue of lack of affordable housing within the proposal and added
that the reason given states that viability will not allow for these to be built, making the point that
this happens a great deal and the type of housing that Doddington urgently needs never
materialises and she expressed the view that what is the point of policy LP5 of the Local Plan if
developers are always going to be allowed to develop without the vital homes when viability raises
its head.

Councillor Hufton stated that the Parish Council have lost track of the number of times that
affordable housing has been promised on original plans and then to be lost because of lack of
viability and with very little if anything in the way of Section 106 contributions being offered in its
place. She stated that she is of the understanding that £136,000 will be put towards increasing the
facilities at the primary school in lieu of affordable housing but made the point that offering young
people the opportunity and ability to buy their own homes should be more important than an
extension to a playing field.

Councillor Hufton stated that the school is at capacity now and whilst they are happy to receive the
new parcel of land, it will also mean that there will be new responsibilities imposed on them by
having to use teachers to police the new access gates at the rear of the school which is something
that is not in their job description but something that they do in order to ensure the children’s
safety. She questioned whether the new head teacher has been spoken to and made the point that
she has spoken to him and she knows that he would have a number of questions and concerns if
he was actually consulted.

Councillor Hufton stated that having the ability to expand the school by building on the land is
great, but questioned whether any consideration has been given to the proposed 355 houses as
part of the emerging Local Plan should actually materialize which would mean in the region of 150
extra children would be looking for a primary school place in the next 20 years. She stated that the
local doctors surgery is at capacity and a recent statement from the NHS claims that the local
surgery would need to employ more GP’s and nurses to accommodate the additional amount of
people coming into the village from the houses and the East of England Ambulance Service have
also stated that the proposed development is likely to have an impact on them servicing nationally
set response times for A and E services of which they have stated that they simply do not have the
capacity to meet the additional growth resulting from the development.

Councillor Hufton stated that the car park at the doctors surgery is already inadequate and under
LP2 of the current Local Plan it states that if a proposal within or on the edge of a village would in
combination with other development built since 2011 and committed to be built increases the
number of dwellings in a growth village by more than 15%, the scheme should have demonstrable
evidence of clear local community support and the proposal before the committee does not have
support, quite the opposite. She stated that since a similar appeal for a development in Manea was
lost, the planning authority have again not sought to engage this part of the policy and Doddington
Parish Council are very disappointed by this as it means that the opinions of the people who live in
the village will not be taken into account and their views lost to make sure that the District Council
do not lose another appeal.

Councillor Hufton expressed the view that it is a case of a tick box exercise to keep the Council
safe and that within the emerging Local Plan the evidence report gives the development a score of
D which means it would be rejected and, in her view, if that is the case then why is it even being
considered.

Members asked Councillor Hufton the following questions:
e Councillor Mrs French stated that there was extensive flooding in 2020 and asked whether
the field was part of the flooding issues? Councillor Hufton stated that the bottom of Eastall
Lane did suffer from flooding.
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Members received a written representation, in accordance with the public participation procedure,
from Councillor David Connor, District Ward Councillor, read by Member Services. Councillor
Connor stated that his reasons for objection is the development is not small scale, with the
previous application being refused partly due to the size of development, this although smaller
development still has a cumulative effect on Doddington’s services and public when taken in
conjunction with developments already approved. He referred to the comments in the committee
report at 1.6 on construction traffic having a negative impact on nearby residents and made the
point that this will likely be a 2-year build which will have a terrible effect for the nearby residents,
with constant traffic from tradesman and deliveries down the narrow access all the way from
Church Lane through Eastalls onto Beuvills, in particular past Numbers 10-18 , which is as close as
4m and applications have been refused on this basis in the past and surely is not acceptable for
those residents which will be detrimental for their health and wellbeing.

Councillor Connor stated that the vehicle tracking diagram provided by the applicant and as extract
provided by handout shows two lorries passing at the entrance next to No. 10, which clearly shows
the two lorries overlapping in multiple locations and will, therefore, cause lorries to mount the path
to pass, creating continuous damage to pavements all through the existing Eastalls and Bevills
estate. He expressed the view that this will be dangerous for pedestrians again for the duration of
building work and no doubt be left to the Highways authority to fix.

Councillor Connor questioned that, even if a Construction Management Plan is provided advising
that deliveries are staggered, where will waiting lorries be asked to park/wait? Church Lane?
Further away in Wimblington? Where will lorries and vans wait if they arrive before working hours
allow? Will construction work be located at Church Lane entrance to manage the traffic and turn
away unscheduled lorries? How and can this even be enforced? He referred to the constant issues
with mud on the road that happens on nearly every large site approved.

Councillor Connor acknowledged that after the development is complete the traffic will obviously
reduce, however, there will be ongoing large vehicles using the access, such as removal lorries,
delivery vans/lorries, emergency vehicles, refuse lorries, which, in his view, will struggle to pass
another oncoming vehicle even if it's a car. He referred to the displaced Parking for 10-18, with
there being a rough marked out area on the site plan for displaced parking, but no details of how
many spaces or turning would be provided, with a minimum of 6 cars appearing to be required but
only 2 are indicated on drawing 53-SL-01, therefore, 4 cars along with any additional visitor cars
will be required to park on the road at the entrance where vehicle tracking already is shown not to
be achievable.

Councillor Connor referred to the comments of Cambridgeshire Constabulary whereby the officer
has queried the buffer zone and its management to ensure this is a safe area, which could be a
significant problem for the future for anti-social behaviour for both new and existing nearby
residents and left to be someone else’s problem because of this poor design. In relation to health
and well-being, he feels the existing properties at the new entrance will not only be subject to the
construction traffic impact as mentioned but the ongoing vehicle movements in close proximity will
not stop there, with lights and noise from vehicles being noted in the committee report as being
20+ vehicles in both directions at peak times, which will again have a significant impact to those
existing residents in particular no. 18 where vehicle headlights will be constantly shining in their
lounge window.

Councillor Connor referred to the officer’s report at 5.16 and 5.17 where it states that there would
be an impact on blue light service and doctors, with money proposed to mitigate this; however, this
does not solve the issue that the doctors cannot recruit new staff to cope with the current patient
numbers, therefore, 151 more patients as noted in the report will add increased pressure on
appointments. He expressed the view that the infrastructure within Doddington just is not sufficient
for this growth.
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Councillor Connor referred to Lionel Walden School and that the headmaster says that no one has
spoken to him in an official capacity in relation to the plans, with his initial opinion being that if it
keeps the children safe then he is of course in favour of the provision for a back way into the
school. He stated that currently the back fence has just been replaced at the school and the
current gate opens into the school field, this will require a path if it is to be used and also security
needs to be considered, with a member of staff standing at the front gate to welcome the children
in, another will be required if a back gate is also to be used.

Councillor Connor referred to consideration if the back gate is locked (ie, late arrivals) the children
will then have to walk around to Ingles Lane which has no path, and this will make them even later
as well as being dangerous, which is without even considering the fact that some of the children
will not even be able to attend even if they live on this proposed new development as the school is
heavily oversubscribed and some years are already full!

Councillor Connor expressed the view that the proposal would result in the loss of agricultural land,
with the site having been farmed for many years and no evidence is provided to justify the
development on such land including exploring lower grade land in the area as required by Local
Plan Policy LP12i. He expressed the view that although little weight is currently given to the
emerging Local Plan at this stage, he would like the committee to note that this site is not currently
included as a suitable site within the consultation document, therefore, if it is not suitable for the
new Local Plan why is it now?

Councillor Connor asked members to consider going against officer recommendation and refuse
the application on the following policies:
e LP16e — health and well-being of the nearby residents both during and after construction as
previously refused on this site and others
e LP2 and LP17d — helping to reduce crime, avoiding adverse impacts, the footpath/buffer
zone around the site
e LP12i — agricultural land as no documentary evidence required by the policy has been
provided to justify this, therefore, this application is incomplete
e LP15 and Paragraph 111 of the NPPF — highway safety during construction and when
compete.

Members asked officers the following questions:

e Councillor Sutton referred to the schedule of house types and plot numbers with differences
between drawings and asked for clarity over the detail of the house types, as there only
appears to be a proposal of two bungalows within the development, which he feels does
not coalesce with the rest of the estate which is a good mix of bungalow and house tenure.
He expressed the view that the anomaly in the two schedules is unprofessional. Theresa
Nicholl stated that there have been numerous iterations of the drawings and plans and with
regards to whether two storey dwellings are acceptable or appropriate in relation to Bevills
Close, there are more bungalows on Bevills Close and the surrounding development which
is stated within the officer’s report, however, that does not mean that there needs to be the
same mix of bungalows and dwellings on the application site. She explained that there are
two storey dwellings in the surrounding development and the site itself is very well
contained by landscaping, making the point that if the proposal had included any three
storey houses, then officers may have had a different view but, in her opinion, two storey
dwellings are not out of keeping with the surrounding area. Theresa Nicholl added that just
because there are less bungalows included as part of the proposal cannot be used as a
reason to refuse the application.

e Councillor Cornwell stated that on at least two occasions it has been stated that the current
site would not be acceptable under the new Local Plan, and he questioned why the
application should go ahead now due to the fact that the time the site is built out the new
Local Plan will be in place. He asked whether that point has been considered by officers
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and also asked whether there has been any local consultation carried out? Nick Harding
stated that with regards to the emerging Local Plan, there is a document published on the
Council’s website which shows that the site was assessed on a different basis to the
application before the committee, with the capacity of the site being 100 dwellings and the
proposal before the committee is approximately half the size in terms of numbers of
dwellings. He explained that the reason why it was rejected is because it was considered
that access was constrained, and it identified that there was the potential for a new access
to be provided to the A141 and the Highway Authority are content that the development can
be served through the existing highway network with no new connection to the A141
required, with it stating that the connection to the A141 is a barrier to the delivery of the site
and is no longer needed and it also states that the deliverability of pedestrian and cycle
links to access village services which in the plans show the connections to the existing road
network enabling quick access to the local amenities of the village along with the rear
access to the school for pedestrians. Nick Harding explained that when it was assessed for
the purposes of the emerging Local Plan it was a different proposal against which it was
being assessed compared to the one before the committee.

e Councillor Cornwell questioned whether there had been any consultation undertaken as
there appears to be little or no support for the application. David Rowen stated that a
consultation exercise has been undertaken as part of the planning application which has
resulted in 166 letters of representation. He made the point that the issue appears to be the
policy of the Local Plan which requires that level of support to be demonstrated for
proposals of 15% in growth villages. David Rowen referred to Councillor Hufton mentioning
within her presentation that since the appeal decision concerning the site in Manea a few
years ago when the Council lost the appeal and had costs awarded against it for use of the
policy, it has generally been the approach of the Council not to implement that element of
the Local Plan. Councillor Cornwell stated that, in his view, a lot of the comments made
appear to be based around access to that particular area and whilst he can see that the
Highway Authority have made their comments, the local residents have also made their
feelings known and, in his opinion, Doddington has become slightly isolated because of its
location compared to the Isle of Ely Way. He added that it would have been easier to
understand the access issues if a broad concept approach had been applied to that part of
the village as over the years there is going to be pressure there regardless of what the
existing or emerging Local Plan says. He added that had a broad concept plan been in
place, it would deal with aspects like access to the Isle of Ely Way, but that was not
considered both from the earlier large application that had been referred to and now the
application before the committee.

e Councillor Skoulding stated that 47 houses is an increase in 4.5% and asked officers
whether they agree that is too much of an increase for Doddington. He added that with
regards to the Conservation Area near the church, the committee have been advised that
£35,000 has been spent on the repair of the wall and if there are lorries using that area
then the situation is going to get worse along with the two Listed Buildings that are also in
the vicinity who may also suffer. Councillor Skoulding stated that on the site inspections,
the coach that members travelled on met an ambulance travelling in the opposite direction
and the coach had to get onto the pavement to let the ambulance through, however, had a
lorry been there the ambulance would have had significant difficulty in being able to pass.
He asked officers to explain why they think that the proposal is acceptable? Theresa
Nicholl stated that the questions that he has posed have been answered in the committee
report and she appreciates that people may not agree with her opinion, but consideration
has been given as to whether 47 houses are too much for the village of Doddington, but it
is a growth village and there are several sites proposed in the emerging Local Plan and, in
her opinion, 47 dwellings looking at the application on its own merits is not too many for
Doddington and she would struggle to see how the application could change from what is
classed as being acceptable into being too many, especially when the whole of the site is
looked at in relation to the whole village. She stated that in terms of the Conservation Area
and listed buildings, construction traffic would need to pass through them to get to the site,
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but that would be true of many developments in this area and elsewhere where
construction traffic has to go past Listed Buildings to get to a site. Theresa Nicholl added
that, in her view, it would be very difficult to find evidence to support that damage is going
to be caused by construction traffic to the Listed Buildings on the way to the site and whilst
she appreciates that it only right that there would be concerns regarding it, if the application
is refused and goes to an appeal then there will be the requirement to provide evidence.
Theresa Nicholl pointed out that in terms of the traffic concerns there have been extensive
consultations with the Highway Authority who do not object to the application and she has
gone back to them on several occasions questioning them about construction traffic
because their original responses had not alluded to that at all which is not unusual as their
view is that it is acceptable as all development have construction traffic but due to the local
circumstances she has asked them about it and they have not raised any objections and
have stated that the proposed condition for the construction management plan is
acceptable. She explained that the proposed width of the new roads is the same width as
Bevills Close and the other local roads and it meets the highway standards for that type of
development. Theresa Nicholl made the point that she cannot see any reason to be able to
object to the views of the local Highway Authority and say that the proposed road width is
not acceptable as it does meet their standards.

e Councillor Mrs French referred to the Section 106 contributions where there are no
affordable homes proposed for the village and all villages are in need of affordable homes,
which is seen very frequently where the developers get approval and then do not include
any affordable homes within their development. She stated that to see not evidence of any
affordable homes out of a proposal of 47 dwellings is disgraceful. Councillor Mrs French
questioned whether Doddington has its own Neighbourhood Plan and Councillor Mrs Davis
responded that there is an emerging Neighbourhood Plan. Councillor Mrs French stated
that she is appalled that there is no capacity within the education system for any children
who will reside in the new homes asking where are these children supposed to go to
school, and she asked officers whether they have had serious conversations with the
education department at County Council concerning this issue as they have a statutory
duty for children to be educated. She made the point that she is aware that the Council
does not have a statutory duty to supply the Section 106 money as that is down to the
County Council but, in her opinion, she does not feel that there have been enough
discussions with them on this matter. Councillor Mrs French expressed the view that the
proposed road layout is not acceptable and will prove to be extremely problematic for those
local residents making the point that the Highways Authority have not considered the
proposal properly and she will be taking this type of issue up with the County Council. She
stated that the education department appear to be content to accept a small piece of land
for a play area, but that will not solve problems in the future.

¢ Nick Harding stated that in terms of the Section 106 position all members will be aware of
the piece of work that was undertaken in connection with the emerging Local Plan which is
the Strategic Viability Assessment, which had indicated in the north of the district no
Section 106 contributions could be secured and there would be no contributions towards
affordable homes either and in the south of the district there would be scope for some
affordable homes and Section 106 contribution of approximately £2000 per property. He
stated that where a developer comes forward and they submit a viability claim then they
have to submit information that demonstrates that their build costs are above normal and
above the benchmark figures that have been assumed within the Council’s own
commissioned Strategic Viability Assessment and that is exactly what has been done and
the information has been scrutinized by the Council’s own Section 106 Officer and also by
the County Council as they normally ask to see the viability information as well as they are
the education authority. Nick Harding stated that officers are satisfied that it has been
demonstrated that the development costs for this site are above that of which you would
normally expect and, therefore, a reduction in the Section 106 contribution compared to
usual is acceptable. He made reference to the comments with regards to education
provision and explained that the information has not been indicated to officers in the
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response that has been received from the County Council and added that he would not
expect that type of information to be provided but he is mindful that if that is a concern of
members then under the emerging Local Plan the Council is proposing to allocate more
sites for residential development in the settlement.

e Councillor Marks asked what size of lorry the Highway Authority base their assessment on

as he has driven an articulated lorry in Church Lane and when you get to the top you
cannot turn a low loader around as the turning area is too tight. He added that he has heard
through the discussion that at one point the road is four metres wide, but two vehicles can
pass, however, he questioned how two 2.5-metre-wide lorries would be able to pass?
David Rowen stated that one of the plans submitted as part of the application indicated an
11.5 metre lorry body as the template for the tracking and, therefore, the Highway Authority
have based their consideration on that detail. Councillor Marks stated that would then mean
that an articulated lorry with a 13.6 or 14 metre trailer is already over what has been
provided and most bricks blocks, wood and roof tiles would arrive on a lorry bigger than
what has been worked out based on their projections and asked officers if they would
agree? David Rowen stated that he is not a Highways Officer and is unable to comment.

e Councillor Mrs Mayor stated that officers have made the point that access will be

constrained and access for construction traffic will be difficult, and, in her opinion, she feels
that is an understatement. She asked whether the Highways Officers undertook a visit to
the site or whether their report was a desk stop study? Theresa Nicholl stated that the
application has been reviewed by more than one Highway Officer and she is aware that an
on-site visit did take place. She cannot determine how the Highways Officers have made
their assessment of the application and can only advise of the communications that she
has had with them which has included her questioning them on the points concerning
construction and traffic management. Theresa Nicholl explained that the update report
provides the latest response from the County Council which she had sent to three separate
Highways Officers to outline the proposed highway conditions she was going to include as
part of her recommendation. Councillor Mrs Mayor stated that she would have liked a
Highway Officer to be present at the meeting to provide an explanation.

e Councillor Sutton stated that on the house type schedule is states that there are four

number Warwick style homes but on the plot schedule it states that just number 41 and 47
are Warwick type homes and there are also other anomalies which really do need to be
looked at as you could be approving a house type which is not where you think it is. He
added that it does say in the officer’s report that a Highways Officer visited the site.

e Councillor Mrs Mayor expressed the point that if more than one Highways Officer has been

involved in the application then she questioned whether they have all been on site.

e Councillor Mrs Davis stated that the Highway Authority normally state that the limit is 100

vehicles in and out of a junction and with 47 dwellings being built there is going to be more
than a hundred vehicles. Nick Harding stated that he is not aware of that limit being
imposed by the County Council’s Highway Authority. Theresa Nicholl stated that she
believes that there is a misunderstanding concerning a hundred vehicles being the
maximum, which stems from the Highways Authority having concerns that there was only
one vehicular access serving the development and if there had been an emergency on site,
with their proposal for resolving that was to provide the emergency access point. She
stated that they are not saying that there has to be two standard vehicular access points to
serve the site and that was the advice that they had provided. Councillor Mrs Davis stated
that there are bollards at the emergency exit so if an emergency vehicle needed to use that
exit point, their egress is time critical, and it could therefore put lives at risk.

Members asked questions, made comments and received responses as follows:

Councillor Skoulding expressed the view that the proposal is for too many houses and the
lack of security at the new entrance of the school is also a concern to him. He stated that
there have also been instances of flooding in Church Street, with the extra development
only increasing the problems and he will not be supporting the officer's recommendation.

Councillor Sutton stated that he grew up in Doddington and knows the area well and feels
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that members cannot go against the opinion of Highways Officers, and have to respect their
opinion and accept what they say although members may not agree with it. He added that
the key issue appears to be surrounding the number of proposed dwellings and he
expressed the view that in the context of the village of Doddington, it is a large development
and given that Doddington already has 127 dwellings as their threshold, they appear to be
way over their 15% as they now have 196 according to the threshold position statement
which is 23.5% above what was agreed in the Local Plan and the plan was found to be
accurate and sound by the Planning Inspectorate. Councillor Sutton expressed the view that
it is not correct to keep adding to villages and stated that the emerging Local Plan proposes
another 355 dwellings which he finds very difficult to understand how the Planning Policy
Officers can be seriously considering this. He stated that in the 2014 Local Plan, the village
of Doddington was classed as a growth village but it was never to grow as big as the town
of March. Councillor Sutton stated that the application is not a small development, and he
cannot support the proposal.

Councillor Cornwell expressed the view that knowing that Doddington has now already
achieved its housing target, and the fact that the proposal does not have the support of the
village, in his view, he cannot support the application if the local people do not want it.
Councillor Mrs French stated that there appears to be too many issues with the proposal
and she has spent a significant amount of time in her role at County Council with the Local
Lead Flood Authority, reviewing the flooding issues that have taken place including the
dykes and drains across the whole of Fenland and she questioned who would be
responsible for the drain, if it is filled in and not piped properly and causes flooding. She
expressed the opinion that whilst the County has experienced Highway Officers the
highways assessment of the site is wrong, and the County Council has a responsibility to
supply school places and she cannot support the application in its present form. Councillor
Mrs French stated that consideration could be given to defer the application so that the
Local Lead Flood Authority, Highways Officers and somebody from the Education team
comes and provides an explanation to the committee, but she cannot support it in its current
form.

Councillor Purser stated that he has considered the points raised by other members and is
unable to support the application, but added that the construction traffic noise and vibrations
may also cause damage to the existing dwellings and affect their insurance policies.

Nick Harding stated that in terms of the scale of the development, there has been a history
of refusals which have cited the scale of development proposed being over and above
something that was deemed suitable for the settlement and the application before the
committee is a far smaller scheme than there has been in the past. He added that with
regards to the village threshold the Council has lost an appeal and since that time it has
been presented to committee and accepted by the committee that going through the
community support route is something that officers would disapply and therefore it is not
something that applicants are asked to do anymore, and it is not a material consideration in
the determination of planning applications. Nick Harding stated that there is no need to
reintroduce that in this particular instance and in terms of comments from the public it is all
about giving weight to the content of those representations and not just the number of
representations made because applications need to be determined on those aspects which
are material considerations. He made reference to the points raised concerning the scale of
the development and whilst he accepts that the emerging Local Plan is only something that
can be given exceptionally limited weight to, consideration needs to be given that the fact
that a significant scale of development has been identified by the Council’s draft policy for
development in the Doddington area does put forward significant growth and, therefore, if
the application is refused on the grounds of excessive scale of development then it would
prove contentious when comparing the 300 plus dwellings that the Council as an authority is
currently putting forward in its emerging Local Plan. Nick Harding stated that the existing
road network leading up to the application site has a width and alignment associated with it
and that width and alignment is standard and is of a style and dimension that is rolled out on
new developments and, therefore, members need to determine why it is not appropriate for
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that road network to be used in this instance as opposed to any other that the committee
has previously approved. He added that there will be inconvenience and disruption during
the construction phase but that is inevitable when new development takes place and officers
along with the committee have approved a significant number of planning applications which
have utilized existing road networks to construct new dwellings and the council has itself
got a planning application submitted in the Chatteris area which is proposing to use existing
road networks through a residential development in order to gain access to its proposed
development site. Nick Harding stated that he does understand the inconvenience that the
construction will cause to existing residents and with regard to the vibrations caused to
properties, if the committee tried to refuse the application on the grounds of vibration from
passing construction vehicles, he questioned where it would leave the Council in relation to
all the other applications that come before the committee for determination. He stated that
with regards to the onsite drainage features, they will be under the control of a management
company for the site and in his experience sometimes they are successful and sometimes
they are not but given that adoption cannot be forced on Anglian Water (AW) and the
Environment Agency (EA) the Council is either forced to refuse every application that does
not propose to have it adopted by AW or the EA or allows the management companies to
be responsible. Nick Harding stated that the Council has no legal powers when granting
planning permission to require adoption by the EA or AW and whilst sometimes there are
issues which occur to do with the highway or the drainage features on residential estates
there is very little that the Council can do about it.

Councillor Mrs Davis stated that it is her understanding that no more development should
take place in Doddington or Wimblington until the issue of drainage and sewerage is
resolved and although AW have stated that they are working on the issue there will not be a
satisfactory resolution for about 5 years, with AW appearing to think the situation can be
resolved at the moment by shipping out the waste on open top lorries at night. She stated
that Nick Harding had pointed out that the width of the roads on new estates are the same
width as the current ones but that cannot be right as vehicles cannot pass. Nick Harding
explained that is the current mode of designing highway networks and they are relatively
narrow so when there is a parked vehicles within the highway, drivers need to take a little bit
more care when passing another vehicle. Theresa Nicholl pointed out that the proposed
road width is the same or very similar to the width of Bevills Close leading into it and that
members maybe referring to the older roads leading up to the Bevills Close development
but when the Bevills Close estate was built the construction lorries would have had to
access Church Lane to access the site. Councillor Marks stated that the size of lorries were
different during that construction time.

Councillor Sutton stated that if an articulated lorry cannot access the site, then other types
of vehicles will be used. He feels the bigger worry is the contorted roadway and access into
the site by numbers 16 — 18, which is extremely poor.

Councillor Mrs French stated that she agrees with the points made by Councillor Mrs Davis
with regards to Anglian Water shipping ou their waste.

Proposed by Councillor Skoulding, seconded by Councillor Sutton and agreed that the
application should be REFUSED against the officer’s recommendation.

Members did not support the officer's recommendation for approval as they feel that the proposal
would be contrary to Local Plan Policy LP2, Facilitating Health and Well-Being of Fenland
Residents, Local Plan Policy LP3, Spatial Strategy, the Settlement Hierarchy and the Countryside,
and Local Plan Policy LP12, Rural Areas Development Policy, as there will be a detrimental impact
on the amenity of the existing residents, with the proposed vehicular access and lack of alternative
parking for residents of 12 — 18 Bevills Close and the impact of noise and access to 12 — 18 Beuvills
Close and 15 Eastall Close, and the development of 47 dwellings is not in the opinion of the
committee small scale and will have a cumulative detrimental impact on the neighbouring housing
estates with vehicle movements into the village.
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(Councillor Benney declared that the application may cause a conflict with his Portfolio Holder
responsibilities for Assets and Projects, and took no part in the discussion or voting thereon)

(Councillor Mrs Davis declared, under Paragraph 14 of the Code of Conduct on Planning matters
that she is the District Councillor for Doddington and Wimblington and attends Doddington Parish
Council meetings, but takes no part in planning matters)

(Councillor Murphy declared that the ransom strip of land associated with this application was
discussed when he was a member of Cabinet in 2009 and took no part in the discussion or voting
thereon)

P56/22 F/YR22/0604/F
LAND NORTH OF 60 STONALD ROAD, WHITTLESEY
ERECT 1 X DWELLING (2-STOREY 2-BED)

Theresa Nicholl presented the report the members.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members received a presentation, in accordance with the public participation procedure, from
Matthew Hall, the Agent. Mr Hall stated that there is an extensive site history which is listed in the
officer’s report, which is prior to his involvement. He explained that the development site did have
planning permission for a dwelling and the current owner then purchased the plot.

Mr Hall quoted the Planning Inspectors comments following an appeal where the Inspector had
stated that ‘| consider the site large enough to accommodate a dwelling’ and went on to say that
they did not consider the end of the cul de sac is particularly spacious in character or affords any
significant views of the surrounding land that would be lost as a result of this development and the
site has not changed in size or adjacent buildings changed since this time to our knowledge. He
stated that the previous appeals for the site were for two dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, a full
2 storey three bedroomed house and the last application was for a bungalow, all of which were
refused, with the current proposal being for a scaled back 1.5 storey dwelling with two bedrooms.

Mr Hall expressed the view that the officer’s report appears to be positive and one third of the plot
area is in line with the requirements of the Local Plan and there are no objections from the
Highways Authority. He stated that the site is in Flood Zone 1 and has two car parking spaces and
the proposal does not result in significant loss of light, overshadowing or overbearing, with
proposal not being considered to result in a significant detrimental impact on the amenity of
neighbours and added that the policy is recommended for refusal under policies LP16 and 7 of the
Whittlesey Neighbourhood Plan, however, he has noted from the report under 10.12 that it states
that the policy is acceptable under both of these policies.

Mr Hall expressed the view that the proposal is an ideal straight forward two bedroomed starter
home with adequate parking and located within Whittlesey and there are no technical objections to
the proposal, and it is compliant with the Local Plan. He added that it has a third garden area, and
the officer has confirmed that there are no concerns with overlooking, overshadowing or loss of
light and the building material used would match in with the other properties.

Members asked Mr Hall the following questions:

e Councillor Mrs French asked Mr Hall if he could advise when the site first received planning
permission? Mr Hall stated that the planning permission was approved on 1 February 2007
when an appeal was allowed by the Planning Inspectorate. Councillor Mrs French asked
why the development has never taken place? Mr Hall expressed the view that he cannot
understand why the planning permission was allowed to lapse.
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Councillor Sutton asked Mr Hall if he could provide an explanation with regards to a query
on the plans he had provided as he had highlighted the distance from the upper window to
the first window on number 62, however, there appears to be no distance shown to number
60 which, in his opinion, is 2 metres closer. Mr Hall stated that when this level of detail has
been requested previously, officers normally ask for the distances between first floor
windows with a dimension of 19 to 20 metres and some of the previous reports show that
concerns were raised with regards to distances from those properties first floor windows to
the proposed property and that is the reason it has been included.

Members asked questions, made comments and received responses as follows:

Councillor Sutton stated that there have been refusals previously at the site which have
been subsequently supported by the Planning Inspector at appeal. He expressed the view
that the current proposal is worse than the previous proposal and whilst he appreciates
distances from first floor windows, it does alleviate the overlooking he can foresee from
looking out of the window into the back garden of number 60 and he agrees with the
officer’'s recommendation.

Councillor Mrs French stated that the Town Council recommend refusal and there have
been 31 letters of objection as opposed to 26 letters in support, with, in her view, the Town
Council making the right recommendation. She stated that when reviewing the history of the
site, it is unfortunate that the new owner has now inherited the site which had planning
permission approved years ago but the owner at the time let that permission lapse.
Councillor Mrs French stated that she will support the officer's recommendation.

Councillor Mrs Mayor asked officers to clarify the procedure when they are notified of
fraudulent submission letters, with the Town Council raising this issue due to the fact that
letters were received from two people who have not lived in that area for ten years and they
did not submit any letters of support. She stated that she would like to know what the
procedure is if officers are notified that letters are fraudulent and how that is determined and
confirmed. Officers agreed to respond to this point at the appropriate time in the debate.
Councillor Murphy expressed the view that officers have made the correct recommendation
as well as the Town Council, adding that 31 objectors are all from persons living in the
vicinity of the proposal site as opposed to the 28 supporters who are from the whole area of
Whittlesey. He stated that there have been appeals for development on the site since 2007
and the size of the plot is not big enough. Councillor Murphy expressed the opinion that the
proposal for the site is out of character with the rest of the street scene and it would be a
blot on the landscape, and he will support the officer's recommendation.

David Rowen responded to the point made by Councillor Mrs Mayor, and stated that if the
legitimate person contacts the Council to state that they have not made any representation
it would be removed from the record. He stated that if nothing is received from the person
and it is just a claim from a third party that an individual does not reside at a stated address
anymore then their letter cannot be removed as the Council needs to be seen as being fair
to both sides.

Proposed by Councillor Mrs Mayor, seconded by Councillor Murphy and agreed that the
application be REFUSED as per the officer’'s recommendation.

P57/22 F/YR22/0869/F

7 STATION ROAD, MANEA
CHANGE OF USE FROM RESTAURANT AND 2-BED DWELLING TO A HOUSE
OF _MULTIPLE_OF OCCUPATION (HMO) (SUI-GENERIS) FOR_UP_TO 11
PERSONS, AND RETENTION OF EXISTING 2-BED DWELLING, OUTBUILDING
FOR __STORAGE __AND _DEMOLITION _OF __EXISTING _ SHED __ (PART
RETROSPECTIVE)

Nikki Carter presented the report to members and drew members attention to the update report
that had been circulated.
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The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members received a presentation, in accordance with the public participation procedure, from Lee
Bevens the agent. Mr Bevens stated that some members may recall a similar proposal for this site
back in August 2021 and following refusal last time, it was suggested to them that reducing the
overall numbers of occupants in the scheme would be supported in an amended application.

He stated that the proposal is a 40% reduction in numbers of persons than the previously refused
scheme and a 64% reduction from where the scheme started back in mid-2020.

Mr Bevens explained that the previous owner of the Classic restaurant had accommodation for up
to 9 guests in the main building and this excluded rooms, which the current proposal looks to
convert into additional accommodation and then latterly they used their private annex as B&B
accommodation sleeping up to 4 adults and this coupled with the restaurant business at its peak
would have seen numerous vehicles coming and going throughout the day. He made the point that
there are no objections from statutory consultees and refuse collection will be undertaken privately.

Mr Bevens made reference to the reasons for refusal, referring to LP15 stating that it is widely
acknowledged and accepted by the Council that in previous similar applications that there are no
adopted parking standards for HMO'’s, and it is reasonable to conclude that car ownership would
be lower amongst the residents of such properties than for more conventional means of residential
occupation. He stated that the proximity of the site to the centre of Manea, cycle provision and the
proximity of the railway station which would be a 20-minute walk would also contribute toward
encouraging lower car ownership amongst its occupants.

Mr Bevens referred to recently approved decisions namely F/YR20/1047/F which was approval of
a 6-bed house to a HMO for 9 persons and F/YR20/1131/F which was approval of a 7-bed hostel
to a HMO for 7 persons both of which were approved by the Council with less parking than
required namely 4 spaces and 2 spaces, respectively. He explained that he has identified an area
of cycle storage and with the local bus service and the train station, in his view, it is reasonable to
expect occupants to use sustainable transport methods wherever possible.

Mr Bevens stated that when looking at Policy LP2 and LP16, this requires amongst other things
that development proposals provide high levels of residential amenity and Policy LP16 requires
development proposals to demonstrate that they do not adversely impact on the amenity of
neighbouring uses with the guideline for non-flat development being one third of the plot area. He
explained that the existing building was in use as a restaurant and B&B for over 50 years and
whilst not a conventional residential use had the potential to accommodate up to 9 guests in the
main building and with the removal of the existing shed and tidying up of the site and improved
onsite parking and cycle provision, the amenity of the site is improved.

Mr Bevens pointed out that the retained out-building has enclosed space on the ground floor which
could be used as an amenity value to the HMO and there is there is approximately 102 m? of
outdoor amenity space excluding the outbuilding and retained garden to the 2-bed house. He
stated that the overall footprint of Classic’s restaurant is 220 m? and the parking, bin store and
access equates to 170 m? so the proposal is just below the guideline of a third of the plot if the
potential amenity of the out-building on the ground floor is not included.

Mr Bevens expressed the view that he does not see this proposal as overdevelopment and there
has been a reduction in the occupancy by 40%. He feels that the other approved schemes in the
district have acknowledged that parking will be lower in HMO’s and highways have raised no
objections to the scheme, with there being sufficient room to enter and exit the site in forward gear
and spaces can be enlarged without impact on cycle storage or amenity.
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Mr Bevens pointed out that concerns regarding anti-social behaviour are noted, however, whilst
these cannot all be substantiated as coming from the property, they are not fundamentally a
planning matter and any such impacts that arise are a result of individuals rather than the nature of
the accommodation provided, with there being other controls in place to monitor and act against
unacceptable behaviour of this nature. He advised that the applicant installed last year a camera
system throughout the building which covers the courtyard and access and has it monitored 24/7.

Mr Bevens expressed the view that the scheme is a sustainable proposal for the building and
trying to provide HMO'’s in out of town/village locations is unsustainable and would not meet other
Local Plan and National Planning Policies. He expressed the view that the proposal will support
local shops, businesses and facilities and the benefits outweigh the harm.

Mr Bevens stated that he would ask members to consider the efforts that the applicant has gone to
in reducing the overall numbers, improvements to be made to longevity of the building and the rear
amenity of the site and approve the application for much needed temporary accommodation in the
district which Fenland lacks.

Members asked Mr Bevens the following questions:

e Councillor Mrs French asked Mr Bevens whether the bus service was still operating that he
had referred to? Mr Bevens stated that the last time he had checked there were four trips a
day operating through the village. Councillor Mrs French asked whether there are any
occupants residing in the property currently and Lee Bevens responded that it is being used
currently as a bed and breakfast business.

e Councillor Marks stated that there are three parking spaces allocated in the proposal,
however, he has received numerous complaints over the last few years concerning parking
issues and the fact that the proposal is for a HMO, which could mean that there could be up
to 11 vehicles requiring car parking facilities and he asked Mr Bevens where he proposes
those extra vehicles will be able to park? Mr Bevens stated that it is a pertinent point which
has been raised throughout the application and he expressed the view that the only place
he can see the vehicles being able to park would be on Station Road. He referred to the
presentation screen which showed Station Road and pointed out that there is plenty of on
street parking which is not allocated to specific properties and the very nature of HMO'’s is
that that there is less parking provided and although he cannot confirm it he believes that
persons who reside in a HMO undertake a great deal of car sharing as the occupants tend
to work in the same locations.

e Councillor Marks asked whether it is the intention of the shed at the rear of the premises to
remain as a shed or is it the intention to submit a further application to change that into
further accommodation? Mr Bevens stated that it is his understanding that since he started
working with officers on an application in 2020 there was the intention to convert the shed
into residential use and that it why the numbers were 30 overall, however, that element has
now been dismissed and there is no intention to convert that into additional residential
accommodation.

e Councillor Marks asked whether Mr Bevens could confirm how many persons are occupying
the premises at the current time and Mr Bevens responded that he was not aware.

e Councillor Murphy stated that Mr Bevens had explained that there is to be a reduction of
40% from what had previously been proposed, however, he asked what the reduction was
in terms of people residing there currently as he can see no difference and he questioned
why you would submit an application for a HMO when it is already in place? Mr Bevens
stated that the applicant to is trying to apply using the correct channels and to change the
use from what it is at the moment as the ground floor of the building is actually classed as a
restaurant and it is the first floor which is actually bed and breakfast accommodation .He
made the point that the application is for a change of use so that the ground floor can be
changed to accommodate seasonal and temporary workers. Councillor Murphy questioned
whether at the current time there are any persons who are sleeping on the ground floor? Mr
Bevens stated that he cannot confirm that fact and that they are seasonal workers, they
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come and go, adding that he has had it confirmed that at the current time there is nobody
residing there.

Councillor Benney stated that he recalls the application previously and at that time it was for
agricultural use and the committee were told at the time that it should be a HMO, which is
why he presumes the application has been submitted in its current form. He expressed the
opinion that there are people living there who are agricultural workers and this type of
accommodation is needed for seasonal and agricultural workers and the local agricultural
industry needs to be supported. He added that HMO properties can be monitored and
regulated by the Council to ensure that everything is in order and to ensure the safety and
wellbeing of those residents living there. Councillor Benney asked Mr Bevens to clarify that
if the application is approved, will his clients operate the HMO as a reputable business in
line with legislation and policy? Mr Bevens stated that it is the intention of the applicant to
invest a significant amount of time upgrading the parts of the building and making it fit for
purpose. He added that the applicants are more than happy to work with the Council and
they have already met with the Fire Officer who has stated that the premises are able to
accommodate 30 persons with the fire system that is in there as a means of escape,
however, the proposal is only for 11.

Councillor Cornwell referred to the officer’s report at point 3.1 where it states that intensive
residential occupation of the building has already taken place which resulted in the Council’s
Private Sector Housing Team and the Fire Service visiting the site hence the retrospective
nature of the application; with the precise situation currently being unclear and
unauthorised. He asked Mr Bevens whether he had anything further he could add to that
information? Mr Bevens stated that he can confirm that the premises has permission in its
current format to be operated as a bed and breakfast accommodation, but he cannot say
how many persons are able to use it as bed and breakfast accommodation overall only on
the previous history when there were nine rooms in the accommodation.

Councillor Marks asked whether it was known how many times the Police have been called
to the property following reports of anti-social behaviour over the last three years? Mr
Bevens stated that to his knowledge there has only been one incident.

Councillor Purser stated that he understands that the premises is properly regulated and the
comments of Councillor Benney that the Council does need to support agriculture, but what
is to stop people allowing others to sleep in the premises? Mr Bevens responded that there
is nothing to stop this, but this would be no different to a residential dwelling, and he cannot
see how this can be regulated. Councillor Purser stated the point he was making is that
there is a maximum number for Fire and Police regulations, but how can it be regulated to
stop residents having their friends stopping there? Mr Bevens reiterated that the Fire Officer
has stated with the fire system that is in place under its current use it can accommodate up
to 30 people.but the applicant is not looking to house this amount of people and CCTV will
be placed within the building.

Councillor Sutton referred to the point Mr Bevens made with regards to parking
requirements of HMO properties. He added that he would agree that within the towns there
is not such a requirement for parking, however, in the villages there most certainly is the
need for access to a car in order to travel to a workplace and he asked Mr Bevens whether
he would agree that the statement he made was slightly misleading? Mr Bevens stated that
he would agree that town locations have more services available whereas villages have
less, but the site is close to the centre and there are local shops nearby along with the
railway. He added that a lot of the persons that stay at the bed and breakfast do car share
as they are employed at similar locations. Councillor Sutton stated that in the evening that
location appears to be very heavily parked.

Members asked officers the following questions:

Councillor Marks asked officers if they can confirm how many persons were on site when
the premises were visited by the Council’'s Enforcement Team? David Rowen stated that
the premises have been visited both by Planning Enforcement Officers as well as Housing
Officers, but he could not provide the detail of number of occupants living on site.
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Councillor Cornwell referred to 3.1 of the officer’s report and asked for clarity where it states
that the precise situation is unclear and unauthorised? David Rowen stated that the number
of occupants of the premises is not quite clear to the best of his knowledge and in terms of
the unauthorised element at the current time there is no planning permission in place for
intensive occupation adding that he would disagree with the point made by Mr Bevens with
regards to the previous lawful use of the premises is as a restaurant with ancillary Bed and
Breakfast facilities, with it being his understanding that at the moment the business is not
being used as a normal bed and breakfast establishment and appears to be functioning
more as a hostel. Councillor Cornwell made the point that the statement then relates in
effect to the assumption that this already a possible HMO, which is why the Council visited
the site and as a result of those visits, the application has come back as there is a certain
element of regulation required if the premises is to become a HMO which ensures that is
better regulated and on that basis, in his view, he think he could support the application.
David Rowen stated that there is a licensing regime for HMO properties, and advised
members of the committee that they do need to be mindful that they are determining the
application on the land use planning considerations of the application and not on the
licensing regime. He added that whilst there is an overlap between the two there are also
differences as well and if the committee are minded to grant planning permission they need
to be satisfied as to whether it would be acceptable as a land use for the number of
occupants that are proposed, rather than somehow adequately managed through the
licensing regime. Councillor Cornwell stated that, in his view, the two elements go together
and should not be separated, and he will consider both things together. David Rowen stated
that the committee are determining the application under the Town and Country Planning
Act rather than the Licensing of HMO under the Housing Act.

Councillor Skoulding made the point that, in his opinion, officers have made the correct
recommendation as he feels that it is over development, and it is causing parking issues.

Members asked questions, made comments, and received responses as follows:

Councillor Marks stated that as Ward Councillor he has considered the application with an
open mind, with the Parish Council being against the proposal at the present time and whilst
he appreciates that something needs to happen to the building rather than leave it to go
derelict. He stated that, in his opinion, there are too many occupants and no guarantees
with car parking which is causing issues currently. Councillor Marks added that maybe a
HMO could be considered in the future which would be better rather than transient
occupiers but he has concerns with the back development and added that it has been three
years since the property was purchased and during that time a number of improvements
could have been made. He stated that whilst he appreciates that various agencies have
been involved to date with the property it is still a bone of contention for the village, and he
will be supporting the officer's recommendation.

Councillor Sutton stated that he agrees with the points raised by Councillor Marks and whilst
he appreciates the comments that Councillor Benney has made with regards to shortages of
agricultural workers, that fact cannot take away the impact that the proposal would have on
the village, He added that the previous application has gone to appeal and will be heard in
January, however, he will be supporting the officer's recommendation.

Councillor Mrs French stated that she agrees, and she will be interested to see what
happens with the appeal.

Nikki Carter stated that a provisional date has been set for the appeal hearing, but nothing
is yet confirmed.

Proposed by Councillor Skoulding, seconded by Councillor Marks and agreed that the
application be REFUSED as per the officer’'s recommendation.

(Councillor Marks declared, under Paragraph 14 of the Code of Conduct on Planning Matters, that
he is a member of Manea Parish Council, but takes no part in planning matters)
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P58/22  F/YR22/0973/FDC
WISBECH PARK, LYNN ROAD, WISBECH
ERECT A SINGLE-STOREY COMMUNITY HUB, WHICH INCLUDES A MULTI-
PURPOSE HALL, CAFE AND TOILETS

Nikki Carter presented the report to members and drew members attention to the update report
that had been circulated.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members asked questions, made comments and received responses as follows:

e Councillor Mrs French stated that she has noted from the officer's report that there is a
restriction on operating hours and she does not think at this time it would be appropriate to
place a restriction on its hours of use as there is no indication currently what the building will
be used for and who is going to operate it if it actually goes ahead. She stated that it has
been several years since the proposal had been considered and does not know whether the
grant funding of £10,000 from the Council is still available. Councillor Mrs French feels that
the application should be supported but not to include any time restrictions.

e Councillor Sutton stated that he will support the application, but he expressed the opinion
that the design is totally out of character with the locality. He added that, in his view,
Wisbech Town Council should be responsible for the development rather than the whole of
Fenland.

e Councillor Mrs French stated that the proposal is part of the County Council’s Communities
in Partnership £5,000,000 scheme that was introduced in 2019-2020. She added that she
agrees that the design could be far better, and it remains to be seen whether it will ever be
built.

e Councillor Cornwell stated that the Council has brought forward an application for a building
for which the use of is unknown and questioned who will be responsible for operating it.

e David Rowen stated that the hours of opening that are referred to in the conditions have
arisen as the result of the hours that were included within the application. He stated that it
has been noted that in the longer term the building does need to be more flexible in terms of
when it can be open, and explained that there is currently a consultation exercise open on
that issue, however, to date there has not been any feedback and if it was proposed by
members to grant the application with the removal of that condition then there is the
potential for members of the public to state that they have not had the opportunity to
comment. David Rowan made the point that if members were minded to grant planning
permission with an unrestricted use on the building then it is possible that it could be subject
to delegation to officers to pick up any issues arising from the current public consultation
and impose appropriate conditions. Councillor Mrs French stated that she was happy with
that proposal.

e Councillor Sutton asked David Rowen to clarify that the decision notice would not be issued
until 14 days after the consultation period and David Rowen confirmed that is correct.

Proposed by Councillor Mrs French, seconded by Councillor Skoulding and agreed that the
application be APPROVED as per the officer’'s recommendation with authority delegated to
officers to apply suitable conditions in relation to hours of operation.

(Councillor Benney declared that whilst a Cabinet decision was made in relation to this application,
he is not pre-determined on this application)

(Councillor Mrs French declared that as a member of Cabinet match funding was agreed for this
project for Wisbech Town Council to approach the Combined Authority, with a further report to be
brought back to Cabinet which did not happen and, therefore, she is not pre-determined on this
application)
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(Councillor Murphy declared that the application may cause a conflict with his Portfolio Holder
responsibilities, which include Parks and Open Spaces, and took no part in the discussion or
voting thereon)

P59/22 F/YR22/0063/F
LAND WEST OF 5 - 7 HIGH CAUSEWAY, WHITTLESEY
ERECT 3 X RESIDENTIAL UNITS (2-STOREY BLOCK OF 2 X 1-BED AND 1 X 2-
BED FLATS) INVOLVING THE DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDING WITHIN A
CONSERVATION AREA

David Rowen presented the report to members.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members received a presentation, in accordance with the public participation procedure, from
Matthew Hall, the Agent. Mr Hall stated that the application has been subject to numerous
discussions and amendments in order to achieve an acceptable scheme, with the existing building
on the site having not been used for in excess of 15 years and being in very poor condition with
sections of it even lost. He explained that the bricks from the demolished building will be used in
the proposal in accordance with the planning condition and advised the committee that an
independent tree report was commissioned with regards to the tree onsite which advises that the
development can be built out without any damage to the tree.

Mr Hall made the point that there are no technical objections to the proposal and the site is in a
town centre location which allows the existing building to be demolished and the site to be
regenerated for residential usage. He explained that there have been a number of different
planning officers considering the site under two planning applications and officers have provided
some excellent advice and have worked with him to bring the proposal before the committee today
with a recommendation of approval.

Members asked Mr Hall the following questions:

e Councillor Mrs Mayor stated that Mr Hall had referred to the re-use of materials from the
demolished building and asked whether this is something that can be achieved? Mr Hall
stated that the bricks would definitely be used as it is a 215 wall and they can be turned
around, but there is likely to be a shortage of bricks and there may need to be some bricks
made up. He added that the roof tiles, the timbers and floor would definitely not be reused.

e Councillor Murphy stated that the Town Council has recommended refusal and have stated
that there are concerns in the area regarding the illegal use of the roadway during the
designated times. He added that it is a pedestrianised area, and he would have thought that
the applicant should be aware of the restrictions. Mr Hall stated that on the three occasions
he has been to the site there has been a car parked at the access point on one occasion
and on the two other occasions there has been nothing there. He added that it is a
pedestrian zone, and the applicant understands that which is why the scheme includes no
parking.

e Councillor Mrs Mayor stated that she is the Ward Councillor and the loading and unloading
allowance is before 10am and after 4pm and asked Mr Hall how he intended to facilitate any
deliveries to the site as there is no back access to the site? Mr Hall explained that the
applicant is also the developer who is likely to build the site out and he understands the
restrictions concerning delivery times and would be happy to accept a construction
management plan to be agreed with officers.

Page 21



Members asked questions, made comments and received responses as follows:

e Councillor Mrs Mayor stated that the restrictions on delivery times have also been
mentioned and unfortunately a lot of people take no notice of the signage at the top of High
Causeway and blatantly break the law accessing the road outside of those stated times.
She added that she is concerned as is her fellow Ward Councillor, about deliveries and the
two cars which are parked do belong to a local shopkeeper and resident who has always
parked in that location. Councillor Mrs Mayor stated that it is a difficult entrance, and it is
right next door to the gate of the funeral directors, and expressed the view that should the
proposal be approved then the occupiers of the flat will be able to look over a wall into the
facilities belonging to the funeral directors and she can foresee that at some point there will
be complaints received. She expressed great concern about the access into the site which
is only the width of a double gateway.

e Councillor Sutton stated that he can understand the concerns raised by Councillor Mrs
Mayor, but if the developer manages his site well then there should not be any problems
with the access.

e Councillor Sutton stated that he is pleased to see agents working with officers to bring
applications forward which can be approved, and congratulated officers.

e Councillor Murphy expressed the opinion that he cannot see anything wrong with the
proposal as it will smarten the area up which is right in the centre of Whittlesey. He added
that it will be a purpose built home and as long as the occupiers take note of the restrictions
for High Causeway, he cannot see anything untoward with the proposal.

e Councillor Skoulding stated that he would hope that something can be achieved with
regards to the overlooking into the funeral directors’ facilities.

e Councillor Murphy stated that the occupier of the flat will need to consider that and it is not
something for the committee to consider.

e Councillor Mrs Mayor stated that she will support the recommendation of Whittlesey Town
Council. She referred to the Ash Tree, which she explained is one of the only trees in the
Conservation Area and it is covered by a Tree Preservation Order, and she would like to
see it left as it is and be looked after.

e David Rowen confirmed that the ash tree that Councillor Mrs Mayor referred to is covered
by a Tree Preservation Order and, therefore, if any unauthorised works are undertaken on it
that would be dealt with as a criminal offence. He added that the assurances have been
given development can be undertaken without any adverse impact on the tree.

Proposed by Councillor Sutton, seconded by Councillor Murphy and agreed that the
application be APPROVED as per the officer’'s recommendation.

(Councillor Mrs Mayor declared, under Paragraph 14 of the Code of Conduct on Planning Matters,
that she is a member of Whittlesey Town Council but takes no part in planning matters)

P60/22 F/YR22/0459/F
LAND NORTH OF RED BARN, TURVES
ERECT 5NO DWELLINGS (2NO 3-BED, 2-STOREY AND 3NO 3-BED, 2-STOREY
WITH ATTACHED GARAGES)

David Rowen presented the report to members and drew members attention to the update report
that had been circulated.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members received a presentation, in accordance with the public participation procedure, from Mr
Andrew Hodgson, the agent. Mr Hodgson explained that he was asked to review the application
following a technical issue concerning one of the flood risk conditions regarding contamination
which had not been addressed previously and, in his opinion, the site should be built out by now
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but when it was reviewed by officers, they determined that the contamination issue had not been
resolved. He stated that the detail of the application has not changed at all, and the layout is the
same as previously submitted.

Mr Hodgson explained that the only changes are technical changes which have become necessary
due to changes in planning policy. He explained to the committee that there is some on site
diversity net gain which was not on the scheme previously and the site now shows the digester
and the attenuation basin which deals with the drainage scheme and was not shown on the plans
previously.

Mr Hodgson stated that the site still provides an efficient use of land, and it is only a technical issue
dealing with contamination that has caused the delay with the build.

Members asked Mr Hodgson the following questions:

e Councillor Sutton made reference to the digester and stated that in the conditions there are
details concerning a management company looking after the roads and other elements of
the development but there is no reference made with regards to the digester plant and he
asked whether that is maintenance free? Mr Hodgson explained that the way the digester
works means that it may have to be an annual maintenance requirement which would be
undertaken by the management company. Councillor Sutton stated that the detail
surrounding that maintenance needs to be considered by officers when adding conditions.

e Councillor Mrs French stated that she has seen a comment in the officer’'s report concerning
the March West and White Fen Internal Drainage Board, of which she is a member, with the
report stating that a 5-metre-wide maintenance access strip has been provided for
landowners beside the watercourse and she asked Mr Hodgson whether he was aware that
the Middle Level Commissioners will not allow anything less than nine metres for
maintenance? Mr Hodgson stated that is something that will need to be addressed,
however, the Middle Level Commissioners have not made any comment on the proposal to
date.

e Councillor Mrs Davis asked whether there was going to be a contamination report and Mr
Hodgson stated that the reports have all been undertaken. He added that there is a
condition which states that there is a requirement to report any contamination should any be
found once development commences.

Members asked questions, made comments and received responses as follows:

e Councillor Sutton stated that the nine metres for the access maintenance strip does need
to be resolved and this is required for the large equipment that is used. He added that the
management plan must also include the digester bio equipment as that will not be
maintenance free in the long term.

e David Rowen stated that the issue of the maintenance strip is a separate matter outside
of the consideration of the planning application. He added that if the application is
granted then it will be the responsibility of the applicant to obtain a resolution with the
Internal Drainage Board for a narrower maintenance strip or to resubmit an amended
plan.

e Councillor Mrs French stated that at a recent meeting she attended with the Middle Level
Commissioners they have insisted on a nine-metre access strip. She explained that the
dykes and drains were dug out hundreds of years ago and they have to be maintained
and it is down to the applicant to have further discussions with Middle Level.

Proposed by Councillor Skoulding, seconded by Councillor Mrs French and agreed that the
application be APPROVED as per the officer’'s recommendation with authority delegated to
officers to formulate suitable conditions in consultation with the proposer and seconder.

(Councillor Mrs Mayor declared that she is a personal friend of one of the applicants, Councillor
Mrs Laws, and she took no part in the discussion or voting thereon on this item)
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(All remaining members of the committee present declared that they know the applicant, Councillor
Mrs Laws, in a professional capacity only, which did not impact on their decision making on this
application)

P61/22 F/YR22/0811/0
LAND SOUTH OF HALL BANK, TYDD ST GILES
ERECT UP TO 8 X DWELLINGS (OUTLINE APPLICATION WITH MATTERS
COMMITTED IN RESPECT OF ACCESS)

David Rowen presented the report to members and drew members attention to the update report
that had been circulated.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members received a presentation, in accordance with the public participation procedure, from
Shanna Jackson, the agent. Mrs Jackson stated that the application submitted is for up to eight
dwellings and has been submitted in outline format with only matters of access committed for
consideration at this stage, with the application being recommended for refusal for reasons of
principal flood risk and highways. She explained that there are limited opportunities within the
existing built up footprint in the village to achieve new development and no new housing
allocations which have not already commenced have been proposed in Tydd St Giles in the
emerging Local Plan which she stated has given cause for concern from the Parish Council who
have recently posted on social media that the plan for their area is too restrictive and without any
further development within the next 18 years the village will be non-existent, with them also
expressing the view that they need to see the provision for some housing to go ahead.

Mrs Jackson expressed the view that although they have raised concerns the proposal does
represent an opportunity to meet the aspirations of the Parish Council, with the proposal providing
eight dwellings which will adjoin the existing built form and would reflect the former nature of the
development which can be seen on the other side of the village at Kirkgate. She stated that the
plots are large enough to accommodate family sized dwellings which would help to support the
local services and facilities including the local primary school which will enable the village to
continue to be a nice place to live and that the principle of development, in her view, can be
supported on the grounds of the benefit which will be brought to the settlement.

Mrs Jackson referred to flood risk, with it being a known fact that a great deal of the land within
Fenland is at high risk of flooding and due to this fact, many applications that come before the
committee will be in Flood Zone 3. She explained that a sequential test has been undertaken
which has proven that there is no sequentially preferable land available within the village and the
reason for refusal states that the search area for the land for development should be the whole of
the district given the location of the site, however, she disputes that point, given that the dwellings
in questions would serve the local amenities and facilities in the village, the area for search should
be Tydd St Giles itself.

Mrs Jackson stated that given the characteristics of the area any new development in or around
Tydd St Giles is likely to be on land at high risk of flooding and if new development is to be
accepted in the village, there must be the acceptance that it will be on Flood Zone 3 land. She
made the point that she has provided a Flood Risk Assessment which shows that the dwellings will
be technically safe from flooding which has also been accepted by the Environment Agency.

Mrs Jackson explained that with regards to the concerns over Highways the clarification required

by the local Highway Authority can be provided and, in her opinion, the proposal will bring
significant benefits in terms of providing housing which will support the ongoing vitality of the
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village, there will be no harm caused by the development, which has been cited in the reasons for
refusal and the benefits will outweigh any perceived harm.

Members asked questions, made comments, and received responses as follows:

e Councillor Sutton stated that he has considered the points raised by the Agent with regards
to the views of the Parish Council who are concerned about the emerging Local Plan and
the lack of extra development proposed for the village, however, they have also pointed out
that they are not in favour of the application in this proposed location. In his opinion, the
application is in an elsewhere location and he does not think that it is the right place to build.
Councillor Sutton expressed the view that there are far better locations to build on which are
closer to the village and he will support the officer's recommendation.

e Councillor Mrs French stated that she also agrees with the points made by Councillor
Sutton, and she will also support the officer's recommendation.

Proposed by Councillor Sutton, seconded by Councillor Mrs French and agreed that the
application be REFUSED as per the officer’'s recommendation.

P62/22 F/YR22/0828/F
LAND SOUTH WEST OF 27A WIMBLINGTON ROAD, DODDINGTON
ERECT A DWELLING (2-STOREY, 3-BED)

This application was withdrawn.

P63/22 F/YR22/0900/F
DUN COW, GREEN LANE, CHRISTCHURCH
THE FORMATION OF HARD-STANDING TO SITE 2 X CARAVANS (1 X
RESIDENTIAL USE AND 1 X STORAGE) AT THE REAR OF PROPERTY (PART-
RETROSPECTIVE)

David Rowen presented the report to members and drew members attention to the update report
that had been circulated.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members asked questions, made comments, and received responses as follows:

e Councillor Sutton provided members with some background information on the history of the
Dun Cow Public House due to his local knowledge and that new occupiers have moved into
the area. He explained that at a recent meeting of the Parish Council, it had stated that the
occupation of the upper floor for living was ancillary to the living accommodation, and
although he is aware that it is disputed by officers, Councillor Sutton stated that he was
asked for his opinion at that meeting and he had stated that he thought that planning
permission would not be needed as it would be classed as ancillary. He stated that he
agrees that the caravans will and do have a temporary look, but, in his opinion, a new
business should be given as much help as possible and he will be voting against the
officer's recommendation, however, he would like to see the permission being for a
temporary period of three years which will give the business enough time to be operational
and for the tenants to be able to work with the brewery to consider an extension to be built
on the back of the Public House for those persons with disabilities.

e Councillor Cornwell made the point that there are many rural public houses which are no
longer trading and a public house in a rural location has to succeed and make money in
order to survive, with new tenants in the premises trying to add value to the business. He
referred to the officer's report where it states at 10.14 that there is existing living
accommodation within the Dun Cow and, therefore, it is not considered that the caravans
proposed could be considered ancillary to the use of the Dun Cow given the existing
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presence of living accommodation on site and that the report also states that the extra
accommodation is not essential to the success of the business but, in his opinion, that is a
judgement, and the new landlords should be given assistance in order for them to move
forward. Councillor Cornwell questioned whether it would be possible to include a condition
for the caravans to see how successful the business is and then let the tenants prove that
part of the success, or otherwise, of the business because they have or they have not got a
caravan to bring some more people into the business. He made the point that it is a very
difficult time for the pub trade at the moment and even the pubs in town locations are
suffering and, in his opinion, the applicants should be given the opportunity even if it means
imposing a time limit.

Councillor Mrs Davis made the point that if you are a business which is still in its infancy,
she is not sure why you would need accommodation for five members of staff unless those
members of staff are also family members but that has not been made clear in the report.
Councillor Cornwell stated that he understands that view and maybe further questions can
be asked to obtain some proper answers and support for the applicant.

Councillor Mrs French stated that in the officer's report at 3.4 it states that that the
residential accommodation is for 2 members of disabled staff who struggle to use the stairs.
She added that temporary approval has been given for caravans in the past although it has
not happened for some time.

Councillor Mrs French asked how long the caravans have been on site and Councillor Mrs
Davis stated that there is only one on site currently and in the officer's update report it
suggests that the caravan is for the applicant’s wife, but it does not mention a second
disabled person. Councillor Mrs French expressed the opinion that if there are five members
of staff, she would anticipate that is probably a family who want to live there. She added that
the last few years have proved to be challenging for many businesses and Christchurch is
not a very big village and if the applicant is prepared to rejuvenate the Dun Cow, then the
Council should be here to give people the opportunity to try to prove themselves. She stated
that she would support a three-year temporary permission.

Councillor Marks referred to the Golden Lion in Stonea where the same situation occurred
and there was temporary accommodation in place for the staff. He added that during Covid
that business failed, and he made the point that the applicant should be given a chance to
grow their business.

Councillor Skoulding stated that he agrees that a temporary permission should be granted,
and, in his opinion, the temporary permission should be for five years to give the business a
good chance.

Nick Harding stated that when considering a temporary consent for three years, towards the
end of that three-year period, there would be nothing to stop the applicant from reapplying
to retain one or both static caravans on the site and as 50% of the development is already
on site there is a fairly substantial financial commitment in place as it stands.

Councillor Purser stated that is his understanding that the second caravan is for personal
possessions. Councillor Mrs Davis stated that it maybe that the second caravan is going to
be used for storage if the first one will not accommodate all of the personal belongings.
Councillor Sutton stated that to the best of his knowledge the persons have moved into the
pub and as far as he is aware it is their first venture into the hospitality trade and the second
caravan will be used to store equipment for the work that they undertake with young people.
Councillor Topgood stated that over the years accommodation has been allowed where it is
tied to a business where it is necessary and the fact that the staff could be made up of
family members is irrelevant. He stated that he has recently taken over the running of a
public house and the current financial climate is very difficult and if the applicant is
employing members of their family that is the way to keep the costs down. Councillor
Topgood stated that he will support the proposal for the caravans to enable them to build
their trade and business up.

Councillor Murphy expressed the opinion that members were “having the wool pulled over
their eyes”.

Councillor Mrs French made the point that members can only make a determination on an

Page 26



application with the information that has been provided to them and she added that
Councillor Sutton has explained that there is a disabled person to be considered as part of
the proposal and, therefore, that does need to be taken into account. She added that the
last few years have proved to be exceptionally difficult and the Council should be seen to be
helping and assisting people to move forward and progress in a new business.

Councillor Purser stated that the applicants are being incredibly brave in taking on a new
venture in difficult times and hopefully will be supported in their new business.

Councillor Sutton stated that at the white goods recycling centre they also had a temporary
permission for an onsite caravan that was there for a number of years and was renewed
three or four times and that is now a permanent structure for which permission has been
granted.

Councillor Cornwell stated that if the pub business proves to be unviable our planning
regulations will try to keep the pub going. He added that the applicant is making every effort
to start up a public house business which is part of the community, and he made the point
that there is a large redundant public house in March which is now is a bad state of disrepair
and due to the state of the economy, there does not appear to be anybody who wishes to
take the business on. Councillor Cornwell stated that, in his opinion, there are lessons to be
learnt from that and if there is an opportunity for the Council to help people to re-establish
businesses then every effort should be made to help them and this is an ideal way for
officers and the committee to help the applicant find a way of at least giving the applicants a
temporary permission to have that accommodation and if the business does not work then
at the Council has attempted to help the applicant. He expressed the opinion that the
Council owe it to the community.

Councillor Mrs Davis expressed the view that having listened to the debate her view on the
application has somewhat changed and she stated that if a temporary time limit can be
added to the permission, she could support the proposal.

Councillor Sutton stated that the permission should be given on a temporary basis for three
years or until the current tenants leave whichever is the sooner. He expressed the opinion
that the tenant can reapply after the three years, and made the point that he feels that this is
the right decision to make.

Nick Harding stated that he would ask the committee to give delegated authority to officers
in order that the relevant and appropriate conditions can be considered and applied to the
permission. He added that there are a number of points to be considered such as the time
period of three years and when tying it to the business, if the business should fail within the
three years what would be the course of action, with consideration also needing to be given
with regards to the two caravans and a condition being added to dictate that one caravan
can be used for accommodation and one for storage. Nick Harding explained that when
considering who occupies the caravan that is going to be used for residential occupation, in
his view, the condition could state that the caravan can be occupied whilst the business is a
going concern by an employee, landlord or immediate family, however, in the event that the
business ceases to trade it can then only be occupied by immediate family.

Councillor Sutton made the point that if the business ceases trading then the persons would
leave anyway.

Nick Harding stated that he believes that the pub is a tenancy rather than a freehold.
Councillor Mrs Davis questioned that the applicants should be aware then that if the
business failed, they would have to move on and that if the business failed just inside of the
three years, they would have to find a new place to live. Nick Harding stated that in the
current times of economic uncertainty, it is not known whether the brewery would take a
different view and say to the tenant that they can stay and pay a rent as a residential
property until a new landlord is found.

Councillor Cornwell stated that he would like Councillor Mrs Davis and officers to agree the
conditions.
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Proposed by Councillor Sutton, seconded by Councillor Skoulding and agreed that the
application be APPROVED against the officer’'s recommendation, with authority delegated
to officers to agree the conditions in conjunction with the Vice-Chairman.

Members do not support the officer's recommendation of refusal as they feel that the proposal is
not contrary to Policy LP3 of the Local Plan as it is in a small village location, where they feel the
proposal is justified, under LP12 of the Local Plan, the proposal does not harm the local
distinctiveness, visual impact and character of the surrounding area and under LP2 of the Local
Plan, the proposal will assist with health and wellbeing of local residents as the applicant is
disabled.

P64/22 F/YR22/0919/0
LAND SOUTH OF 733 WHITTLESEY ROAD, MARCH
ERECT UP TO 2NO. DWELLINGS (OUTLINE APPLICATION WITH ALL MATTERS

RESERVED)

David Rowen presented the report to members and drew members attention to the update report
that had been circulated.

The committee had regard to its inspection of the site (as agreed in accordance with the Site
Inspection: Policy and Procedure (minute P19/04 refers)) during its deliberations.

Members received a presentation, in accordance with the public participation procedure, from Mrs
Shanna Jackson, the agent. Mrs Jackson explained that the proposal is an application for two
dwellings and is submitted in an outline form with all matters reserved. She stated that the
proposal has been recommended for refusal under reasons of principle and flood risk and made
the point that Turves is classed as a small village within the Local Plan and in small villages infill
development is supported.

Mrs Jackson stated that the application site is located between two built up frontages of Whittlesey
Road and March Road and it is a gap within an otherwise built-up frontage and would meet the
definition of infill development and it would also round off the existing built form in a logical way
and, therefore, the principle of development in respect of Policy LP3 is supported. She stated that
with regards to flood risk, the reason for refusal states that the search area for land for
development should be the whole of the district given the location of the site but she disputes this,
given that the dwellings in question would serve local amenities and facilities within the village and
are positioned within the existing footprint of the village she feels the search area should be Turves
itself and not the whole district.

Mrs Jackson made the point that the sequential test has proved that there are no alternative plots
available to serve the development and the submitted Flood Risk Assessment demonstrates that
the dwellings will be technically safe from flooding, which the Environment Agency have accepted
and, therefore, there is no harm caused in respect of flood risk. She pointed out that it can be seen
that the scheme itself is very similar to the scheme at Red Barn which was approved and received
officer’s support, with the application being supported by March Town Council and local residents,
and, in her view, resulting in no conflict with planning policy which has been assessed in the
reasons for refusal.

Members asked officers the flowing questions:

e Councillor Mrs French stated that she recalls visiting this site in the past and referred to the
planning site history which she believes maybe incorrect as she can see no reference to the
application which caused her to visit the site. She added that she would also like to make
the point that the application site is in March and is not in Turves as the site is in her ward.
David Rowen responded that there was an application a few months ago which was further
along March Road which was an agricultural building which was to be demolished to make
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way for a dwelling which the committee had resolved to approve but, to the best of his
knowledge, he is not aware of anything on the proposed application site.

Councillor Cornwell asked officers to explain what the difference is between the application
and the built form of number 733, with number 733 being away from the carriageway and
was still able to be built. David Rowen stated that 733, 731 and 729 to the north of it were
granted on an outline planning permission in 2007 and at which time they were within the
development area boundary which was set out in the Local Plan because it was a farm
building grouping. He added that the characteristics were very different to the site that is
now before the committee, which is the corner of an agricultural field, not fronting the road
and not following the prevailing pattern of development. Councillor Cornwell stated that 733
is built off road anyway and, in his opinion, even in the current form he cannot see how
there is any real difference. He added that the building line also fits the proposal in his view.
David Rowen stated that he is not sure how it could be said that the proposal respects the
building line when the southern most dwelling site is behind the line of the properties
fronting March Road. Councillor Cornwell stated that, in his view, 733 is not on March Road
and it is on the private road.

Councillor Murphy asked for clarity over access, and for officers to confirm that in order for
access to be given to the proposal site, it will require permission to be granted by the owner
of the private road? David Rowen stated that issues have been raised by the County
Council’s Rights of Way team who have set out that because this is a public right of way
then there would need to be a legal right of access proven across the public right of way to
actually access any dwellings that are erected. He added that if the legal right does not exist
then regardless of whether the application is approved, there will still be a question mark
concerning the actual delivery of the development.

Councillor Mrs French referred to 5.4 of the officer's report where it states that Public
Footpath 29 must remain open and unobstructed at all times as it is an important footpath.

Members asked questions, made comments and received responses as follows:

Councillor Benney stated that he can see similarities between this application and the
earlier application at Red Barn that members had considered. He added that it does not
protrude out into the open countryside any more than the garden of number 464 and, in his
opinion, it finishes that area off. Councillor Benney stated that if the right of way issue does
not get resolved then no development will be able to take place. He made the point that the
barn that is being demolished and has received planning permission, which Councillor Mrs
French had referred to, is even further out into the open countryside and the current
proposal will square off the junction and bring a further two houses to the areas which also
means further Council Tax income.

Councillor Murphy stated that he will also support the application and added that the point
he was making earlier was with regard to permission being sought before development can
commence. He made the point that on the site inspections from the development site you
can view the back garden of 464 Whittlesey Road and, therefore, you are not encroaching
further into the open countryside.

Councillor Mrs Davis stated that she had considered supporting the officer’s
recommendation, however, due to the fact that the garden extends, and the two houses are
not going any further than that, she has now changed her mind and will support the
proposal.

Councillor Sutton stated that he also agrees with the comments made by Councillors
Murphy and Benney. He added that he likens the proposal to that of a previous application
in Eastwood End which was refused, and it went to appeal, and the appeal was lost.
Councillor Sutton made the point that it is adjacent to the built form, and it is not infill
development.

David Rowen pointed out that members have addressed the first reason for refusal during
the debate with regards to the built form and the hierarchy issues, however, the second
reason for refusal is with regard to the sequential test and if members interpretation is that
the site is within Turves, rather than a site in the countryside, then sequentially they may
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feel that the test only needs to deal with the settlement of Turves. He stated that planning
permission was granted for five dwellings in Turves previously which would count as being
sequentially more preferable than the current location which members need to consider.

e Councillor Mrs French reiterated her view that the site is not in Turves, it is in the ward of
March West.

e Councillor Sutton stated that he agrees with Councillor Mrs French about the site being in
her ward, however, in his view, it is the relationship element that needs to be considered
and there is no relationship to March when considering the planning site as it relates more
to the settlement of Turves and anybody living there would class themselves as living in
Turves. He made the point that the sequential test has been carried out in Turves and there
is nowhere else with the lesser risk of flooding to build.

¢ David Rowen stated that there are five dwellings that have been approved this afternoon in
Turves which are sequentially preferable. He added that in terms of applying the sequential
test in the SPD, it is currently accepted that if there are alternative sites which already have
the benefit of planning permission then they are sequentially preferable.

Proposed by Councillor Sutton, seconded by Councillor Mrs French and agreed that the
application be APPROVED against the officer’'s recommendation, with authority delegated
to officers to formulate suitable conditions.

Members do not support the officer's recommendation of refusal as they feel that the proposal is
not in an elsewhere location and is adjacent to the built form, and they feel that as the proposal is
related to Turves a sequential test has been carried out in Turves that is satisfactory.

P65/22 3 ORANGE GROVE, WISBECH - CONFIDENTIAL

David Rowen presented the confidential report to members.
Members asked questions, made comments and received responses.

It was proposed by Councillor Mrs French, seconded by Councillor Skoulding and AGREED
that prosecution of the owners and occupiers of the land be authorised, under Section 179
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

(Members resolved to exclude the public from the meeting for this item of business on the grounds
that it involved the disclosure of exempt information as defined in Paragraph 7 of Part 1 of
Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972)

5.35 pm Chairman
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Agenda Iltem 5

F/YR22/0381/F
Applicant: Urban Developments Agent : Ms Kate Wood
Peterborough Ltd Eddisons Barker Storey Matthews

Land South Of 88, West Street, Chatteris, Cambridgeshire

Erect 22 x dwellings (4 x 2-storey 2-bed, 15 x 2-storey 3-bed & 3 x 2-storey 4-bed)
with associated parking and landscaping, and the formation of attenuation ponds,
involving the demolition of existing buildings

Officer recommendation: Refuse

Reason for Committee: Number of representations and Town Council comments
contrary to officer recommendation, refer to Appendix A

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 This application has previously been referred to the Planning Committee for
determination on 24 August 2022 where it was agreed that the determination of
the applications be deferred, only to seek clarification that the revised highway
improvements are acceptable and achievable.

1.2 Since this time, revised and additional information has been submitted to
accompany the applications, namely works to West Street have been amended
(including relocation of footpath, removal of traffic calming and width reduced to
5m) relevant plans and the drainage strategy amended as a result and tree and
ecology statements submitted in relation to this. The design and siting of plot 1
has been amended and a construction management plan submitted.

1.3 The additional information submitted does not alter or overcome the previously
asserted failure to comply with the relevant policies and as such the conclusions
and recommendations in Appendix A remain unchanged

1.4..Consequently, the recommendation is to refuse the application.

2. UPDATE

2.1 This application has previously been referred to the Planning Committee for
determination on 24 August 2022 where it was agreed that the determination of
the applications be deferred, only to seek clarification that the revised highway
improvements are acceptable and achievable. Members did not support officer’s
recommendation of refusal for reasons 1 and 2 as they considered that the
proposal would not adversely impact the area, with the issue of unallocated land
being subjective and the proposal being no different to other developments that
have been approved and mitigation measures can be implemented which will
lessen the impact on 88 West Street. The original committee report is provided at
Appendix A below for reference and should be read in conjunction with this
report.
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2.2

3.1

3.2

Since this time, revised and additional information has been submitted to
accompany the applications, namely works to West Street have been amended
(including relocation of footpath, removal of traffic calming and width reduced to
5m) relevant plans and the drainage strategy amended as a result and tree and
ecology statements submitted in relation to this. The design and siting of plot 1
has been amended and a construction management plan submitted; further
consultations have been undertaken as a result and comments received are as
follows:

CONSULTATIONS

NHS

Thank you for consulting Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Integrated Care
System (CAPICS) on the above planning application. | refer to the above
planning application and advise that, further to a review of the applicants’
submission, the following comments are with regard to the primary healthcare
provision on behalf of CAPICS.

The proposed development is likely to have an impact on the services of the GP
Practice operating within the vicinity of the application site George Clare Surgery.
This practice has a registered patient list weighted list size of 12,114 and this
development of 22 dwellings would see an increase patient pressure of 53 new
residents which would require additional GP/Nurse / (Admin support) workforce*
to support increase in appointments : GP = 0.03 / Nurse = 0.02 and Admin = 0.05
with a resulting increase on estate demand of 3.62sqm net internal area.

*Model evidence from Cambridge Analytics data

A developer contribution will be required to mitigate the impacts of this proposal.
CAPICS calculates the level of contribution required, in this instance to be
£13,222.33. Payment should be made before the development commences.
CAPICS therefore requests that this sum be secured through a planning
obligation linked to any grant of planning permission, in the form of a Section 106
planning obligation.

In its capacity as the healthcare provider, CAPICS has identified that the
development will give rise to a need for additional primary healthcare provision to
mitigate impacts arising from the development. The capital required through
developer contribution would form a proportion of the required funding for the
provision of capacity to absorb the patient growth generated by this development.
Assuming the above is considered in conjunction with the current application
process, CAPICS would not wish to raise an objection to the proposed
development. Otherwise, the Local Planning Authority may wish to review the
development’s sustainability if such impacts are not satisfactorily mitigated.

The terms set out above are those that CAPICS deem appropriate having regard
to the formulated needs arising from the development. CAPICS are satisfied that
the basis and value of the developer contribution sought is consistent with the
policy and tests for imposing planning obligations set out in the NPPF.

Cambridgeshire County Council Highways
Advice was sought in relation to local resident comments:
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3.3

I can confirm the highway encroachment along the frontage of no. 81. The first
3.6m (approximately) back form the carriageway edge is highway, meaning the
public have a right to pass and repass over the land. It is not possible to claim
adverse possession of the highway so to put it bluntly, once a highway, always a
highway unless formally stopped up.

The property boundary will therefore need to be moved to facilitate the highway
works, should they be permitted. Encroachment is a matter for the County’s
enforcement team, but they are extremely busy and must deal with matters in
order of urgency. In reality, the encroachment will be addressed as part of any
S278 process.

Regarding the turning area outside no. 84. This would be replaced by turning
heads within the development. The neighbour concern regarding loss of turning
could be delt with by a condition stating that turning provision (as per approved
plans) must be constructed and made available for use, prior to first occupation of
the site. If this isn’t acceptable to the applicant, space is available for a turning
head midway along the access road.

Cambridgeshire County Council Highways

The access proposals along West Street, as shown on the drawing 21159-100
Revision P3, are acceptable in principle. The applicant has re-positioned the
proposed footway to the east side of the carriageway where it can be constructed
within near level highway verge, thus avoiding the constraint of existing property
accesses on the west side and associated level differences.

The applicant has also indicated that the new carriageway and footway
construction will be drained via gullies which connect into an AWS system. This is
acceptable to the LHA, subject to Anglian Water acceptance. Should a new
length of highway drain be required, it will need to be constructed within the
carriageway and not offline as shown. However, this is a detail which can be
addressed in agreements post planning.

Since previous correspondence, the applicant has contacted the Authority to
enquire about the possibility of adopting unregistered land via Section 228 of the
Highways Act 1980. The unregistered land is required to form the access beyond
no. 88 West Street, and also part of the proposed residential parcels. However,
as this land is already a highway (Byway), Section 228 cannot be utilised.

The Authority can only grant consent for works within the Highway but as the
Byway (Chatteris no. 22) has no legally defined width, a Definitive Map
Modification Order is first needed. A DMMO will provide an extent of the Byway,
but the applicant has been advised that if CCC were to undertake a DMMO,
based on current waiting lists this would reasonably take 2-3 years minimum and
then the outcomes cannot be guaranteed. The applicant is in dialogue with CCC’s
Rights of Way team to progress the DMMO.

Until such time as the DMMO is complete, it is unclear if the access can be
constructed within the extents of public highway or if third party (likely
unregistered land) is also needed. The potential interaction between the S278
and S228 may be complex, and | cannot comment on its acceptable or viability
until the DMMO s first complete. It is therefore possible that if the application
were permitted, it would not be possible to implement the works or at least
probable that they could not be carried out within a standard three-year time limit.

-3-
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3.4

My recommendation is that determination of the application is deferred for the
time being until more information is available.

The Construction Management Plan provided does not provide sufficient comfort
that the highway will be safeguarded during construction. A copy of CCC’s
standard recommended construction traffic management plan will be provided
separately for the applicant’s consideration.

Otherwise, the layout is acceptable.

The applicant should however be aware that permeable paving on private drives
is not considered an acceptable means of surface water drainage in isolation.
Should the applicant wish for CCC to adopt the internal roads, where a private
drive falls towards roads proposed for adoption, additional surface water
interception is required e.g., channel drains or gullies.

Please read the above in consultation with the response from the County’s
Definitive Map Officer.

Cambridgeshire County Council Definitive Map Team

I am writing in response to the revised proposals on the above application to
erect 22 x dwellings (4 x 2-storey 2-bed, 15 x 2-storey 3-bed & 3 x 2-storey 4-
bed) with associated parking and landscaping, and the formation of attenuation
ponds, involving the demolition of existing buildings | Land South Of 88 West
Street Chatteris Cambridgeshire.

This definitive Map Team previously responded to this application before
revisions, on the 15" of July, 2022.

The proposed site contains Public Byway No. 22, Chatteris running through the
west-side which is proposed to provide vehicular access. Also Public Footpath 4,
Chatteris, runs along the southern boundary of the site. To view the location of
the footpath please view our interactive map online, which can be found at My
Cambridgeshire.

The proposed site also contains the incentive to construct a new public footpath
to the west of the site, starting north from Public Footpath 4, Chatteris, and
running to the access road to plots 1-11.

Cambridge County Council does not seek to take this on as a public footpath, as
it does not benefit the public sufficiently to pass the threshold of Cambridgeshire
County Council’s Non-motorised User adoption criteria. The path does not add to
any missing link to a wider network, and whilst it does create a circular path, It
would be of service to only a small number of residents, which does not make it
viable to be maintained at CCC’s expense.

o West Street Chatteris is a Byway (Chatteris no. 22) and as such we cannot
enter into a Section 228 for something which is already highway.

e Usually, once planning permission is granted, you would enter into a Section
278 Agreement to make any alterations to the highway. However, because
Byway 22 does not have a legally defined or recorded width, in absence of a
defined extent, such an Agreement cannot proceed.

e Therefore, you will need to apply for a Definitive Map Modification Order
(DMMO). Due to the backlog of applications, this is forecast to take a
minimum of 2-3 years from the date that an application is received.

-4 -
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e Once the DMMO is complete and a boundary established, it could be
possible to enter into a S278 Agreement for the works within the boundary
only. If the boundary is not the full available width, we cannot permit works
outside the Byway.

e Any such works outside the Byway extent would be at your own risk, which
may lead to further discussion about the of S228 with Highways
Development.

e The developer will need to obtain consent from the owner of the subsoil
underneath the byway to satisfy CCC that they have appropriate legal
authority to undertake works below the existing depth of the highway.

Boundary Treatment Plan 6343/PLO8F shows proposed fencing along the
southern border of the site running adjacent to Public Footpath 4, Chatteris.
Where fencing Is proposed adjacent to a Public Right of Way, we consider this
by reference to the County Council’s guidance which can be found in ‘Public
Rights of Wau’ — Guidance for Planners and Developers’ at
www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/definitivemap. Where a fence is proposed adjacent
to a Prow, the Highway Authority would require an offset distance of 0.5 metres.
This requirement is to ensure the Highway Authority can access the public
footpath with appropriate machinery and to ensure that any future hedge or
natural vegetation growth does not encroach on the public’s ability to use the
public footpath.

Whilst the definitive Map Team has no objection to this proposal, should you be
minded to grant planning permission then we would be grateful if the following
informatives are included:

e Public Byway 22, and public footpath 4, Chatteris must remain open and
unobstructed at all times. Building materials must not be stored on Public
Rights of Way and contractors’ vehicles must not be parked on it (it is an
offence under s 137 of the Highways Act 1980 to obstruct a public
Highway).

e No alteration to the surface of the Public Byway or Public Footpath is
permitted without our consent (it is an offence to damage the surface of a
public footpath under s 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971).

e Landowners are reminded that it is their responsibility to maintain
boundaries, including trees, hedges and fences adjacent to Public Rights of
way, and that any transfer of land should account for any such boundaries
(s154 Highways Act 1980).

e The granting of planning permission does not entitle a developer to obstruct
a Public Right of Way (Circular 1/09 para 7.1).

e Members of the public on foot, horseback and pedal cycle have the
dominant right of passage along the public byway; private vehicular users
must ‘give way’ to them

e The applicant will be required to meet the costs of any new or amended
signage that may be required as a result of any legal changes to the Public
Rights of Way network.

e The Highways Authority has a duty to maintain Public Rights of Way in such
a state as to be suitable for its intended use. (S41 Highways Act 1980 and
S66 Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981). If the surface of the footpath is
damaged as a result of increased motorised vehicle usage, the Highways
Authority is only liable to maintain it to a footpath standard. Those with

-5-
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3.6

3.7

3.8

private vehicular rights will therefore be liable for making good the surface of
the Public Right of Way.

o Furthermore, the applicant may be required to temporarily close public rights
of way whilst construction work is ongoing. Temporary Traffic Regulation
Orders (TTROs) are processed by the County Council’s Street Works Team
and further information regarding this can be found on the County Council’s
website at https.//www.cambridgeshire.qov.uk/residents/travel-roads-anad-
parking/roads-and-pathways/highway-licences-and-permits/

Anglian Water
We have reviewed the submitted documents and we can confirm we have no
additional comments to add to our previous response PLN-0145004.

Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue

With regard to the above application, should the Planning Authority be minded to
grant approval, the Fire Authority would ask that adequate provision be made for
fire hydrants, which may be by way of Section 106 agreement or a planning
condition.

The position of fire hydrants are generally agreed upon when the Water Authority
submits plans to:

Water & Planning Manager
Community Fire Safety Group
Hinchingbrooke Cottage
Brampton Road

Huntingdon

Cambs

PE29 2NA

Where a Section 106 agreement or a planning condition has been secured, the
cost of Fire Hydrants will be recovered from the developer.

The number and location of Fire Hydrants will be determined following Risk
Assessment and with reference to guidance contained within the “National
Guidance Document on the Provision of Water for Fire Fighting” 3rd Edition,
published January 2007.

Access and facilities for the Fire Service should also be provided in accordance
with the Building Regulations Approved Document B5 Vehicle Access. Dwellings
Section 13 and/or Vol 2. Buildings other than dwellings Section 15 Vehicle
Access.

If there are any buildings on the development that are over 11 metres in height
(excluding blocks of flats) not fitted with fire mains, then aerial (high reach)
appliance access is required, the details of which can be found in the attached
document.

| trust you feel this is reasonable and apply our request to any consent given.
Wildlife Officer (FDC)

Recommendations:
No further recommendations in addition to those given on the 9 of May 2022

-6-
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3.9

3.10

3.11

Assessment/Comment:

After considering the modifications to the proposal and the additional Ecological
Impact Statement | do not have any additional conditions to add to those given on
the 9 of May.

| do note however that compensations and mitigations made within the
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and the EclS have not been included within the
landscaping documentation and that no updated landscaping documentation has
been submitted with this revision.

The Landscaping documentation will need to be updated to account for the new
hedging and reptile hibernacula recommended within the EclS.

Arboricultural Officer (FDC)
| have reviewed the arboricultural report submitted in support of the changes to
the location of the footpath and agree with the assessment and conclusions.

The use of a no-dig construction, as shown in Appendix 1 of the report and use of
a porous wearing surface would have minimal impact on the root systems of the
trees.

The verge will need to be protected from compaction damage by the use of
fencing and/or ground protection.

The preparation and construction of the no-dig footpath will require arboricultural
supervision to ensure the methodology is adhered to.

Designing Out Crime Team

Gate - Plot 21 — Please confirm if there will be a gate at the entrance to the side
footpath. This gate will need to be lockable from both sides and be positioned as
close to the front building line as possible.

Cycle Storage — will any of the plots without a garage be provided with cycle
storage, such as a shed in the rear garden.

Environmental Health (FDC)
I note the submission of the Eddisons Construction Management Plan (CMP)
which states the following associated with noise:

“No construction work or deliveries to take place outside the hours 0730 to 1900
Monday to Fridays and 0800 to 1300 on Saturdays and at no times on Sundays
or Bank Holidays without prior agreement of Local Planning Authority”

This deviates from the following comments provided by this service on 9" May
2022;
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3.12

3.13

3.14

This service would welcome a condition on demolition and construction working times due to
the close proximity to existing noise sensitive receptors, with the following considered
reasonable:;

No canstruction or demaolition work shall be carried out and no plant or power operated
machinery operated other than between the following hours: 0800 hours and 1800 hours on
Monday to Friday, 0800 hours and 1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or
Public Holidays, , unless otherwise previously agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.

Reason — To protect the amenity of nearby residents

Given the scale of the development and reasoning mentioned, | believe an
08:00hrs start and 18:00hrs finish Monday to Friday is suitable and sufficient and
do not accept the timings proposed in the CMP, which increase the risk of
adversely impacting on the amenity of the nearest residential properties. |
therefore welcome a resubmission that is in line with the times previously
recommended by this service.

| would also recommend that a form of water suppression is available for
prolonged dry conditions to reduce dust emissions (e.g. mobile bowsers or fixed
sprayers as appropriate). A water suppression contingency plan should be
included detailing water supply to site and what equipment will be kept available
(e.g. number and size of bowsers, sprinklers, mist canons etc.)

Town Council
Chatteris Town Council continues to support the application.

Environment Agency

Thank you for your consultation dated 06 October 2022. We have reviewed the
newly submitted documents and have no objection. The comments in our
previous letter dated 13 May 2022 and referenced AC/2022/131047/01-L01
remain valid.

Cambridgeshire County Council Lead Local Flood Authority

By way of background, at the time when the Committee considered the
application originally the submitted surface water proposal was acceptable to the
LLFA. As a consequence of revisions to the scheme since the committee
meeting the surface water proposal also changed. At this moment in time there is
an LLFA objection as follows (but the LLFA are currently reviewing a further
revision to the surface water proposal and an update will be given at the
meeting):

1. Basin Details

Within the most recent drainage layout for the site, it appears that the adoptable
basin has been altered in size and appearance. These changes may negatively
impact the capacity of the basin, and therefore the performance of the drainage
system. This altered capacity may increase the flood risk within the development.
Due to this potential increase in flood risk, the LLFA requires that up-to-date
details of the basin are supplied. Hydraulic calculations are also required that
reflect the design of the drainage system with this updated basin size.
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3.15

Hydraulic calculations should demonstrate the performance of the drainage
system with regards to discharge rates, attenuation volumes, and peak discharge
volumes for rainfall events up to and including the 1% AEP event +40% climate
change. There should be no surcharging in the 100% AEP storm and no water
outside the system within the 3.3% AEP storm event. If there is any exceedance
within the 1% AEP storm + 40% allowance for climate change, this must be
managed within the red line boundary without increasing the risk of flooding to
any surrounding land or property. Finished floor levels of any properties near
exceedance routes should be raised to 300mm above surrounding ground levels
to protect them from internal flooding.

Informatives

Shared Access

According to the drainage strategy, surface water runoff from proposed dwellings
will be conveyed via pipes that cross through the curtilage of other plots. This
would result in these pipes having multiple shared owners, which could have
negative implications for access to the pipe for maintenance or repair. For
example, if the pipe that serves one property is damaged, but the section of
damaged pipe is located within the boundary of the adjacent dwelling, issues may
then arise if the owner of the property cannot grant permission for access. This
could lead to increased flood risk to any properties relying on this maintenance to
ensure their plot drains. The applicant should consider alternative locations of
drainage features where possible.

IDB Consent

Part or all of your proposed development area falls within the Middle Level
Commissioners (MLC) catchment and that of Warboys Somersham & Pidley IDB
whose consents are managed by the MLC. All increased discharges proposed to
enter watercourses directly or indirectly or any works affecting watercourses or
access to or along them for maintenance if the site is within the Board'’s district
will require MLC/IDB consent. It is therefore recommended that you contact the
IDB/MLC to discuss their requirements. Further information is available at:
https://middlelevel.gov.uk/

Pollution Control

Surface water and groundwater bodies are highly vulnerable to pollution and the
impact of construction activities. It is essential that the risk of pollution
(particularly during the construction phase) is considered and mitigated
appropriately. It is important to remember that flow within the watercourse is likely
to vary by season and it could be dry at certain times throughout the year. Dry
watercourses should not be overlooked as these watercourses may flow or even
flood following heavy rainfall.

A verbal update will be given at the committee meeting.

Local Residents/Interested Parties

3 objections have been received (all from Fairview Avenue, Chatteris), in relation
to the following:

- Chatteris currently has inadequate infrastructure (doctors etc)

- Surrounding streets are narrow and blocked by parked cars

- Local people would not be able to afford dwellings
- Site is home to wildlife and should be protected

-9-
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5.1

- The existing company on site do not wish to move, will only do so if the
application is approved and do not currently have another premises

- The site falls within Middle Level Commissioners catchment, however no
comments have been received.

- There is a passing area on West Street outside No.s 84 and 86 and the
tarmac area is over 7m, the proposal is for a 5m wide road and 1.8m high
footpath, the latest solution continues to be impractical and potentially
dangerous.

- Neither the current or emerging local plan identify the area for housing
development

- The revised plan still shows a query over potential highway encroachment at
the boundary of 81 West Street

- The requested landscaping document remains outstanding

POLICY FRAMEWORK

Emerging Local Plan

The Draft Fenland Local Plan (2022) was published for consultation between 25th
August 2022 and 19 October 2022, all comments received will be reviewed and
any changes arising from the consultation will be made to the draft Local Plan.
Given the very early stage which the Plan is therefore at, it is considered, in
accordance with Paragraph 48 of the NPPF, that the policies of this should carry
extremely limited weight in decision making. Of relevance to this application are
policies:

LP1 — Settlement Hierarchy

LP2 — Spatial Strategy for the Location of Residential Development
LP5 — Health and Wellbeing

LP7 — Design

LP8 — Amenity Provision

LP11 — Community Safety

LP12 — Meeting Housing Needs

LP18 — Development in the Countryside

LP20 — Accessibility and Transport

LP22 — Parking Provision

LP24 — Natural Environment

LP27 — Trees and Planting

LP28 — Landscape

LP31 — Open Space and Recreational Facilities

LP32 — Flood and Water Management

LP33 — Development on land affected by contamination
LP46 — Residential site allocations in Chatteris

ASSESSMENT AND CONCLUSIONS

Principle of Development

Since the application was last referred to Planning Committee the Draft Fenland
Local Plan (2022) was published for consultation. Whilst the policies of the
emerging local plan carry extremely limited weight in decision making:

Policy LP1, Part A identifies Chatteris as a Market Town; Part B advises that land
outside settlement boundaries is defined as countryside where development is
restricted (as set out in LP18), this site is outside of the defined settlement. LP46
defines residential site allocations in Chatteris, this site does not have such an
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5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

allocation. As such, the principle of development is not supported by the
emerging local plan.

Employment

Information submitted with the application in relation to the relocation of the
existing business has been queried by local residents. In response, further
details have been provided which state that the buildings are in a poor, unsafe
condition, contain asbestos and now unsuitable for further use. It is also advised
that D & M Engineering would benefit from the sale of the site with new, safer
premises. It remains that on balance, the redevelopment of this area of the site
for housing may be appropriate.

Plots 1-3

The design and siting of plot 1 has been amended to reduce the overall height
from 8.6m to 7.9m with windows set in the roof, and to reduce the height of the
garage from 6.75m to 3.75m by amending the design to mono-pitched.

The dwelling on plot 1 has also been set back further within the site in line with
the rear of 88 West Street and plots 2 and 3 have also been set back as a result.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the amendments to this plot does provide some
transition between the existing single-storey dwelling at 88 West Street and the
full 2-storey dwelling proposed on plot 2, this is not considered to mitigate the
significant detrimental impact on the visual amenity and character of the area of
introducing development at odds with the scale and density of the edge of
settlement location.

The re-design of plot 1 is considered to reduce the impact on the conservatory
serving 88 West Street, it is still acknowledged that the dwelling will experience
additional overshadowing, loss of light and outlook. No additional information has
been submitted in relation to alterations to land levels and as such insufficient
information has been submitted to enable an assessment of the impact on No.88
from alterations to land levels and therefore the potential for overlooking and
suitability of boundary treatments.

The revised siting has resulted in a slightly worsened relationship between plots
1-3 and 4-7 and necessitated a revision to the boundary treatments with plot
1/No.88, full details of which could be dealt with by way of a notwithstanding
condition as was previously proposed.

Construction Management Plan (CMP)
Environmental Health do not accept the timings proposed in the CMP and also
recommend a form of water suppression is incorporated.

The LHA has advised that the CMP does not provide sufficient comfort that the
highway will be safeguarded during construction.

The applicant’s agent has been made aware of these comments and has
requested that the CMP is made the subject of a condition.

Developer Contributions

The applicant’s agent has in her email of 23/9/2022 advised that they would
anticipate that the contribution requested by the NHS would be incorporated into
the Section 106 and on this basis, it is understood this is accepted.
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5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

Flood Risk and Drainage

The surface water drainage scheme was amended in relation to the adoptable
basin which impacted on its capacity and therefore the performance of the
drainage system, which may increase the flood risk of the site and resulted in the
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) raising an objection on this basis.

Revised details have since been submitted and re-consulted upon; it is
understood that in principle the LLFA can remove their objection, however, to
date a full consultation response has not been received. Updated LLFA
comments will be made available by way of an update to the Committee.

Highways

Cambridgeshire County Council Definitive Map Team have confirmed that their
records show the Byway to be used for the upgraded access to the site does not
have a legally defined width, and that this stance would remain until such time
that a Definitive Map Modification Order (DMMO) investigation for the route is
completed (which may take 2-3 years due to current waiting lists).

The LHA advise that the access proposals along West Street are acceptable in
principle. However, state that until a DMMO is complete it is unclear if the access
can be constructed within the extents of public highway, or if third party land is
also needed and that the legislative requirements are complex, and as such they
cannot comment on acceptability until a DMMO has been completed.

Hence, at this stage, and whilst acknowledging that land ownership issues are
not ordinarily planning considerations, it has not been demonstrated that an
acceptable access to the site can be secured. It is also not considered
reasonable to impose a condition in this regard, given that that the timescales
may not be achievable during the life of a permission. Such a condition would
need to be pre-commencement, to ensure that development is not undertaken
without an adequate access being secured.

Other highways issues that have been raised are in respect of the extent of the
highway alongside 81 West Street and the loss of the turning area opposite 86
West Street. The LHA have confirmed that the highway does extend in front of
No.81 and as such there are no issues regarding a footpath in this location. They
have also advised that the turning area would be replaced by the turning within
the development, and that this, and the timescale for its implementation could be
secured by way of a condition. It is acknowledged that there may be disruption
for a limited period during construction however interim measures could be
secured by condition should the application be successful.

Trees and Ecology

The application has been accompanied by an Ecological Impact Statement in
relation to the revised works to West Street and impact thereon. The Wildlife
Officer has reviewed the information submitted and has no additional
recommendations, as whilst it is acknowledged that the compensations and
mitigations indicated have not been incorporated within the submitted details,
these would be achieved by the conditions previously recommended.

The Council’s Arboricultural Officer has reviewed the arboricultural report
submitted in relation to the changes to the location of the footpath and agrees
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with the assessment and conclusions. Recommendations made can be secured
by way of condition.

Conclusion

5.20 The additional information submitted does not alter or overcome the previously
asserted failure to comply with the relevant policies and as such the conclusions
and recommendations in Appendix A remain unchanged and, notwithstanding the
view expressed by Members previously, the Officer recommendation for refusal
on these grounds remains.

6. RECOMMENDATION
Whilst noting that Planning Committee did not accept refusal reasons 1, and
2 Officers have included them (in slightly amended form) in order to be

consistent with our previous recommendation.

Refuse for the following reasons:

1. | Policy LP16 (d) of the Fenland Local Plan 2014, DM3 of the Delivering
and Protecting High Quality Environments SPD 2014 and paras 124(d)
and 130 of the NPPF 2021 seek to ensure that developments make a
positive contribution to the local distinctiveness and character of the
area, responding to the local built environment and do not adversely
impact on the streetscene, settlement pattern or landscape character of
the surrounding area.

The site is considered to have a rural character which relates more to
the surrounding countryside than the built-up form of development. The
dense, estate type development as proposed is not considered to
respect the form and character of the area and would result in an in-
depth encroachment into the open countryside. Furthermore, the scale
of the dwellings proposed and juxtaposition with the existing single-
storey dwellings is considered to have a significant detrimental impact
on the visual amenity and character of the area and insufficient
information has been submitted to assess the height of the
development in relation to Fairview Avenue. As such, the proposal is
contrary to the aforementioned policies.

2 | Policy LP2 and LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 and para 130 of
the NPPF 2021 seek to promote high levels of residential amenity and
ensure developments do not have an adverse impact on neighbouring
users.

Insufficient information has been submitted to enable the impact of the
proposed development, in relation to alterations to land levels, on the
residential amenity of 88 West Street to be assessed. As such it has
not been demonstrated that there would not be a significant detrimental
impact, contrary to the aforementioned policies.

3 | Policy LP2 and LP15 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 and para 110 of
the NPPF 2021 which seek to achieve a safe, suitable and sustainable
access for all users.

The legal width of the Byway is unknown and as such there is no
-13-
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guarantee that it could be improved as indicated. As such, it has not
been demonstrated that a well-designed, safe and sustainable access
can be achieved, contrary to the aforementioned policies.

A surface water drainage reason for refusal will be presented verbally at
committee if the LLFA confirms its continued objection to the scheme.
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Appendix A — Committee Report and Update 24 August 2022:

F/YR22/0381/F
Applicant: Urban Developments Agent : Ms Kate Wood
Peterborough Ltd Eddisons Barker Storey Matthews

Land South Of 88, West Street, Chatteris, Cambridgeshire

Erect 22 x dwellings (4 x 2-storey 2-bed, 15 x 2-storey 3-bed & 3 x 2-storey 4-bed)
with associated parking and landscaping, and the formation of attenuation ponds,
involving the demolition of existing buildings

Officer recommendation: Refuse

Reason for Committee: Number of representations and Town Council comments
contrary to officer recommendation.

1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

The application seeks full planning permission for 22 x 2-storey dwellings, works
are proposed to upgrade West Street with a footpath being provided and a
pedestrian link is also provided through the site. The development involves
alterations to site levels (increasing up to 1.5m, whilst the access is slightly
lower), the formation of attenuation ponds and the demolition of existing
buildings.

There are no significant issues in relation to flood risk, drainage (for the
development site, there are concerns regarding the West Street upgrade and
potential impact of this) or ecology, subject to suitable conditions.

However, the dense, estate type development proposed is not considered to
respect the rural form and character of the area and would result in an in-depth
encroachment into the open countryside. Furthermore, the scale of the dwellings,
in particular in relation to 88 West Street is considered to have a significant
detrimental impact on the visual amenity and character of the area

There are no significant issues in relation to the residential amenity of future
residents or the existing dwellings on Fairview Avenue. However, insufficient
information has been submitted to enable the impact of the proposed
development on the residential amenity of 88 West Street to be fully assessed.
As such it has not been demonstrated that there would not be a significant
detrimental impact.

Highways are content that the internal layout is acceptable, and the required
parking provision is provided for each property. However, the scheme put
forward in respect of the West Street upgrade cannot be feasibly delivered, and
as such it has not been demonstrated that a well-designed, safe and sustainable
access can be achieved.
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1.6 The applicant’s agent has informally agreed developer contributions, however it

should be noted that these are far in excess of that which the Local Plan Viability
Assessment sets out can be achieved in this area, as such there is potential for
this to be reduced at a later date, on the grounds of viability. Therefore, without
sufficient evidence, the acceptability of the development should not rely upon the
provision of the planning gain put forward.

2.2

2.3

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

SITE DESCRIPTION

The application site is located on the western side of West Street, to the rear of the
properties on Fairview Avenue, and is accessed via a Byway that links West Street
and Blackmill Road, this then becomes a public footpath leading to Little Acre Fen
Pocket Park and out of the town. The current access road is narrow, not in the
best state of repair and partailly unmade.

The site consists of 3 large commercial type buildings constructed in block and
what appears to be asbestos with lean-tos linking the buildings, in front of which is
a gravel and concrete hardstanding area and to the rear and side an area of
informal storage. The remainder of the site is paddock type land which does not
appear to be actively farmed and is used as an informal access to Little Acre Fen
Drove, cutting off the corner (though it is acknowledged that this is private land).
The site slopes down from east to west and there is a drain forming the western
boundary of the site.

The eastern side of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, sloping west into Flood
Zones 2 and 3

PROPOSAL
The application seeks full planning permission for 22 x 2-storey dwellings;

House Type A x 3 (Plots 1-3) are detached dwellings and measure 12.3m x 11.6m
and 8.6m in height with accommodation comprising of lounge,
kitchen/family/dining room, utility, study, WC and garage at ground floor and 4
bedrooms (1 with en-suite and dressing room) and bathroom at first floor level.

House Type B x 10 (Plots 4-11 and 18-19) are semi-detached dwellings and
measure 12.45m x 10.8m and 9m in height with accommodation comprising lobby,
lounge, kitchen/diner and WC at ground floor level and 3 bedrooms (1 with en-
suite) and bathroom at first floor level for each unit.

House Type C x 3 (Plot 20-22) are terraced dwellings and measure 20.4m x 10m
and 9m in height with accommodation comprising lounge, kitchen/diner and WC at
ground floor level and 3 bedrooms (1 with en-suite) and bathroom at first floor level
for each unit. The central terrace (Plot 21) has an access corridor through the
building to the rear garden.

House Type D x 2 (Plots 16-17) are semi-detached dwellings and measure 12.1m
x 10m and 9m in height with accommodation comprising lounge, kitchen/diner and
WC at ground floor level and 3 bedrooms and bathroom at first floor level for each
unit.

House Type E x 4 (Plots 12-15) are semi-detached dwellings and measure 10.8m
x 9m and 9m in height with accommodation comprising lounge, kitchen/diner and
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3.7

3.8

4.2

4.3

5.1

5.2

WC at ground floor level and 2 bedrooms and bathroom at first floor level for each
unit.

Works are proposed to upgrade West Street from 81 West Street to the entrance
to the site with a footpath being provided and a pedestrian link is also provided
through the site.

The development involves alterations to site levels (increasing up to 1.5m, whilst
the access is slightly lower), the formation of attenuation ponds and the demolition
of existing buildings. A strip of land adjacent to the western edge of the site would
be utilised as open space and the footpath link and attenuation ponds are located
within this.

Full plans and associated documents for this application can be found at:

F/YR22/0381/F | Erect 22 x dwellings (2 x 2-storey 2-bed, 15 x 2-storey 3-bed & 3
x 2-storey 4-bed) with associated parking and landscaping, and the formation of
attenuation ponds, involving the demolition of existing buildings | Land South Of 88
West Street Chatteris Cambridgeshire (fenland.gov.uk)

SITE PLANNING HISTORY AND BACKGROUND
There is no recent planning history on this site, however it has been the subject of
pre-application enquiries (21/0078/PREAPP and 21/0120/PREAPP).

The former advised that the principle of estate type development would not be
supported as it would not respect the form and character of the area and would
result in an in depth encroachment into the open countryside. However, there was
scope to redevelop the current commercial/brownfield site for further linear
development. Comments were also provided in respect of site levels, layout, use
of the Byway, flood risk and drainage, developer contributions, contamination and
ecology.

The latter was to discuss detailed design matters as it was proposed to submit an
application despite the previous pre-application advice.

CONSULTATIONS

Arboricultural Officer (FDC)

The application includes a proposed landscape scheme including mixed
ornamentals for residential areas, mixed native hedging, wild flower areas and tree
planting including both native and ornamental. The proposed species would
provide a net increase in biodiversity.

The main concern would be potential damage to shrub/hedge belts on the east
side of West Street from heavy plant/construction traffic.

Protection for existing verges where tree root systems are likely to be will be
required and to protect from vehicles manoeuvreing off the road onto growing
areas.

The protection measures can be conditioned.

NHS Primary Care Team
-17 -
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5.3

5.4

5.5

I can confirm that Cambridgeshire and Peterborough CCG will not be requesting
S106 mitigation from this development toward Primary Healthcare.

Refuse Team (FDC) (8/6/2022)

A swept path plan would be required to demonstrate that a refuse vehicle could
access the site turn and leave the site in a forward direction. Application indicates
that roadways will be adopted except the private access road which serves plots
4-7 therefore a shared bin collection point will be required.

In addition:

- New residents will require notification of collection and storage details by the
developer before moving in and the first collection takes place.

Residents will need to present bin(s) on collection day at the boundary of
their property where it meets the public highway

- Refuse and recycling bins will be required to be provided as an integral part of
the development.

Refuse Team (FDC) (6/7/2022)
Swept path plan provided and shared collection point included for plots 4-7 served
by private access driveway so points previously raised have been addressed.

Cambridgeshire County Council Highways (3/8/2022)
Comments were received on 20/6/2022 and 28/6/2022 which have been
superseded by those below:

Upon review of the highway works along West Street, as shown on the drawing
6343/PLO1F, they appear unfeasible.

Specifically, the proposed 1.8m footway cannot be constructed on the west side of
West Street due to the notable level difference between the highway and adjoining
properties. Such a footway needs to be in crossfall towards the highway
(otherwise highway water will drain to private land), meaning a retaining wall would
be required as would re-profiling private driveways where they cross the path. As
this is land outside of the applicant’s control, the solution is undeliverable.

However, upon inspection, a 1.8m footway could be constructed within the existing
highway verge on the east side which is largely level and unobstructed. To
facilitate this, a carriageway width of 5m rather than the proposed 5.5m would be
acceptable. If the applicant does not control the necessary land to continue the
footway on the east side once beyond the extent of public highway, they could
provide a crossing to the west side along the frontage of no. 88 West Street which
is still within public highway.

If the applicant is unable to make the necessary changes at this stage, | have
sufficient comfort that a solution is feasible, and would therefore recommend a
condition be appended to any permission that a scheme with the footway on the
east side of West Street be submitted to the LPA for review prior to the
commencement of development. In this scenario, to avoid any future ambiguity,
the drawing 6343/PL0O1F should be amended to remove the current access
proposals if it is to be included in the list of approved drawings.
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The highway works also include two build-outs for the purpose of traffic calming. In
the context of the surrounding road network, this is not necessary. In any case,
such traffic calming on an existing highway is subject to consultation (as per the
Highways Act 1980 and The Highways (Traffic Calming) Regulations 1999),
meaning the provision is not necessarily in the applicant’s gift and it would
therefore form a Grampian condition if required. My recommendation is that the
build-outs are omitted.

The applicant has not provided information stating how the highway works and
associated additional impermeable areas along West Street are to be drained.
While the lack of information does not form the basis for an objection, it is in the
applicant’s interest to investigate this now as the provision of suitable highway
drainage may be costly and otherwise impact upon scheme viability.

The internal site layout is acceptable. My only comment is that permeable paving
on private drives is not considered an acceptable means of surface water drainage
in isolation. Should the applicant wish for CCC to adopt the internal roads, where a
private drive falls towards roads proposed for adoption, additional surface water
interception is required e.g., channel drains or gullies.

The comments made in this response are done so on a without prejudice to any
future S38 Agreements, should the applicant wish to offer the roads to CCC for
adoption. Adoption will only be considered whereby the construction aligns with
CCC'’s Housing Estate Road Construction Specification and where the surface
water system is first adopted by Anglian Water. In the interest of avoiding any
abortive construction works, | strongly advised that should the applicant be
granted planning approval, no construction works take place for the proposed
adoptable highway prior to the applicant entering into a Section 38 Agreement with
the Local Highway Authority.

Please append the following conditions and informative to any permission granted:

Conditions

Binder Course: Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling the road(s), footway(s)
and cycleway(s) required to access that dwelling shall be constructed to at least
binder course surfacing level from the dwelling to the adjoining County road in
accordance with the details approved on 6343/PL0O1/F

Parking/Turning Area (amended): Prior to the first occupation of the development
space for on-site turning shall be provided and surfaced in a bound material.

Management of Estate Roads: Prior to the occupation of the first dwelling/use hereby
approved, full details of the proposed arrangements for future management and
maintenance of the proposed streets within the development shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The streets shall thereafter be
maintained in accordance with the approved management and maintenance details
until such time as an Agreement has been entered into unto Section 38 of the
Highways Act 1980 or a Private Management and Maintenance Company has been
established.

Wheel Wash Facilities: Development shall not commence until fully operational wheel
cleaning equipment has been installed within the site. All vehicles leaving the site shall
pass through the wheel cleaning equipment which shall be sited to ensure that
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5.6

vehicles are able to leave the site and enter the public highway in a clean condition
and free of debris which could fall onto the public highway. The wheel cleaning
equipment shall be retained on site in full working order for the duration of the
development.

Off-Site Highway Works: No development shall take place until details of works to
West Street access (including a carriageway of at least 5m, a 1.8m footway on the
east side of the carriageway and a drainage strategy) have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall not be
occupied/brought into use until all of the works have been completed in accordance
with the approved details.

Informatives

Works in the Public Highway

This development may involve work to the public highway that will require the
approval of the County Council as Highway Authority. It is an OFFENCE to carry
out any works within the public highway, which includes a public right of way,
without the permission of the Highway Authority. Please note that it is the
applicant’s responsibility to ensure that, in addition to planning permission, any
necessary consents or approvals under the Highways Act 1980 and the New
Roads and Street Works Act 1991 are also obtained from the County Council.

Environment Agency
We have no objection to the proposed development but wish to make the following
comments.

Sequential Test In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework
(paragraph 162), development should not be permitted if there are reasonably
available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a lower
probability of flooding. It is for the Local Planning Authority to determine if the
sequential test has to be applied and whether or not there are other sites available
at lower flood risk. Our flood risk standing advice reminds you of this and provides
advice on how to apply the test.

Review of the FRA

We have reviewed the submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) undertaken by
Parsons Consulting Engineers Ltd (ref: 21159-FRA-01, V1, dated: 22/02/22) with
regard to tidal and designated main river flood risk sources only and wish to make
the following comments:

Whilst the submitted FRA states that the site lies within Flood Zones 1, 2 and 3
and confirms that all dwellings will be located in Flood Zone 1, it does not consider
the residual risk of fluvial flooding following a breach in the raised defences.

Notwithstanding our comments above, we note that a sequential approach has
been taken to the site layout, with ‘more vulnerable’ development directed towards
the part of the site that lies within Flood Zone 1. Furthermore, the Fenland Hazard
Mapping which covers the area of Chatteris shows that the site to be unaffected if
a breach of the flood defence was to occur.

Given the location of the proposed development over 6km from the nearest
designated main river, we have no objection to the proposed development on flood
risk grounds. However we strongly recommend that the Middle Level
Commissioners should be consulted with regard to flood risk associated with their
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5.7

watercourses and surface water drainage proposals. As this application is for a
major development, the Lead Local Flood Authority should also be consulted with
regard to surface water drainage issues.

In all circumstances where flood warning and evacuation are significant measures
in contributing to managing flood risk, we expect local planning authorities to
formally consider the emergency planning and rescue implications of new
development in making their decisions.

Advice for the Applicant

As the site is partly located within an area considered to be at risk of flooding, we
recommend that flood resilient measures are incorporated into the design of the
development. The latest Department for Communities and Local Government
(DCLG) guidance is contained within ‘Improving the flood performance of new
buildings — Flood resilient construction 2007’, which is available to download from
the DCLG website:
https://www.qov.uk/qgovernment/publications/flood-resilient-construction-of-new-

buildings

We hope this information is of assistance. If you have any queries, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Please forward a copy of this letter to the applicant.

Designing Out Crime Officer (5/5/2022)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this planning application, | have
viewed the documents including the design and access statement (DAS) in
relation to crime, disorder and the fear of crime. | have searched the constabulary
crime and incident systems covering this location for the last 2 years. | would
consider this to be an area of low risk to the vulnerability from crime at present.

Having looked at the DAS there doesn’t appear to be a crime prevention or
security section in the (DAS). Planning policies and decisions should ensure that
developments: create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which
promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and
future users; and where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not
undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and resilience.

Overall this layout appears to be an acceptable in relation to crime prevention and
the fear of crime providing reasonable levels of natural surveillance from
neighbouring properties with many of the homes facing each other. Pedestrian and
vehicle routes are aligned together, well overlooked and pedestrian safety has
been considered. This should encourage some level of territoriality amongst
residents. Most of the vehicle parking is in-curtilage between and to the sides of
properties, some of the homes have back to back protected rear gardens which
reduces the risk and vulnerability to crime and have been provided with defensible
space to their front.

I do have concerns in relation to plots 8, 12, 13, 16 and 17, these properties back
onto the open space and public footpath, experience is that these rear fences can
become an area children kick footballs against causing damage and annoyance to
neighbours, also whilst | understand the requirement for the fence height to be
1.56m with 300mm trellis to these properties overlooking the open space, | have
concerns in relation to the footpath please see below.
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Lighting — It would be good to see a full External lighting plan (adoptable and
private) including calculations and lux levels when available. For the safety of
people and their property our recommendation is that all adopted and un-adopted
roads, private, shared drives and parking areas should be lit by columns to
BS5489:1 2020. Bollard lighting is only appropriate for wayfinding and should not
be used as a primary lighting source for any roads or parking areas, where they
are also prone to damage. Care should be taken in relation to the location of
lighting columns with the entry method for the majority of dwelling burglary being
via rear gardens. Lighting columns located next to rear/side garden walls and
fences with little surveillance from other properties can be used as a climbing aid to
gain entry to the rear gardens. Home security lights both front and rear should be
dusk to dawn bulkhead LED lights.

Cycle parking provision — What provision will be considered for cycle storage? The
design problems that we are trying to prevent are cycle hoops bolted into the
ground; they need to be cemented 300mm into the floor or as a minimum sold
secure gold ground anchors cemented into the floor. | would like to see a copy of
the design for this structure when available.

Footpaths — Whilst | understand the Health and Wellbeing agenda is designed to
create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and
well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users; and where
crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or
community cohesion and resilience. There is a fine balance between this and
vulnerability for crime, | am mindful that the public footpath to the rear of the plots
mentioned above on this small development, that could provide easy egress for
potential criminals. Footpaths should be straight with clear visibility, the
landscaping along these paths should be maintained, trees the crowns should be
raised to 2m. The footpath should be lit by columns to BS5489-1:2020 and care
should be taken not to place columns within 5m of trees to reduce conflict and
damage. A solution could be defensible planting to the rear fence line and the
relocation of the public footpath to the far side of the suds.

Plot 21 rear access - | would like clarification that the footpath providing access to
the rear of this property be gated as close as possible to the front building line,
fitted with self-closers, and lockable from both sides?

| would like to see a copy of the lighting plan for this development including the
public open space and footpaths, there would also be a requirement for street
lighting to the rear of plots 18-22 backing onto Little Acre Fen Drove.

Crime prevention should be considered as an integral part of any initial design for
a proposed development. It should incorporate the principles of ‘Secured by
Design’. In particular to demonstrate how their development proposal has
addressed issues, in order to design out crime to reduce the opportunities for
crime.

This has the potential to be a development where there is a strong commitment to
community safety and reducing vulnerability to crime, | would encourage the
applicant considers submitting a “Secured by Design” 2019 Homes application —
this office would be pleased to work with them to attain this award.

5.8 Designing Out Crime Officer (11/7/2022)
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5.8

5.9

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application. | have reviewed the
documents and note my colleagues comments dated 5" May 22.

Footpath - | happy to see that the footpath to the rear of plots 8, 12, 13, 16 &17
has been removed.

Lighting — The lighting plan appears to be acceptable.
Please can you confirm the following.

e  Footpath (plot 21) — will there will be a side gate for plot 217 If so, this will
need to be positioned as close as possible to the front building line and be
lockable from both sides.

e  Cycle provision - Do you have any plans to provide cycle storage?

Town Council

Support but request that as part of planning gain one of the conditions of
permission should be that the roadway as far as the Little Acre Fen Pocket Park is
made up to an agreed standard.

Cambridgeshire County Council Definitive Map Team (15/7/2022)
Thank you for consulting with the Definitive Map service at the County Council on
the above planning application.

Public Byway No. 22, Chatteris runs within the eastern boundary of site and on the
access to the site and Public Footpath No. 4, Chatteris runs along Little Acre Fen
Drove abutting the southern boundary of the site. To view the location of the
public footpath please view our interactive mapping online which can be found at
https://my.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/mycambridgeshire.aspx.

The Definitive Map service note that it is intended to use part of Public Byway No.
22, Chatteris to form part of the access roads within the site. As a Public Byway
the public have the right to pass and repass along the whole route on foot, bicycle,
horse, horse-drawn carriage and motorised vehicles, including agricultural
vehicles. The byway is only maintained to the standard of a soft surface suitable
for the majority of users (pedestrians and equestrians) rather than for private
vehicular use. The County Council does not own the byway. The highway rights
over the byway are simply vested in the County Council as the Highways
Authority. The County Council does not know who the owner of the subsoil is.
The applicant will need to satisfy themselves on this.

There is no legally defined and recorded width for this byway, and we are not able
to advise what it would be. As the dimensions are not known, we cannot
guarantee that the applicant would be able to improve the byway to secure a
standard that be required by the Local Planning Authority. The applicant therefore
would proceed with any development that might affect the highway at their own
risk.

The Definitive Map service note that Proposed Site Plan 6343/PL01J shows a
footpath running adjacent to green space within the western boundary of the site.

This footpath is labelled as 2.0m Public Footpath’. To clarify, the County Council
would not propose to make this footpath a Public Right of Way.
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Boundary Treatment Plan 6343/PLO8F shows proposed fencing along the
southern border of the site running adjacent to Public Footpath No. 4, Chatteris.
Where fencing is proposed adjacent to a Public Right of Way, we consider this by
reference to the County Council’s guidance which can be found in ‘Public Rights of
Way — Guidance for Planners and Developers’ at
www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/definitivemap. Where a fence is proposed adjacent
to a PRoW, the Highway Authority would require an offset distance of 0.5 metres.
This requirement is to ensure the Highway Authority can access the public
footpath with appropriate machinery and to ensure that any future hedge or natural
vegetation growth does not encroach on the public’s ability to use the public
footpath.

Whilst the Definitive Map Team has no objection to this proposal, should you be
minded to grant planning permission then we would be grateful if the following
informatives are included:

. Public Byway No. 22, Chatteris and Public Footpath No. 4, Chatteris must
remain open and unobstructed at all times. Building materials must not be stored
on Public Rights of Way and contractors’ vehicles must not be parked on it (it is an
offence under s 137 of the Highways Act 1980 to obstruct a public highway).

. No alteration to the surface of the Public Byway and Public Footpath is
permitted without our consent (it is an offence to damage the surface of a public
byway or a public footpath under s 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971).

. Members of the public on foot, horseback and pedal cycle have the dominant
right of passage along the public byway; private vehicular users must ‘give way’ to
them

. Members of the public on foot have the dominant right of passage along the
public footpath; private vehicular users must ‘give way’ to them

. The Highways Authority has a duty to maintain Public Rights of Way in such
a state as to be suitable for its intended use. (S41 Highways Act 1980 and S66
Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981). If the surface of the footpath is damaged as a
result of increased motorised vehicle usage, the Highways Authority is only liable
to maintain it to a footpath standard. Those with private vehicular rights will
therefore be liable for making good the surface of the Public Right of Way

. Landowners and developers are reminded that it is their responsibility to
maintain boundaries, including trees, hedges, drains and fences adjacent to Public
Rights of Way, and that any transfer of land should account for any such
boundaries (s154 Highways Act 1980).

. Developers should follow the County Council’s guidance on boundary
treatment to ensure it does not result in obstruction or maintenance problems,
available online at https.//www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/libraries-leisure-
culture/arts-green-spaces-activities/definitive-map-and-statement (please scroll
down to section entitled ‘Town and Country Planning Act 1990))

. The granting of planning permission does not entitle a developer to obstruct
a Public Right of Way (Circular 1/09 para 7.1).

Furthermore, the applicant may be required to temporarily close public rights of
way whilst construction work is ongoing. Temporary Traffic Regulation Orders
(TTROs) are processed by the County Council’s Street Works Team and further
information regarding this can be found on the County Council’s website at
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/roads-and-
pathways/highway-licences-and-permits/
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5.10 Cambridgeshire County Council Lead Local Flood Authority (16/5/2022 and
21/6/2022)
The LLFA object to the application.

Full details of comments received are available to view via public access on the
Council’s website.

5.11 Cambridgeshire County Council Lead Local Flood Authority (14/7/2022)
Thank you for your re-consultation which we received on 4th July 2022.
We have reviewed the following documents:

"1 Drainage Strategy, Parsons Engineers, Ref: 21159-001-P4, Dated: 30 March
2022

"1 Lagoons and Swale Cross Sections, Parsons Engineers, Ref: 21159-200-P2,
Dated: 24 May 2022

"1 SW Calculations- Network: Storm Network, Parsons Consulting Engineers,
Dated: 25 May 2022

"1 Email Response to LLFA Comments, KW to NC, Subject: RE: F/YR22/0381/F at
Land South Of 88 West St, Chatteris, Dated: 26 May 2022

"1 Email Response to LLFA Comments, KW to NC, Subject: F/YR22/0381/F Land
South Of 88 West St, Chatteris, Dated: 4 July 2022

Based on these, as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) we are able to remove our
objection to the proposed development.

The above documents demonstrate that surface water from the proposed
development can be managed through the use of permeable paving, swales, and
attenuation lagoon, restricting surface water discharge to a combined rate of 5.5
I/s from two outfalls. Discharge will be via private drainage, and the adoptable
highway at 1.5 I/s and 4 I/s respectively.

The LLFA is supportive of the use of permeable paving as in addition to controlling
the rate of surface water leaving the site it also provides water quality treatment
which is of particular importance when discharging into a watercourse. The LLFA
is also supportive of the use of swales, as they provide both surface water
conveyance and treatment. Attenuation basins are multi-beneficial in nature and
provide surface water attenuation in order to restrict the discharge rate to the
required value, as well as treatment, biodiversity, and amenity value.

Water quality has been adequately addressed when assessed against the Simple
Index Approach outlined in the CIRIA SuDS Manual.

Although hydraulic calculations predict that that flooding will occur in the 1% AEP
(Annual Exceedance Probability) rainfall event +40% climate change. However it is
shown that the flood volume is less than 5m3 and therefore the LLFA does not
object to this application.

We request the following conditions are imposed:

Condition 1

No laying of services, creation of hard surfaces or erection of a building shall
commence until a detailed design of the surface water drainage of the site has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Those
elements of the surface water drainage system not adopted by a statutory
undertaker shall thereafter be maintained and managed in accordance with the
approved management and maintenance plan.
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The scheme shall be based upon the principles within the agreed documents listed
below:

"1 Drainage Strategy, Parsons Engineers, Ref: 21159-001-P4, Dated: 30 March
2022

"1 Lagoons and Swale Cross Sections, Parsons Engineers, Ref: 21159-200-P2,
Dated: 24 May 2022

and shall also include:

a) Full calculations detailing the existing surface water runoff rates for the QBAR,
3.3% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) (1 in 30) and 1% AEP (1 in 100) storm
events;

b) Full results of the proposed drainage system modelling in the above-referenced
storm events (as well as 1% AEP plus climate change), inclusive of all collection,
conveyance, storage, flow control and disposal elements and including an
allowance for urban creep, together with an assessment of system performance;
¢) Detailed drawings of the entire proposed surface water drainage system,
attenuation and flow control measures, including levels, gradients, dimensions and
pipe reference numbers, designed to accord with the CIRIA C753 SuDS Manual
(or any equivalent guidance that may supersede or replace it);

d) Full detail on SuDS proposals (including location, type, size, depths, side slopes
and cross sections);

e) Site Investigation and test results to confirm infiltration rates;

f) Details of overland flood flow routes in the event of system exceedance, with
demonstration that such flows can be appropriately managed on site without
increasing flood risk to occupants

g) Demonstration that the surface water drainage of the site is in accordance with
DEFRA non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems;

h) Full details of the maintenance/adoption of the surface water drainage system;
i) Permissions to connect to a receiving watercourse or sewer;

J) Measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface
water

Reason

To ensure that the proposed development can be adequately drained and to
ensure that there is no increased flood risk on or off site resulting from the
proposed development and to ensure that the principles of sustainable drainage
can be incorporated into the development, noting that initial preparatory and/or
construction works may compromise the ability to mitigate harmful impacts.

Condition 2

No development, including preparatory works, shall commence until details of
measures indicating how additional surface water run-off from the site will be
avoided during the construction works have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The applicant may be required to provide
collection, balancing and/or settlement systems for these flows. The approved
measures and systems shall be brought into operation before any works to create
buildings or hard surfaces commence.

Reason

To ensure surface water is managed appropriately during the construction phase
of the development, so as not to increase the flood risk to adjacent land/properties
or occupied properties within the development itself; recognising that initial works
to prepare the site could bring about unacceptable impacts.
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5.12

Informatives

Shared Access

According to the drainage strategy, surface water runoff from proposed dwellings
will be conveyed via pipes that cross through the curtilage of other plots. This
would result in these pipes having multiple shared owners, which could have
negative implications for access to the pipe for maintenance or repair. For
example, if the pipe that serves one property is damaged, but the section of
damaged pipe is located within the boundary of the adjacent dwelling, issues may
then arise if the owner of the property cannot grant permission for access. This
could lead to increased flood risk to any properties relying on this maintenance to
ensure their plot drains. The applicant should consider alternative locations of
drainage features where possible.

IDB Consent

Part or all of your proposed development area falls within the Middle Level
Commissioners (MLC) catchment and that of Warboys Somersham & Pidley IDB
whose consents are managed by the MLC. All increased discharges proposed to
enter watercourses directly or indirectly or any works affecting watercourses or
access to or along them for maintenance if the site is within the Board'’s district will
require MLC/IDB consent. It is therefore recommended that you contact the MLC
to discuss their requirements. Further information is available at:
https.//middlelevel.gov.uk/

Pollution Control

Surface water and groundwater bodies are highly vulnerable to pollution and the
impact of construction activities. It is essential that the risk of pollution (particularly
during the construction phase) is considered and mitigated appropriately. It is
important to remember that flow within the watercourse is likely to vary by season
and it could be dry at certain times throughout the year. Dry watercourses should
not be overlooked as these watercourses may flow or even flood following heavy
rainfall.

Anglian Water (12/4/2022)

Section 1 - Assets Affected

There are assets owned by Anglian Water or those subject to an adoption
agreement within or close to the development boundary that may affect the layout
of the site. Anglian Water would ask that the following text be

included within your Notice should permission be granted.

Anglian Water has assets close to or crossing this site or there are assets subject
to an adoption agreement. Therefore the site layout should take this into account
and accommodate those assets within either prospectively

adoptable highways or public open space. If this is not practicable then the sewers
will need to be diverted at the developers cost under Section 185 of the Water
Industry Act 1991. or, in the case of apparatus under an adoption

agreement, liaise with the owners of the apparatus. It should be noted that the
diversion works should normally be completed before development can
commence.

WASTEWATER SERVICES

Section 2 - Wastewater Treatment

The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of Chatteris-
Nightlayer Fen Water Recycling Centre that will have available capacity for these
flows
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Section 3 - Used Water Network

This response has been based on the following submitted documents: Drainage
Strategy Plan. The sewerage system at present has available capacity for these
flows. If the developer wishes to connect to our sewerage

network they should serve notice under Section 106 of the Water Industry Act
1991. We will then advise them of the most suitable point of connection.

1.INFORMATIVE - Notification of intention to connect to the public sewer under
S106 of the Water Industry Act Approval and consent will be required by Anglian
Water, under the Water Industry Act 1991. Contact Development Services Team
0345 606 6087. 2.INFORMATIVE - Notification of intention to

connect to the public sewer under S106 of the Water Industry Act Approval and
consent will be required by Anglian Water, under the Water Industry Act 1991.
Contact Development Services Team 0345 606 6087. 3.INFORMATIVE -
Protection of existing assets - A public sewer is shown on record plans within the
land identified for the proposed development. It appears that development
proposals will affect existing public sewers. It is recommended that the applicant
contacts Anglian Water Development Services Team for further advice on this
matter. Building over existing public sewers will not be permitted (without
agreement) from Anglian Water. 4.INFORMATIVE - Building near to a public
sewer - No building will be permitted within the statutory easement width of 3
metres from the pipeline without agreement from Anglian Water. Please contact
Development Services Team on 0345 606 6087. 5.INFORMATIVE: The developer
should note that the site drainage details submitted have not been approved for
the purposes of adoption. If the developer wishes to have the sewers included in a
sewer adoption agreement with Anglian Water (under Sections 104 of the Water
Industry Act 1991), they should contact our Development Services Team on 0345
606 6087 at the earliest opportunity. Sewers intended for adoption should be
designed and constructed in accordance with Sewers for Adoption guide for
developers, as supplemented by Anglian Water’s requirements.

Section 4 - Surface Water Disposal

The preferred method of surface water disposal would be to a sustainable
drainage system (SuDS) with connection to sewer seen as the last option. Building
Regulations (part H) on Drainage and Waste Disposal for England

includes a surface water drainage hierarchy, with infiltration on site as the
preferred disposal option, followed by discharge to watercourse and then
connection to a sewer. From the details submitted to support the planning
application the proposed method of surface water management does not relate to
Anglian Water operated assets. As such, we are unable to provide comments on
the suitability of the surface water management. The Local Planning Authority
should seek the advice of the Lead Local Flood Authority or the Internal Drainage
Board. The Environment Agency should be consulted if the drainage system
directly or indirectly involves the discharge of water into a watercourse. Should the
proposed method of surface water management change to include interaction with
Anglian Water operated assets, we would wish to be reconsulted to ensure that an
effective surface water drainage strategy is prepared and implemented. If the
developer wishes Anglian Water to be the adopting body for all or part of the
proposed SuDS scheme the Design and Construction Guidance must be followed.
We would recommend the applicant contact us at the earliest opportunity to
discuss their SuDS design via a Pre-Planning Strategic Enquiry. The Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA) are a statutory consultee for all major development and
should be consulted as early as possible to ensure the proposed drainage system
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513

5.14

5.15

meets with minimum operational standards and is beneficial for all concerned
organisations and individuals. We promote the use of SuDS as a sustainable and
natural way of controlling surface water run-off. We please find below our SuDS
website link for further information.
https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/drainage-services/sustainable-
drainage-systems/

Anglian Water (10/6/2022)
We have reviewed the submitted documents and we can confirm we have no
additional comments to add to our previous response

Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue

With regard to the above application, should the Planning Authority be minded to
grant approval, the Fire Authority would ask that adequate provision be made for
fire hydrants, which may be by way of Section 106 agreement or a planning
condition.

The position of fire hydrants are generally agreed upon when the Water Authority
submits plans to:

Water & Planning Manager
Community Fire Safety Group
Hinchingbrooke Cottage
Brampton Road

Huntingdon

Cambs

PE29 2NA

Where a Section 106 agreement or a planning condition has been secured, the
cost of Fire Hydrants will be recovered from the developer.

The number and location of Fire Hydrants will be determined following Risk
Assessment and with reference to guidance contained within the “National
Guidance Document on the Provision of Water for Fire Fighting” 3rd Edition,
published January 2007.

Access and facilities for the Fire Service should also be provided in accordance
with the Building Regulations Approved Document B5 Vehicle Access. Dwellings
Section 13 and/or Vol 2. Buildings other than dwellings Section 15 Vehicle Access.

If there are any buildings on the development that are over 11 metres in height
(excluding blocks of flats) not fitted with fire mains, then aerial (high reach)
appliance access is required, the details of which can be found in the attached
document.

| trust you feel this is reasonable and apply our request to any consent given.

Housing Strategy (FDC)

Please find my consultation comments below for F/'YR22/0381/F - Erect 22 x
dwellings (2 x 2-storey 2-bed, 15 x 2-storey 3-bed & 3 x 2-storey 4-bed) with
associated parking and landscaping, and the formation of attenuation ponds,
involving the demolition of existing buildings at Land South Of 88 West Street
Chatteris Cambridgeshire
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Fenland Local Plan Policy LP5 Requirements
Policy LP5 of the Fenland Local Plan (adopted May 2014) seeks 25% affordable
housing on developments where 10 or more homes will be provided

On sites of Level of affordable housing

Minor developments (5-9 Nil affordable housing

dwellings)

Major developments (10 or more | 25% affordable housing (rounded to the nearest

dwellings) whole dwelling)

Tenure Mix 70% affordable housing for rent (affordable rent
tenure) and 30% other affordable routes to
home ownership tenure (shared ownership
housing)

Since this planning application proposes the provision of 22 number of dwellings,
our policy seeks to secure a contribution of 6 affordable dwellings in this
instance. | note in the documentation supplied with this application that these
number of affordable homes are proposed.

I note the proposed breakdown of affordable homes is as below:

4 x 2 bed dwellings
2 x 3 bed dwellings

| support the above mix.

The current tenure split we would expect to see delivered for affordable housing in
Fenland is 70% affordable rented tenure and 30% shared ownership. This would
equate to the delivery of 4 affordable rented homes and 2 shared ownership based
on the provision of 25% affordable housing. We would ask that a mix of the 2 & 3
bedroom dwellings are provided as affordable rented tenure, to be made available
for applicants on the register that require these homes.

The provision of on-site affordable housing or a financial contribution

Where affordable housing is due, the policy indicates that the affordable housing
will be provided on site unless there are exceptional circumstances which
necessitate provision on another site or the payment of a financial contribution.

In recognition of the difficulty of implementing an on-site policy for affordable
housing provision where the number of affordable homes generated by planning
obligations is less than 10 dwellings, since April 2016 Fenland has agreed that on
sites submitted for planning for 37 dwellings or fewer, the affordable housing
planning requirement can be discharged by way of a financial contribution rather
than on-site provision.

This arrangement has now been reviewed in response to the findings of the
Viability Assessment and the potential for variations in the percentage of
affordable housing delivery that is likely to be achievable through planning
obligations, depending on the location of the site within the local authority district
area.

Accordingly, Fenland’s revised approach is to agree that sites that yield less than
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5.16

10 (i.e., 9 or fewer) affordable homes through planning obligations can be
discharged by way of a financial contribution rather than on-site provision. This
application of this arrangement is not dependent on the total number of dwellings
seeking consent for delivery, instead, it is triggered by the number of affordable
homes that are deliverable.

If the applicant chooses to provide a financial contribution rather than seek an RP
partner to deliver the on-site affordable housing, the affordable housing financial
contribution will be calculated in accordance with the mechanism provided in the
Local Plan policy and as follows:
e  The applicant should submit the necessary open market values of homes
which would otherwise have been affordable housing to FDC.
e FDC will assume that RPs would usually pay 55% of OMV for a rented
dwelling and 65% of OMV for a shared ownership dwelling.
e  FDC will assume that 70% of all affordable homes will be rented tenure and
30% will be shared ownership tenure.

Wildlife Officer (FDC) (9/5/2022)
Recommendation:
The application scheme is acceptable but only if conditions are imposed.

Recommended condition(s)/Reason(s) for refusal:
Pre-commencement Condition(s) -

e The development shall only be carried out in accordance with all of the
recommendations for mitigation and compensation set out in the Preliminary
Ecological Appraisal and Reptile Survey (Greenlight Environmental Consultancy,
2021) which details the methods for maintaining the conservation status various
protected species, unless otherwise approved in writing by the local planning
authority or varied by a European Protected Species licence subsequently issued
by Natural England.

e No development shall take place (including demolition, ground works,
vegetation clearance) until a construction environmental management plan
(CEMP: Biodiversity) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. The CEMP (Biodiversity) shall include the following:

a) Summary of potentially damaging activities.

b) Identification of “biodiversity protection zones”.

¢) Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive working practices) to
avoid or reduce impacts during construction (may be provided as a set of method
statements) including ensuring no Non-Native Invasive Species are spread across
the site.

d) The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversity features.
e) The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to be present on
sSite to oversee works.

f) Responsible persons and lines of communication.

g) The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of works (ECoW) or
similarly competent person.

h) Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs.
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The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented throughout the
construction period strictly in accordance with the approved details, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

o Notwithstanding the submitted details, no development shall take place until
a scheme for the soft landscaping of the site has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include the following
details:

-Planting plans to all public areas, retained hedge and trees, species, humbers,
size and density of planting;

-Placement, type and number of any recommended biodiversity enhancements;
and

-Boundary treatments.

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the submitted details and at
the following times:

Any trees, shrubs or hedges forming part of the approved landscaping scheme
(except those contained in enclosed rear gardens to individual dwellings) that die,
are removed or become diseased within five years of the implementation of the
landscaping scheme shall be replaced during the next available planting season
by the developers, or their successors in title with an equivalent size, number and
species to those being replaced. Any replacement trees, shrubs or hedgerows
dying within five years of planting shall themselves be replaced with an equivalent
size, number and species.

Compliance Condition(s) -
. Where it is intended to create semi-natural habitats, all species used in the
landscaping schedules shall be locally native species of local provenance unless
otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority.

Assessment/Comment:

The PEA and reptile survey outline that the proposed development can avoid
negative impacts on ecological material concerns while also maintaining the
biodiversity value of the site so long as the recommended mitigation and
compensation within the reports is followed. The conditions recommended will
insure that these mitigation and compensations are included within the application
documentation.

All landscaping recommendations will need to be included within the landscaping
plan. If these are impractical then written explanation for why their inclusion was
avoided should be given.

Planning Policies/Legislation:
The Council is required to have regard to the safequarding of species and habitats

protected under UK, European and International legislation when determining all
planning applications. The main legislation includes:

e the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)
e the Hedgerows Regulations 1997
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e the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2017 (The Habitats
Regulations)

e the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 and

e  Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996

Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) it is an offence to take,
damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use or being built.
Trees and scrub are likely to contain nesting birds between 1 March and 31
August. Trees within the application should be assumed to contain nesting birds
between the above dates unless a survey has shown it is absolutely certain that
nesting birds are not present.

Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) it is an offence to
intentionally Kill, injure or take a great crested newt or intentionally or recklessly
destroy or disturb a great crested newt breeding or resting place. Great crested
newts are likely to be hibernating in tree root systems, underground crevices,
mammal burrows, rubble piles or old walls between October and February. Great
crested newts will become active both terrestrially and within ponds between
March and the middle of June. Any works impacting aquatic and terrestrial
breeding and resting places which is used by great crested newts at any time
needs to be certain that great crested newts are not present before the works take
place.

Government Circular ODPM 06/2005 Biodiversity & Geological Conservation:
The advice given above takes into account the following guidance:

Paragraph 98 states “the presence of a protected species is a material
consideration when a planning authority is considering a development proposal
that, if carried out, would be likely to result in harm to the species or its habitat.
Local authorities should consult Natural England before granting planning
permission. They should consider attaching appropriate planning conditions or
entering into planning obligations under which the developer would take steps to
secure the long-term protection of the species. They should also advise
developers that they must comply with any statutory species’ protection provisions
affecting the site concerned. For European protected species (i.e. those species
protected under the Habitats Regulations) further strict provisions apply, to which
planning authorities must have regard”.

Paragraph 99 states ‘it is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected
species, and the extent that they may be affected by the proposed development, is
established before the planning permission is granted, otherwise all relevant
material considerations may not have been addressed in making the decision. The
need to ensure ecological surveys are carried out should therefore only be left to
coverage under planning conditions in exceptional circumstances, with the result
that the surveys are carried out after planning permission has been granted”.

The advice given above is in accordance with the policies in the adopted Fenland
Local Plan. The Local Plan provides the framework of local planning policies with
which to make planning decisions. These policies are in conformity with the
National Planning Policy FrameworKk.

The biodiversity policies relevant to the proposal are:

LP19 — The Natural Environment:
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5.17

5.18

The Council, working in partnership with all relevant stakeholders, will conserve,
enhance and promote the biodiversity and geological interest of the natural
environment throughout Fenland.

Through the processes of development delivery (including the use of planning
obligations), grant aid (where available), management agreements and positive
initiatives, the Council will:
e  Protect and enhance sites which have been designated for their
international, national

or local importance to an extent that is commensurate with their status, in
accordance

with national policy in the National Planning Policy Framework.

o Refuse permission for development that would cause demonstrable harm to
a protected habitat or species, unless the need for and public benefits of the
development clearly outweigh the harm and mitigation and/or compensation
measures can be secured to offset the harm and achieve, where possible, a net
gain for biodiversity.

o Promote the preservation, restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, and
the preservation and increase of priority species identified for Fenland in the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Biodiversity Action Plans.

° Ensure opportunities are taken to incorporate beneficial features for
biodiversity in new developments, including, where possible, the creation of new
habitats that will contribute to a viable ecological network extending beyond the
District into the rest of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, and other adjoining
areas

Wildlife Officer (FDC) (15/7/2022)

Recommendations:

No further recommendations in addition to those given on the 9th of May.
Assessment/Comment:

The new plans do not contain any deviation that significantly alter the
recommendations give in the previous consultation on the 9th of May.

Wildlife Officer (FDC) (9/8/2022)
Further advice was sought from the Wildlife Officer due to queries raised during
the assessment of the application and concerns raised by local residents:

| have reviewed the comments made and your questions and have the following
points to make in response:

e The applicant has demonstrated that all appropriate compensation can be
achieved regarding breeding birds including the recommended Skylark plots.

« | have reviewed the lighting plan, while it appears acceptable this conclusion is
only reached through extrapolation as the lighting plan only shows how the lights
will illuminate the road and not the wider landscape. It is important that drain in
particular is not lit, if required | would support requesting a new lighting plan that
demonstrates that the light spill will not reach the drain and as much ecological
habitat is not lit as possible. The lighting specification should also demonstrate
alignment with the Bats and artificial lighting guidance note (2018).

« In relation to the neighbour responses, | believe that the PEA has investigated all
ecological constraints to the site to the necessary level of detail. Of note however
is the reports of Great Crested Newts within the vicinity of the development. | am
comfortable that Greenlight Environmental Consultancy Ltd. assessed the
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surrounding landscape for ponds to a suitable level of due diligence and
surveyed those ponds correctly using a Habitat Suitability Index methodology,
which can be completed at any time of year. However information that has been
provided that a pond with a known population of Great Crested Newts within it
cannot be ignored. Thankfully a Garden pond is unlikely to contain a large
population of Great Crested Newts and the mitigation in place already for reptiles
is similar to the mitigation that would have been put in place regarding the Great
Crested Newts. The habitat being removed is only a small area of grassland with
low suitability to be used by Great Crested Newts. The wider environment
contains suitable alternative habitat until the compensation habitat is established.
o Considering the point above, | believe a precautionary approach with the
vegetation removal should be taken and an Ecological Clerk of Works attend the
site during the vegetation removal. If any protected species are found, then all
works should stop, and advice sought from the site ecologist. A review with the
site ecologist of the landscaping should be performed taking into account the
potential for a Newt populating and changed to maximise the potential available
post works habitat available.

5.19 Environmental Health (FDC) (9/5/2022)
The Environmental Health Team note the submitted information and have ‘No
Objections’ in principle, but make the following comments and recommendations
for conditions in the event that planning consent is granted.

Having studied and accepted the content of the Phase | Desk Study Report
provided by Formation Developments Ltd (Ref No: C154505), | can confirm that
any future development on site under will need to adhere to the relevant parts of
full contaminated land conditioning. As recommended in the aforementioned
report, a Phase 2 intrusive ground investigation shall be necessary and this
service would ask that this is imposed by way of condition in the event that
planning permission is granted.

In the event that a remediation scheme is required, this should also be conditioned
as follows:

The approved remediation scheme must be carried out in accordance with its
terms prior to the commencement of development, other than that required to
carry out remediation, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

Following the completion of the measures identified in the approved remediation
scheme a validation report that demonstrates the effectiveness of the remediation
carried out must be produced, and is subject to the approval of the Local Planning
Authority prior to the occupation of any buildings.

In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the
approved development that was not previously identified it must be reported in
writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An investigation and risk
assessment must be undertaken and where necessary a remediation scheme
must be prepared, these will be subject to the approval of the Local Planning
Authority. Following the completion of any measures identified in the approved
remediation scheme a validation report must be prepared, which is subject to the
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority prior to the occupation of any
buildings.
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Where the importation of soils for use as a cover system is assumed, it shall be
accompanied by an appropriate laboratory analysis to demonstrate its chemical
and physical suitability for use. Waste to be taken of site shall be by an approved
and licensed waste contractor and accompanied by a waste transfer note in
accordance with environmental waste regulations. Any unexpected conditions
encountered during the remediation works should also be detailed within the
verification report. If, during the works, contamination is encountered which has
not previously been identified, then the additional contamination shall be fully
assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme should be submitted and
agreed with the LPA.

Reason - To ensure that the risks from land contamination to the future users of
the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled
waters, property and ecosystems, and to ensure that the development can be
carried out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other
offsite receptors in the NPPF and Policies LP2, LP16 and LP19 of the Fenland
Local Plan 2014.

The presence of asbestos is acknowledged and this must therefore be addressed
and removed by an appropriately licensed contractor. An Asbestos Removal Work
Plan should be submitted to and approved by Fenland District Council, before any
work commences in the event that planning permission is granted.

Given the nature of the site, proposed scale and proximity to existing nearby
residential properties, the issues that will be of primary concern to this service is
the potential for noise and dust to adversely impact on the amenity of the nearest
residents.

Therefore, a Construction Management Plan will be required that considers the
following: -

» Site preparation (use of equipment and machinery including mobile
plant/potential smoke pollution/general noise control)

» Demolition and Construction phase (noise control of vehicular activity, machinery
and equipment/siting of skips and waste disposal arrangements/dust suppression)
» Complaint response and investigation procedures

Vibration impact assessment methodology, mitigation measures, monitoring and
recording statements in accordance with the provisions of BS 5228-
2:2009+A1:2014 Code of Practice for noise and vibration control on construction
and open sites may also be relevant, as would details of any piling construction
methods / options, as appropriate.

This service would welcome a condition on demolition and construction working
times due to the close proximity to existing noise sensitive receptors, with the
following considered reasonable:

No construction or demolition work shall be carried out and no plant or power
operated machinery operated other than between the following hours: 0800 hours
and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours and 1300 hours on Saturday
and at no time on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays, , unless otherwise previously
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.

Reason — To protect the amenity of nearby residents
- 36 -

Page 66



5.20

5.21

5.22

| should take this opportunity to advise that whilst the controls mentioned above
are welcomed, the granting of planning consent would not indemnify against
statutory nuisance action should this service receive substantiated complaints
involving noise/dust/smoke/vibration during the development process.

Environmental Health (FDC) (14/7/2022)
I note the re-consultation in respect of the above and can confirm that this service
has no objections.

Previous comments provided on 09.05.2022 are therefore still valid from an
environmental health standpoint.

Environmental Health (FDC) (5/8/2022)

From studying the street lighting details provided (Drawing No: DWD-3084) and
having regard to Figure 1.2.1 Result overview, Evaluation area 1, the proposed
scheme appears to comply with parameters for “Rural” Environmental Zones (E”)
as set out in The Institution of Lighting Professionals Guidance Note 01/21
“Reduction of Obtrusive Light”.

This does of course rely on the lighting being installed and angled in accordance
with the details submitted, from which the Iso-contours shown on the
aforementioned plan are then based on.

Recommended Maximum Values of Light
Parameters for the Control of Obtrusive Light

Limitation of illumination on surrounding premises
Light intrusion / nuisance
Table 3 (CIE 150 table 2): Maximum values of verffcal iINumingnce on premises

Light techmileal parameter Applicatian comditions Erviranmental zome

(4] 41 [+ (] id

Nhuisinande i the werticsl Pri-urfen fulk FaES 5k 10 B 25 I
planee (E )

Prorst-c e n'a =0u1 I%* i ik E1H

* If the installation is for public (Fead) lighting then this may be up to 1 bk,

Cambridgeshire County Council Planning and Sustainable Growth Service
S106 Summary Table

Table 1 below summarises the contributions requested by the Council.
Subsequent sections of this response provide the detailed explanation as to how
these contributions have been calculated. The Council provides a cost for the
proposed education mitigation projects calculated in accordance the standards as
set out in Building Bulletin 103. Where there is no project cost available, the most
recent Department for Education scorecard costs will be used.
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Table 1: S106 contributions —
summary table
Contributio | Project Indexation| Trigger
n date
Early £54,061 52 pre-school places| 1Q2020 100% prior to
Years as part of 2FE commencement
primary school
Primary £130,492 2FE primary school | 1Q2020
Secondary | £87,648 1FE expansion to 1Q2020
Cromwell
Community
College
Libraries | £3,392 Remodel Chatteris | 1Q19 100% prior
Library to increasing to
the floor space occupation
available to the of 50% of
community. the
developmen
t
Monitoring | £150

Full details of comments received are available to view via public access on the
Council’s website.

5.23 Local Residents/Interested Parties

Objectors

16 Objections have been received (13 from Fairview Avenue and 3 from Fairview
Gardens, all Chatteris) in relation to the following:

- Concerns regarding preservation of hedge/tree belt along the rear of
Fairview Avenue
- Impact on ecology

- Drainage/Flood Risk

- Light pollution
- No lighting plan
- Anti -social behaviour increased

- On road (byway) parking/congestion, noise and pollution

- Pressure on doctors surgery/services
- Overlooking/loss of privacy

- Emerging Local Plan

- Danger to pedestrians using byway/accessing the pocket park
- Set precedent for further development

- The majority of the site is not brownfield
- Existing buildings link the town to agricultural heritage and do not

detract/existing business on site does not impact the area

- West Street poorly maintained, narrow due to parking and difficult to use,
will require improvement

- Houses inappropriate/out of character, should be bungalows

- Development would conflict with the ambience being created by/intent of
the pocket park

- Devaluation

- Loss of countryside views
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Supporters

9 Supporting comments have been received (1 from West Park Street, Station
Street, Pound Road, Grenadiers Drive, St Pauls Drive, Parkside and West Street
and 2 from Lode Way, all Chatteris) in relation to the following:

- Barns unsightly and contain asbestos, noisy during the day
- Proposal will be better for community/improve visual impact
- Affordable homes

- Upgraded road

- Designed in a sympathetic manner

Representations

1 representation has been received from West Street, Chatteris advising that they
would have concerns if the proposed properties would be too close or trees
planted which would overshadow, the road should be adopted and maintained.

Comments, where they relate to planning matters will be addressed in the sections
below. It should be noted that devaluation or property and loss of view are not
planning considerations.

STATUTORY DUTY

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a
planning application to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan
unless material planning considerations indicate otherwise. The Development Plan
for the purposes of this application comprises the adopted Fenland Local Plan
(2014).

POLICY FRAMEWORK
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

National Design Guide 2021
Context - C1

Identity — 11, 12

Built Form — B2

Movement — M3

Nature — N1, N2, N3

Public Spaces — P2

Homes and Buildings — H2, H3

Fenland Local Plan 2014

LP1 — A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

LP2 — Facilitating Health and Wellbeing of Fenland Residents

LP3 — Spatial Strategy, the Settlement Hierarchy and the Countryside
LP4 — Housing

LP5 — Meeting Housing Need

LP6 — Employment, Tourism, Community Facilities and Retail

LP10 — Chatteris

LP13 — Supporting and Managing the Impact of a Growing District
LP14 — Responding to Climate Change and Managing the Risk of Flooding in
Fenland
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9.1

9.2

9.3

LP15 — Facilitating the Creation of a More Sustainable Transport Network in
Fenland

LP16 — Delivering and Protecting High Quality Environments across the District
LP17 — Community Safety

LP19 — The Natural Environment

Delivering and Protecting High Quality Environments in Fenland SPD 2014
DM2 — Natural Features and Landscaping Schemes

DM3 — Making a Positive Contribution to Local Distinctiveness and Character of
the Area

DM4 — Waste and Recycling Facilities

Developer Contributions SPD 2015
Fenland Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2016
Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD 2016

KEY ISSUES

Principle of Development

Employment

Design considerations and visual amenity of area
Residential Amenity/Health and wellbeing
Parking and Highways

Developer Contributions

Flood Risk and Drainage

Ecology

ASSESSMENT

Principle of Development

Chatteris is identified within the Settlement Hierarchy as a Market Town; Market
Towns are identified within Policy LP3 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 as the focus
for housing growth. The proposal is for 22 dwellings, which for the purposes of
Policy LP4 is a small scale (less than 250 dwellings) housing proposal. Therefore,
in the broad terms set out in these policies, the proposal would be acceptable.
This is however on the basis that the development is in keeping with and reflects
the character of the area and that there are no significant issues in respect of
residential or visual amenity, design, parking, highways, flood risk or ecology.

The Council’s Cabinet agreed to approve the emerging Draft Local Plan for
consultation at their meeting on 13" June 2022, however to date this consultation
has not commenced.

Para 48 of the NPPF 2021 states the following:

Local planning authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans
according to:

a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given);
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9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

9.8

9.9

b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given);
and

c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this
Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).

Given that the emerging plan has not yet reached consultation stage, no weight is
afforded to the policies therein.

Employment

The application site encompasses 3 linked commercial type buildings which the
applicant’s agent advise have been in use by an engineering company for the past
10 years and as such would be in B2 (general industrial) use.

Policy LP6 states that the Council will seek to retain for continued use high quality
land and premises currently in use for B2 employment purposes. The company
are currently in the process of relocating, hence the business will not be lost and
the applicant’s agent has advised the buildings are in poor condition and nearing
the end of their useful life.

To this end para 120 of the NPPF 2021 states that substantial weight should be
given to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes
and other identified needs. The site of the current buildings would be considered
brownfield or previously developed land as defined in the NPPF and are located on
the edge of the settlement. As such, on balance, the redevelopment of this area of
the site for housing may be appropriate and potentially more compatible with the
adjoining residential use, subject to other policy considerations including the
appropriateness of the design, sustainability of the site and suitability of access. It
should be noted that the remainder of the site is agricultural and would not
constitute ‘brownfield’ land.

Design considerations and visual amenity of area

This area of West Street features a linear development of 5 detached, single-
storey dwellings on good sized plots with views of the open countryside beyond
afforded between dwellings. The properties on Fairview Avenue to the east are a
mix of 2-storey and single-storey dwellings, with single-storey dwellings south and
gardens with ancillary buildings to the west separating the main built form from the
open countryside. There are then 2 large detached properties on substantial plots
to the south of the Fairview estate off the Blackmill Road Byway, hence there is a
looser knit, more spacious form of development as the settlement is exited marking
the transition between the town and the countryside.

The West Street properties are served by an adopted highway up until the
southern boundary of No.88 and this then becomes a byway of tarmac
construction which is in poor repair and then becomes a narrower gravelled track
with grass verge linking to a public footpath which leads to Little Acre Fen Pocket
Park and there is also a Bridleway to the west of the site, hence the area is
prominently visible by users of the rights of way around the site.

Policy LP16 concerns the delivery and protection of high-quality environments
across the district. Proposals for all new development shall meet the criteria set
out in this policy. Criteria (d) states:
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makes a positive contribution to the local distinctiveness and character of the area,
enhances its local setting, responds to and improves the character of the local built
environment, provides resilience to climate change, reinforces local identity and
does not adversely impact, either in design or scale terms, on the street scene,
settlement pattern or the landscape character of the surrounding area.

9.10 This is supported by Policy DM3 of the Delivering and Protecting High Quality

9.11

9.12

9.13

9.14

Environments in Fenland SPD 2014. Criteria (d) of which states:

the character of the landscape, local built environment and settlement pattern
inform the layout, density, proportions, scale, orientation, materials and features
(including boundary treatment) of the proposed development, which should aim to
improve and reinforce positive features of local identity;

The site is considered to have a rural character which relates more to the
surrounding countryside than the built-up form of development, the level of the site
steps down to the countryside beyond and forms a buffer between this and the
built form of the settlement. As such a dense, estate type development as
proposed is not considered to respect the form and character of the area and
would result in an in-depth encroachment into the open countryside, contrary to the
aforementioned policies.

The application proposes 2-storey development at between 8.6m and 9m in height,
compared with the single-storey dwelling of 88 West Street (as can be seen on the
submitted street scene) and the 2-storey dwellings on Fairview Avenue at around
7.2m in height (measurement taken from application F/YR21/1508/F) which it
would be seen against. Insufficient information has been submitted to fully assess
the height differential in relation to Fairview Crescent, as it is acknowledged that
there may be a difference in land level. However without full details in relation to
this the impact on visual amenity cannot be ascertained. It is acknowledged that a
lower garage element is proposed closest to No0.88, however this is still
approximately 6.7m high and is not considered to mitigate the significant
detrimental impact on the visual amenity and character of the area of introducing
development at odds with the scale and density of the edge of settlement location.

The proposed dwellings are of a design of a similar vein to the 2-storey dwellings
on Fairview Avenue though of a more modern appearance and the materials
proposed are as follows:

Plots 1-11

Vandersanden Woodland Mix Bricks

Horizontal Fibre Cement Board in Slate Grey

Sandtoft 20/20 Flat Interlocking Clay Plain Tile in Antique Slate

Plots 12-22

Vandersanden Corum Bricks

Horizontal Fibre Cement Board in Light Grey

Marley Edgemere Interlocking Concrete Slate in smooth Grey

The properties on Fairview Avenue are mix of buff, gold and red brick with grey
pantile roofs. The properties along West Street closest to the site are constructed
in red brick with grey tile roofs. Given the variety of materials in the area those
proposed are considered to be acceptable.
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9.15 The Council’s Arboricultural Officer considers that the landscaping scheme is
acceptable, however is concerned regarding potential damage to shrub/hedge
belts on the east side of West Street from heavy plant/construction traffic and
recommends a condition to ensure that sufficient protection measures are in place.

9.16 A boundary treatment plan has been provided and there is some concerns
regarding the acceptability of fencing to the southern boundary of the site given
that this would border the public footpath, in terms of visual amenity and
maintenance, furthermore the Definitive Map Team have advised that an offset
distance of 0.5m is required and it is unclear whether this is the case. As such a
notwithstanding condition could be imposed to obtain acceptable boundary
treatments.

Residential Amenity/Health and wellbeing

9.17 The proposed dwellings have approximately 1/3 of the plot (or in excess of) for
private amenity space in accordance with Policy LP16 (h) and the relationships
between dwellings is considered acceptable, albeit it is noted that the distance
between the dwellings on plots 9-10 and garden to plot 12 as less than ideal.

9.18 A condition will be required to ensure windows which have the potential for direct
overlooking remain obscure glazed (these serve en-suites) and fixed shut to a
height of 1.7m above floor level. Permitted development rights will be removed
given the constrained nature of the plots and height of the roofs providing potential
for additional accommodation and therefore additional overlooking.

9.19 The properties on Fairview Avenue will experience a change in outlook and some
loss of privacy as a result of the development, however the distances are such that
this would not be considered significantly detrimental to their residential amenity.

9.20 Of concern however is the impact of the proposal on 88 West Street to the north,
the garage to plot 1 is approximately 6.5m from the conservatory serving No.88
and as a result will experience additional overshadowing, loss of light and outlook.
It is acknowledged that the existing buildings would create some impact, however
these are set further west away from the dwelling. Furthermore, insufficient
information has been submitted to enable an assessment of the impact from
alterations to land levels and therefore the potential for overlooking and suitability
of boundary treatments. The site currently appears to be the same level as that of
No.88 any increase in levels provides potential for additional impact in relation to
privacy and outlook, and it is currently unclear whether the land would be graded
down to the existing land level at No.88. As such there is potential for significant
detrimental impacts on the residential amenity of this dwelling.

9.21 Para 92 of the NPPF and Policy LP2 of the Fenland Local Plan seek to ensure that
developments aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places. The application is
accompanied by a Health Impact Assessment which sets out how the development
seeks to achieve this.

9.22 The affordable housing is integrated within the development and of a consistent
design, promoting social cohesion. An area of open space is provided within the
site, which also incorporates drainage attenuation features and a footpath is
provided though the site linking with the Little Acre Fen Drove public footpath
which formalises the existing arrangement.
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9.23 The Designing Out Crime Team consider that the layout provides a reasonable
level of natural surveillance and that pedestrian and vehicle routes are aligned
together and well overlooked. Concerns were raised regarding the position of the
footpath link and this has since be redesigned to provide an acceptable solution.
An external lighting scheme has been provided, incorporating column lighting
which is acceptable to the Designing Out Crime Team in relation to community
safety and the Environmental Health team in respect of residential amenity.
Comments were also made in respect of the external access through the terraced
building to the rear garden of Plot 21 and a condition can be imposed to ensure
that a suitable security solution in this regarding can be achieved. Concerns have
been raised by local residents that the proposal will result in additional anti-social
behaviour, there is no evidence this would be the case and concerns have not
been raised by the Designing Out Crime Team in this regard.

9.24 Information submitted with the application evidences that a refuse vehicle can
enter and turn within the site for collection and a suitable bin collection area is
detailed near the turning head to serve Plots 4-6 as these are accessed via a
private drive.

9.25 The Fire Authority have requested adequate provision be made for fire hydrants
and the applicant will be made aware of this requirement by way of an informative.

9.26 The application is accompanied by a Phase | Desk Study Report which advises
that a Phase 2 intrusive ground investigation is necessary and Environmental
Health have recommended a condition in this regard to ensure any necessary
remediation is undertaken.

9.27 It has been noted that there is asbestos on site and a condition has been
recommended to secure a scheme for its safe removal. This process would need
to be undertaken by a licensed contractor under current Health and Safety
Executive (HSE) requirements. In this regard, this aspect would be controlled
through a regulatory regime outside of the planning system. Notwithstanding this,
it would be prudent to insert an informative on any grant of planning permission for
this scheme alerting the developer to the need to observe HSE requirements.

9.28 In order to protect the amenity of surrounding dwellings during construction a
construction management plan can be secured by way of a condition.

Parking and Highways

9.29 Information submitted with the application advises that the estate roads would be
adoptable, and Highways are content that the internal layout is acceptable. Two
parking spaces are provided for each property in accordance with the provision
required by Policy LP15 and appendix A. Garages to plot 1-3 measure 3m x 7m
internally and are therefore adequate to be considered the third parking space
required for these larger dwellings.

9.30 The scheme does not incorporate any cycle parking, however each property is
afforded a private garden with external access, hence there is opportunity for
secure external storage should future residents require it.

9.31 The proposal seeks to upgrade West Street and Public Byway No.22 to an

adoptable standard, widened to 5.5m, the provision of a footpath on the western
side and installation of traffic calming measures.
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9.32 Comments have been made by the Definitive Map Team at County Council
regarding the ownership of the subsoil and the legal width of the Byway, advising
that as the dimensions are unknown there is no guarantee that the Byway could be
improved as indicated.

9.33 Furthermore, the LHA have advised that the footpath on the western side of the
adopted section of West Street would not be feasible due to land levels and the
traffic calming measures would be subject to consultation and therefore may not be
achievable.

9.34 Concerns have also been raised regarding the drainage of the widened access as
this is not incorporated within the drainage strategy; the existing highway drains
into the adjacent soft verge, by including a footpath with a kerb removes this option
and widening the road increases the impermeable area, as such no suitable
drainage scheme for the upgrade of the adopted section of highway has been out
forward.

9.35 The LHA have advised that a footway on the eastern side of West Street could be
accommodated and dealt with by way of a condition and it is recommended that
the traffic calming measures are removed, however the submitted plan would need
to be updated to avoid any ambiguity.

9.36 The applicant’s agent has been made aware of these issues, however, wishes to
continue to determination with a condition in respect of these details. Planning
Practice Guidance: Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 21a-012-20140306 advises that
it may be possible for the LPA to impose a condition making a minor (officer
underlining) modification to the development permitted. It would not be appropriate
to modify the development in a way that makes it substantially different from that
set out in the application. Para 56 of the NPPF 2021 sets out the 6 tests that are
required to be satisfied in order to impose a condition, the final one of which is
reasonableness.

9.37 The delivery of a suitable access is integral to the acceptability of this development
given the nature of this section of West Street and the Byway as existing. To
condition an alternative scheme is not considered minor in the context of the
development, and would be unreasonable given that it departs from the submitted
details and would seek amendments which may not be acceptable, achievable or
deliverable.

9.38 Furthermore, there are also concerns regarding drainage and that due to the
vegetation and trees on the eastern side of West Street, there could be
arboricultural and ecological implications, and potentially other knock on
implications that have not been considered. To impose a condition in this regard
would also not enable local residents to be made aware of or consulted upon the
revised scheme as this is not a requirement when discharging conditions.

9.39 As such, it has not been demonstrated that a well-designed, safe and sustainable
access can be achieved for all users, contrary to Policy LP2 and LP15 of the
Fenland Local Plan 2014.

Developer Contributions

9.40 The NHS have advised that they will not be requesting S106 mitigation from this
development toward Primary Healthcare.
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9.41

9.42

9.43

9.44

9.45

The 25% affordable housing provision for a development of this scale is 6 units,
this provision has been put forward on site as 4 x 2-bed dwellings and 2 x 3-bed
dwellings as detailed on Plots 12-17, this mix is supported by the Housing Strategy
team and it is recommended that the split between affordable rented and shared
ownership is 70%/30% respectively. However, it is acknowledged that there are
difficulties in securing a Registered Provider (RP) to take on the affordable units
where there are less than 10 on a development and whilst it is currently proposed
to provide affordable units on site if an RP cannot be secured it would be
necessary to obtain a financial contribution in lieu and this would be set out in a
S106 legal agreement should the application be successful.

Cambridgeshire County Council Developer Contributions are as follows:

Table 1: S106 contributions —
summary table

Contributio | Project Indexation| Trigger
n date
Early £54,061 52 pre-school places| 1Q2020 100% prior to
Years as part of 2FE commencement
primary school

Primary £130,492 2FE primary school | 1Q2020
Secondary | £87,648 1FE expansion to 1Q2020

Cromwell
Community
College

Libraries | £3,392 Remodel Chatteris | 1Q19 100% prior
Library to increasing to
the floor space occupation
available to the of 50% of
community. the

developmen
t

Monitoring | £150

The applicant’s agent has informally agreed to the above contributions, however
this would be subject to a S106 legal agreement should the application be
successful.

In addition to the above the Developer Contributions SPD 2015 sets out that 22%
of a development site area should make provision for open space. In this case due
to the size of the site this would usually be an off-site contribution, however due to
the constraints of the site an area of open space is provided on site, this is in
excess of 22% though its usability is reduced due to the presence of drainage
attenuation features, however it does provide some benefit/provision and due to
the level of contributions put forward Officers are not seeking anything further in
this regard.

Local Plan & CIL Viability Assessment sets out that for this area 20% affordable
housing provision and £2000 per plot for S106 contributions can be achieved, in
this case in excess of this is being put forward and there is no viability evidence
submitted that these contributions would be achievable, as such there is potential
for this to be reduced at a later date, on the grounds of viability. Therefore, the
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acceptability of the development should not rely upon the provision of the planning
gain put forward.

9.46 The Town Council have requested that the access to Little Acre Fen Pocket Park is
made up to an agreed standard. The enhancement of Little Acre Fen is also
referred to within the Fenland Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2016 (Ref: CHATS.2).
No costings have been provided for the aforementioned enhancement. The
application site currently appears to be being used as an informal access to Little
Acre Fen Drove (though it is acknowledged this is private land) and the proposal
seeks to provide a footpath link through the site, thereby formalising this
arrangement and providing some benefit as a result, as such it is not considered
reasonable to request further contributions in this regard, particularly as it is
proposed to provide in excess of the required provision.

Flood Risk and Drainage

9.47 The site slopes down from east to west and there is a drain forming the western
boundary of the site. The eastern side of the site is located in Flood Zone 1,
sloping west into Flood Zones 2 and 3. The sequential and exception tests are not
applicable as the dwellings are located in Flood Zone 1, the surface water drainage
attenuation is however located in Flood Zone 3. The site has a very low risk of
surface water flooding.

9.48 The Environment Agency have no objection to the scheme and advise that the
Fenland Hazard Mapping which covers the area of Chatteris shows that the site to
be unaffected if a breach of the flood defence was to occur, and as such the LLFA
have no concerns regarding the location of the attenuation basins in Flood Zone 3.

9.49 The LLFA are content that the submitted details demonstrate that surface water
from the proposed development can be managed through the use of permeable
paving, swales, and attenuation lagoon. They recommend that pre-
commencement conditions are imposed in relation to a detailed surface water
drainage design and how surface water is to be managed during construction.
However, as noted above a suitable scheme in relation to the adopted section of
the West Street upgrade has not been put forward, and this could alter the
submitted scheme.

9.50 Anglian Water have confirmed that there is sufficient capacity to deal with foul
drainage from the development

Ecology

9.51 The Wildlife Officer considers that the surveys submitted outline that the
development can avoid negative impacts on material ecological concerns while
maintaining the biodiversity value of the site so long as the recommended
mitigation and compensation set out are adhered to. The majority of which can be
achieved by way of imposing the recommended conditions, however as the
Skylark plots would be located on nearby land, which is not owned by the
applicant, these would need to be secured by way of a S106 legal agreement.

9.52 An external lighting strategy has been submitted, and whilst this appears
acceptable in relation to ecology, this has not been demonstrated, hence further

details are required to be secured by condition to ensure external lighting does not
have an adverse impact on ecology.
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9.53 Concerns have been raised by local residents that ecological matters have not
been fully addressed, and as such further advice from the Wildlife has been
obtained:

e that the PEA has investigated all ecological constraints to the site to the
necessary level of detail. Of note however is the reports of Great Crested Newts
within the vicinity of the development. | am comfortable that Greenlight
Environmental Consultancy Ltd. assessed the surrounding landscape for ponds
to a suitable level of due diligence and surveyed those ponds correctly using a
Habitat Suitability Index methodology, which can be completed at any time of
year. However information that has been provided that a pond with a known
population of Great Crested Newts within it cannot be ignored. Thankfully a
Garden pond is unlikely to contain a large population of Great Crested Newts and
the mitigation in place already for reptiles is similar to the mitigation that would
have been put in place regarding the Great Crested Newts. The habitat being
removed is only a small area of grassland with low suitability to be used by Great
Crested Newts. The wider environment contains suitable alternative habitat until
the compensation habitat is established.

o Considering the point above, | believe a precautionary approach with the
vegetation removal should be taken and an Ecological Clerk of Works attend the
site during the vegetation removal. If any protected species are found, then all
works should stop, and advice sought from the site ecologist. A review with the
site ecologist of the landscaping should be performed taking into account the
potential for a Newt populating and changed to maximise the potential available
post works habitat available.

9.54 On the basis of these comments, Officers are content that all necessary ecological
matters have been considered and adequately addressed, subject to
conditions/S106.

10 CONCLUSIONS

10.1 There are no significant issues in relation to flood risk, drainage (for the
development site, there are concerns regarding the West Street upgrade and
potential impact of this) or ecology, subject to suitable conditions.

10.2 However, the dense, estate type development proposed is not considered to
respect the rural form and character of the area and would result in an in-depth
encroachment into the open countryside. Furthermore, the scale of the dwellings,
in particular in relation to 88 West Street is considered to have a significant
detrimental impact on the visual amenity and character of the area

10.3 There are no significant issues in relation to the residential amenity of future
residents or the existing dwellings on Fairview Avenue. However, insufficient
information has been submitted to enable the impact of the proposed development
on the residential amenity of 88 West Street to be fully assessed. As such it has
not been demonstrated that there would not be a significant detrimental impact.

10.4 Highways are content that the internal layout is acceptable, and the required
parking provision is provided for each property. However, the scheme put forward
in respect of the West Street upgrade cannot be feasibly delivered, and as such it
has not been demonstrated that a well-designed, safe and sustainable access can
be achieved.
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10.5 The applicant’s agent has informally agreed developer contributions, however it
should be noted that these are far in excess of that which the Local Plan Viability
Assessment sets out can be achieved in this area, as such there is potential for
this to be reduced at a later date, on the grounds of viability. Therefore, without
sufficient evidence, the acceptability of the development should not rely upon the
provision of the planning gain put forward.

11 RECOMMENDATION

Refuse, for the following reasons:

1. | Policy LP16 (d) of the Fenland Local Plan 2014, DM3 of the Delivering
and Protecting High Quality Environments SPD 2014 and paras 124(d)
and 130 of the NPPF 2021 seek to ensure that developments make a
positive contribution to the local distinctiveness and character of the
area, responding to the local built environment and do not adversely
impact on the streetscene, settlement pattern or landscape character of
the surrounding area.

The site is considered to have a rural character which relates more to
the surrounding countryside than the built-up form of development. The
dense, estate type development as proposed is not considered to
respect the form and character of the area and would result in an in-
depth encroachment into the open countryside. Furthermore, the scale
of the dwellings proposed and juxtaposition with the existing single-
storey dwellings is considered to have a significant detrimental impact
on the visual amenity and character of the area and insufficient
information has been submitted to assess the height of the
development in relation to Fairview Avenue. As such, the proposal is
contrary to the aforementioned policies.

2 | Policy LP2 and LP16 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 and para 130 of
the NPPF 2021 seek to promote high levels of residential amenity and
ensure developments do not have an adverse impact on neighbouring
users.

Insufficient information has been submitted to enable the impact of the
proposed development, in relation to alterations to land levels, on the
residential amenity of 88 West Street to be assessed. As such it has
not been demonstrated that there would not be a significant detrimental
impact, contrary to the aforementioned policies.

3 | Policy LP2 and LP15 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 and para 110 of
the NPPF 2021 which seek to achieve a safe, suitable and sustainable
access for all users.

The legal width of the Byway is unknown and as such there is no
guarantee that it could be improved as indicated. Furthermore, the
scheme put forward in respect of the footpath along the adopted section
of West Street cannot be delivered and a suitable method of surface
water drainage from this section has not been put forward. As such, it
has not been demonstrated that a well-designed, safe and sustainable
access can be achieved, contrary to the aforementioned policies.
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PLANNING COMMITTEE DATE: 24 August 2022 Agenda No: 5

APPLICATION NO: F/YR22/0381/F

SITE LOCATION: Land South Of 88 West Street, Chatteris

UPDATE

West Street Upgrade

We are aware that a revised access arrangement has been provided to Highways for review
and note that Member’s of Planning Committee have been lobbied with further information in
this regard. However, the applicant’s agent has advised that the revised details do not form
part of the current application and as such these have not been considered or consulted upon.

As set out in paras 9.36 — 9.39 of the Committee Report it is not considered that a revised
scheme can be secured by way of a condition.

Consultee Comments

Comments have been received from the Definitive Map Team to advise that the public footpath
to the south (Little Acre Fen Drove) does not have a recorded width. Para 9.16 of the
Committee Report refers to boundary treatments bordering this footpath and the need to have
an offset distance of 0.5m. As the recorded width is unknown, there may be issues with
achieving acceptable boundary treatments to plots 18 — 22.

Resolution: No change to the recommendation which is to refuse the application
as per Section 11 of Agenda item 5 on page 64-65.
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