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STOTFOLD TOWN COUNCIL
A meeting of the Planning Management Committee will be held in the Council Chamber in the Simpson Centre on Wednesday 14th July 2010 commencing at 7.00pm
A G E N D A
1. Apologies.

2. Disclosure of Members Interest on matters contained in this Agenda.


Members are reminded that if at any time during the meeting they feel they have an interest in an item being discussed, they should declare it at that point. 

3.
Public participation – questions, comments and responses.

4. Matters arising from previous minutes.
5. Clerk’s Report and Correspondence (none).
6. Decision Notices.


7. Planning Applications.
8. To approve executive action taken by the Clerk in consultation with the Chairman and Committee Members in returning comments on the following application:


CB/10/01562/FULL
9 Prince Edward Way, SG5 4PU Change of use of landscape buffer zone to residential garden and erection of boundary fence (retrospective)


Object on the following grounds: The change of use would detract from the character and appearance of the area and is vital to the visual amenity of the estate.  The areas of buffer zone were designed into the total site layout as an amenity and part of the street scene for the whole development.  There will be a loss of a tree which was included in the landscaping of this buffer zone, which will now be encompassed within the property’s boundary fence.  It would set a precedent for other amenity strips within the development, which again could compromise the character and appearance in those areas.
9. To consider a representative of the Planning Committee attending the Development Management Meeting at Central Bedfordshire Council relating to any of the above quoted Planning Applications.

10. Items for information purposes only.
Kate Elliott-Turner
Town Clerk
9th July 2010
To: 
Members of the Planning Committee: B Collier, A Cooper (Chairman), Mrs M Cooper, S Hayes, Mrs J Hyde, Mrs L Lewin, B, M Smith, Mrs C Turner and Mrs L Wilding

Other Members of the Town Council for information.
CLERK’S REPORT

Planning – 14th July 2010

MATTERS ARISING

Public participation (see minute 6065-09/05/10)
No satisfactory response has been received to date from the developers of the Mill View estate regarding the fenced storage area.  The Assistant Clerk continues to chase, but is being passed on to different offices every time.
CORRESPONDENCE
Central Bedfordshire Council – Tree Preservation Order No. 10/2010 – Fairfield Park Orchards, Fairfield Hall, Hitchin Road, Stotfold
Correspondence has been received to advise that the above Order has been made and comes into effect immediately on 01/07/10.  Because of objections to the previous Order 12/2009, they are serving this Order to ensure the protection of the trees within the site and to allow any further discussion to take place.

G1
Old Orchard containing 161 Apple trees of various cultivars, 8 Pear trees, 6 Plum trees and 20 Kentish Cob Nut trees – Located to the west of Fairfield Hall, Stotfold, approximately 75m west of the Old Clock Tower

G2
Old Orchard containing 44 Apple trees of various cultivars – Located approximately 50m east of the cricket ground on the southern side of Fairfield Hall, Stotfold

Should we wish to make any objections or representations they should be forwarded to Central Bedfordshire Council by 29th July 2010.  If no objections or representations are made after 28 days, the Order will be confirmed.

Planning Inspectorate – Appeal APP/P02340/A/10/2124915 – Toad Hall, 23A Mill Lane
Correspondence has been received to advise that the above appeal has been refused by the Planning Inspectorate.

The main issues would be the effect on the character and appearance of the countryside and whether the proposal would lead to the creation to a new planning unit within the countryside harmful to the rural character of the area.

“Reasoning:

Toad Hall is a small bungalow located to the rear of existing buildings along Mill Lane reached by a stoned access drive adjacent to a public footpath.  This was granted a Lawful Development Certificate as a dwelling in 2003, the building originally having planning permission as a double garage related to an adjacent dwelling.  Behind Toad Hall is the site the subject of this appeal containing a low wood-clad building, originally a stable, but now partly converted and extended.  There is a public footpath behind the stable dividing the hedge surrounded land from a new housing estate.

The stable is located outside the Settlement Envelope boundary shown on the Proposals Map of the adopted Central Bedfordshire Core Strategy and Development Management Policies 2009, and is therefore located within the countryside.  It is within a large area of land, which has short mown grass with individual trees, which flows seamlessly from the garden area around Toad Hall.

The submitted plans indicate original linear layout as having three stables, a tack room and hay store in a building of plain and simple design.  There were split stable doors fronting open land and a single high-level window to the rear.  The appellant indicates in submissions that these plans were not correct and that there were always three windows to the front of the stables.  A revised ‘existing’ plan was submitted, but as alterations have already been carried out this was not apparent on site.  The proposals, which have been substantially implemented, involve the removal of the stable doors and insertion of three large windows to the stables, the insertion of patio doors to the south-east elevation and the building of a porch, lobby and toilet in front of the former open fronted tack room.  Whilst the proposal is for a summerhouse, the rooms are annotated to be used as a hobby room, a hot tub room, a gym and a games room with a work shed in the former feed store.  The rooms and corridor have been formed and plastered out, with power points and lighting inserted.

The appearance of the converted building would have a domestic character with three evenly spaced windows and patio doors.  The front extension, already erected, which would include a front door, adds an ungainly and poorly related element to the north-eastern elevation that compromises the simplicity of the existing structure.  Overall, the proposals produce a building of domestic complexity that overrides the simplicity of the original equestrian building.  In my view, these alterations would create a form of building whose appearance would not reflect the original building causing harm to the character and appearance of the countryside.

The stables are out of sight of the main residence at Toad Hall and, whilst in the same ownership, in the Council’s view, would be outside of the residential curtilage of the dwelling.  This, to my mind, is reflected in the arrangements seen on site, with the majority of the ground surrounding the former stables having a domestic appearance.  The extent of the building and the range of facilities to be provided would clearly establish a related residential use of this building within the countryside, so extending the residential activity of Toad Hall.  Government guidance in Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas clearly indicates that residential uses should be strictly controlled.

I therefore conclude that the proposal would harm the character and appearance of the countryside and would lead to the extension of residential uses into the countryside.  This would conflict with the aims of CS Policy DM4 that indicates that outside of settlement boundaries only limited extension to gardens would be permitted providing it does not harm the character of the area.  It would also conflict with PPS7.

The appellant points to the close relationship between the site and a new housing estate to the west.  However, this estate has been built within the defined limits of development, whereas the site and the stables are outside and, therefore, in the countryside.  I also do not agree that the stable has been ancillary to the existing dwelling since 1993, as when built it related to the adjacent dwelling, the Coach House, and the existing dwelling has only been lawful since 2003.  I also note the Council’s statement that a building regulation application relating to the same development refers ‘a stable conversion to a one bedroom dwelling’.  I note that the stables, prior to work being carried out, were in a poor condition.  However, this does not imply that an alternative use must be found for them, as they are a simple wooden structure that requires maintenance to remain in a useable condition.
I have considered all the matters raised by the appellant, but none of them provides a material reason to override my conclusions in respect of the effect on the countryside.  I therefore dismiss the appeal”
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