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SITE DESCRIPTION

. The application site is a small area of amenity grassland and a tarmacked hardstand area for

3 vehicles which lies at the eastern end of Conifer Walk, between No0.40 Conifer Walk and
No.7 Conifer Close. To the rear of the site is Lanterns Lane which intersects with Chells Lane
just to the south-east of the site and the woodland known as Lanterns Wood lies beyond.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISORY
81/3/0500/81 — Residential development.

2/0146/87 — Residential development of 131 dwellings, garages, estate roads and private
drives in Chells Manor “Fairlands” and “Greenlands”.

There are also applications for similar development proposals within Stevenage which are
particularly relevant to this current application which are detailed below.

An Enforcement Notice was served on the owner of the site of land at Watercress Close,
Coopers Close and Walnut Tree Close for the unauthorised erection of 2m high hoarding,
enclosing the open space between all three connecting roads (ref: 20/00102/ENFAPL). The
notice was appealed to the Planning Inspectorate, and the appeal dismissed as the Inspector
found the hoarding to be permitted development, and the land private and thus able to be
closed off.

21/00057/FP - Land at Watercress Close, Coopers Close and Walnut Tree Close. Erection
of two detached dwelling houses including new site access from Watercress Close and
560sgm of publicly accessible open space to the south of the site. Permission was refused
by the Planning & Development Committee on 9 December 2021 and subsequently allowed
on appeal under reference number APP/K1935/W/22/3298826. The Inspector noted that as
the land was privately owned and had been enclosed (see 2.2 above), there was nothing to
compel the owners to return the land to public use.

3. THE CURRENT APPLICATION

3.1

3.2

3.3

This application seeks planning permission for the erection of 1no. three bedroom detached
dwelling with associated parking spaces and visitor space. The dwelling would be
approximately 8.3m wide, approximately 6.9m deep on the eastern side and approximately
5.6m deep on the western side, approximately 5m high to the eaves at the front and
approximately 5.5m high to the eaves at the rear and approximately 7.1m high to the ridge.

The application would result in the loss of two of the three visitor parking spaces and access
to the site would be via the area currently used as visitor spaces.

The application comes in before the Planning and Development Committee as it has been
called-in by Councillor McGuinness. The Councillor called in this application in terms of
impact on neighbouring properties, impact on the character and appearance of the area,
residential amenity, car parking and highway issues and the loss of the open space.

4. PUBLIC REPRESENTATIONS

4.1 Following notification of the application via letters and the erection of a site notices, public

representations have been received from the following:

e Conifer Walk: 9; 39; 40; 41; 42; 45; 48; 50; 68;
e ConiferClose: 1;2; 3;4;5;6; 7;



Knights Templars Green: 22

4.2 A summary of the comments received are set out as follows:

The construction will create unacceptable high risk to local residents;

Roads are heavily congested and more housing and construction vehicles will
compound this issue;

Already a sufficient amount of housing being built the other side of Gresley Way;
Children use this area to play;

Nowhere for construction vehicles to park;

Loss of visitor spaces will result in cars being pushed further out and onto The White
Way;

Accident waiting to happen with construction traffic in an already congested street;
Emergency vehicles and refuse vehicles already cannot get through the street due to
congestion;

New dwelling/construction will be 2m from side of house and disruption from noise,
movement and dust will be unacceptable;

Will be overbearing and intrusive on surrounding properties;

We sold land to developer and the boundary fence is supposed to be 1.8m high along its
entire length and not 0.9m and 1.5m as shown on the plans;

This land is well used by children and adults alike, especially since COVID and is
important for our mental well-being;

Plans show they will be using my private driveway for access;

SBC used to maintain the site but due to vehicles parked in the visitor spaces they
couldn’t get access so stopped and local residents took over maintenance for the last 10
years;

Access to the proposed parking spaces appears insufficient if cars are parked in the
visitor spaces and on the driveways of the garages;

Where will construction vehicles park? At no time at all can they block access to Conifer
Close;

Have service providers (gas, water, electric) been made aware of the proposal?

We can do without a feature tree on site that will go unmaintained and cause issues to
foundations etc from roots;

There are no benefits to the street by building this dwelling;

Whilst the existing arrangement is for 3 vehicles, with agreed tandem parking between
neighbours, we can get 5 cars parked here so the loss of the parking is more
unacceptable than it would appear;

Concerned about health and safety of residents during construction;

Loss of this green space will cut off social interactions and force people to stay isolated
in their homes;

I am 100% sure that the original developer wanted this green space to stay as green
space forever otherwise they would have developed it themselves;

Sight of the trees in the adjacent woodland will be lost;

The property contravenes the 25-degree and 45-degree lines and will block light to Nos.
6 & 7 Conifer Close;

The feature tree will further exacerbate loss of light to existing properties. Under the
Right to Light Act new trees cannot be planted to obstruct existing windows that have
had light for 20 years or more;

There will be lots of strangers coming and going from the site which we wont be able to
track should anything happen;

Will CIL be paid?

Can contractors guarantee/reassure residents that construction will not impact our
foundations?



e Can we have details of the boiler flue? Flue emissions can be dangerous so we would
like exact details of its location to ensure the contractor is adhering to Building
Regulations;

e Can we have details of the block paving and any other areas of hard surface to ensure
there is no flood risk;

¢ No case has been made to justify one dwelling given the largescale development nearby
and that there are many SBC properties left empty so there cannot be a viable demand
for housing case. With No.34 being empty for at least 7 years why do we need a new
dwelling in the road?

¢ | am very sad and angry that a house will be built on our green space which is home for
a lot of wildlife and safe place for us children to play;

¢ No details of storm or sewer pipes;

e Site was the original developer’s dumping ground when building the estate so could
contain all types of contamination, including asbestos;

o There is a TPO protected Oak tree nearby which must not be harmed,;

¢ No details of the heating system to be used in the house; this needs to be checked to
ensure the developer is abiding by climate change adaptations;

¢ What is being done to mitigate the loss of the green space?

¢ The Human Rights Act provides a right to peaceful enjoyment of our homes which will be
jeopardised by the construction of the dwelling;

¢ With no known timescales for construction then SBC do not know how long we will be
subjected to harmful impacts;

¢ No construction management plan submitted;

¢ Do not believe the plans are accurate and the floor area does not meet minimum
standards and the red line is wrong;

e Existing manhole appears to be outside of the red line plan and is outside of the red line
plans for Conifer Close properties so who will maintain it?

¢ Can the applicant please provide all the information required by HCC Highways in AN3
and AN4 of their comments on 24/02/2023;

¢ Can the applicant provide all the background data used in their Transport Dynamics
report as 2 days’ worth of data is not enough to make a proper assessment and the
report should be withdrawn.

4.3 The aforementioned is not a verbatim copy of the objections which have been raised. Full

copies of the representations received can be viewed on the Council’s website.

5. CONSULTATIONS
51 Hertfordshire County Council as Highways Authority

5.1.1 03.08.2022: Objection - no pedestrian access to the site and lack of information on the
existing parking spaces.

5.1.2 24.02.2023: Approve - Drawing No 1200/11 Rev B demonstrates there is now a suitable
access for pedestrians as shown by the purple hatched area. The Highway Authority note
the parking spaces meet the requirements of Manual for Streets 8.3.58, which states ‘The
recommended dimensions of off-street parking bays are that they are laid out as a
rectangle at least 4.8 m long by 2.4 m wide for the vehicle’. In respect of the Technical
Note February 2023 section: Review of Existing Off-Street Parking Facilities. The Highway
Authority recognise that SBC are the parking authority therefore, parking must be
measured against SBC’s SPD adopted 2020, Section Residential Parking Standards.
Subject to the informatives, this level of development is unlikely to generate any extra
movements which would ultimately lead to demonstrable harm to the highway network in
terms of free flow and capacity, therefore; the highway authority would not wish to restrict
the grant of planning permission.



5.2
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5.2.2

5.3
53.1
5.4
54.1
55
5.5.1
5.6

5.6.1

6.1.

6.1.1

6.2

6.2.1

SBC Arboricultural and Conservation Manager

15.12.2022: Objection - building a dwelling in such close proximity to a mature
lane/hedgerow and the woodland behind it, is not advisable. | foresee a great deal of
inconvenience caused by the maturing trees in the lane and woodland. | also foresee future
pressure onto the council to trim the hedgerow and the woodland due to the proximity to the
proposed dwelling.

01.03.2023: Approve - | revisited the site today in light of the applicants’ latest comments
and can confirm that | am minded to accept that, due to the direction the proposed dwelling
would be facing, the light obstruction and overhanging of the woodland would not be as
excessive as | first thought. | would suggest however that a condition is added for the
applicant to arrange for the nearest Hazel tree in the lane be coppiced before the
commencement of the building works, in order to prevent direct encroachment.

Thames Water

No objection, wish to impose ground water conditions
Affinity Water
No comments received

UK Power Networks

No comments received

Transco (Gas)

No comments received

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES

Background to the Development Plan

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that the
decision on the planning application should be in accordance with the development plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. For Stevenage the statutory
development plan comprises:

e The Stevenage Borough Council Local Plan 2011-2031

o Hertfordshire Waste Development Framework 2012 and Hertfordshire Waste Site
Allocations Development Plan Document (adopted 2012 and 2014); and

e Hertfordshire Minerals Local Plan 2002 — 2016 (adopted 2007).

Central Government Advice

A revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in July 2021. This
largely reordered the policy substance of the earlier 2012 version of the NPPF albeit with
some revisions to policy. The Council are content that the policies in the Local Plan are in
conformity with the revised NPPF and that the Local Plan should be considered up to date
for the purpose of determining planning applications. The NPPF provides that proposals
which accord with an up-to-date development plan should be approved without delay
(para.11) and that where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development



6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

6.2.5

6.3

6.3.1

6.4

6.4.1

plan, permission should not usually be granted (para.12). This indicates the weight which
should be given to an up-to-date development plan, reflecting the requirements of section
38(6) of the 2004 Act.

Since November 2018, housing delivery has been measured against the Housing Delivery
Test (HDT) as set out by the Government planning policy and guidance. The results of the
HDT dictate whether a local planning authority should be subject to consequences to help
increase their housing delivery. Where an authority’s HDT score is less than 85% of its
housing requirement, the Council must incorporate a 20% buffer into its housing supply
calculations in line with paragraph 74 of the NPPF. Where an authority’s score is below
75%, the Council will be subject to the HDT’s most severe penalty and must apply the
presumption in favour of sustainable development. The latest HDT results, published by
MHCLG (Now DLUHC) in January 2022 (DLUHC has not yet published the latest HDT
results covering 2022), identifies that Stevenage delivered 79% of its housing requirement
which exceeds the minimum requirement of 75% which means there is not a requirement to
apply the presumption in favour of sustainable development. The figure does fail to meet
the upper limit of 85% which means the Council must incorporate a 20% buffer in its
housing supply calculations.

The Council has recently prepared an Action Plan to show how it is responding to the
challenge of ensuring more homes are delivered in the Borough. This has been prepared in
accordance with Planning Practice Guidance and analyses the reasons for under-delivery
of new homes against the Government’s requirements. It also sets out clear actions on how
to improve housing delivery. Stevenage Borough Council published its Action Plan in July
2022 to demonstrate how it seeks to maintain the supply of housing:
https://www.stevenage.gov.uk/documents/planning-policy/monitoring/five-year-housing-
land-supply-position-statement-august-2021.pdf

Turning to 5-year housing land supply, the Council recently published an Addendum Report
in May 2022. The report set out that the Borough Council could demonstrate a housing
supply of 5.91 years (including 20% buffer) for the period 1 April 2022 to 31 March 2027.
However, since the Land West of Lytton Way appeal was allowed by the Planning
Inspectorate for a development of 576 residential units (Appeal Reference:
APP/K1935/W/20/3255692), the Council’'s Policy Department has confirmed the Council
can now demonstrate a housing supply of 6.68 years (including 20% buffer).

The Council will also be commencing preliminary work into a potential review of its Local
Plan, last adopted in May 2019. This is to ensure the polices within the Local Plan are up to
date in accordance with the NPPF as well as ensuing the Council is delivering a sufficient
supply of housing and employment.

Planning Practice Guidance

The PPG contains guidance supplementing the NPPF and with which Members are fully
familiar. The PPG is a material consideration to be taken into account together with the
National Design Guide (2019) which has the same status as the PPG.

Adopted Local Plan (2019)
The policies set out below are relevant in the determination of this application:

SP1 - Presumption for Sustainable Development;
SP2 - Sustainable Development in Stevenage;
SP7 - High Quality Homes;

SP8 - Good Design;

SP11 - Climate Change, Flooding and Pollution;
SP12 - Green Infrastructure;


https://www.stevenage.gov.uk/documents/planning-policy/monitoring/five-year-housing-land-supply-position-statement-august-2021.pdf
https://www.stevenage.gov.uk/documents/planning-policy/monitoring/five-year-housing-land-supply-position-statement-august-2021.pdf

6.5

6.6

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.2

7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.2.4

7.2.5

IT5 - Parking and Access;

HOS - Windfall Sites;

HO9 - House Types and Sizes;

GD1 - High Quality Design;

FP1 - Climate Change;

FP7 - Pollution;

NH5 - Trees and Woodland;

NH6 - General Protection for Open Space;

Supplementary Planning Documents

Parking Provision Supplementary Planning Document October 2020
Stevenage Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document January 2023.

Community Infrastructure Levy

Stevenage Borough Council adopted a Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule
in 2020. This allows the Council to collect a levy to fund infrastructure projects based on the
type, location and floorspace of a development.

APPRAISAL

The main issues for consideration are the acceptability of the proposal in land use policy
terms, both as a windfall housing site and loss of amenity space; design and impact on the
character and visual amenity of the area; amenity of future occupiers and neighbouring
properties; and highways, access and parking provision.

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that all planning
applications must be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material
consideration indicate otherwise.

Land Use Policy Considerations

The National Planning Policy Framework 2021 (NPPF) states that significant weight should
be placed on both the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into
account both local business needs and wider opportunities for development.

The proposed site is undesignated in the adopted Stevenage Borough Local Plan 2011-
2031 (2019). The application site is an area of open space and is not allocated for
residential development within the Local Plan. As such, the land therefore regarded as a
‘windfall site’.

Policy SP7 identifies that there is a need to provide 7,600 new homes within Stevenage and
allocates 1,950 new homes to be provided on windfall sites. Taking this into consideration,
the proposed development would support the Council’s aim of delivering a number of
homes which fall outside the designated sites.

Policy HOS of the Local Plan (2019) (windfall sites) stipulates that proposals should not
prejudice the Council’s ability to deliver residential development on allocated sites, and it
does not overburden existing infrastructure.

For the purpose of clarity, the definition of previously developed land, as stated within the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2021) is "land which is or was occupied by a
permanent structure including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed
surface infrastructure”. The definition of previously developed land excludes private
residential gardens and public open space. The proposed dwelling is located wholly within

-7 -



7.2.6

7.2.7

7.2.8

7.2.9

7.2.10

7.2.11

the area of open space; consequently, it is considered that the proposal does not constitute
development of previously developed, brownfield land. Therefore, the proposal is contrary
to criterion (a) of Policy HO5. Consequently, as the proposal is not in accordance with
Policy HO5, an assessment must be made as to whether or not the benefits of the
development outweigh the loss of the open space and adjacent tarmac area for unallocated
visitor parking. In addition, an assessment has to be made as to the impact the
development will have on the wider environment.

In accordance with Policy HO5, residential developments on windfall sites must have a
good level of access to local facilities. The site is approximately 1km (2-minute drive/10-
minute walk) to the Chells Manor neighbourhood centre; approximately 2.5km (5-minute
drive/15-minute walk) from The Glebe neighbourhood centre; and approximately 2.5km (10-
minute drive/30-minute walk) to Sainsbury’s on Magpie Crescent. There are two primary
schools within 15-minutes’ walk and two secondary schools within 30-minutes’ walk. A bus
route operates along The White Way with the closest stops approximately 5-minutes’ walk.
As such, the application site is considered to have an acceptable level of access to local
facilities and alternative forms of travel to the private car and, therefore, deemed to be
within a sustainable location.

Criterion (c) of Policy HO5 states that there should be no detrimental effect on the
environment and the surrounding or adjoining properties. This issue will be assessed in
detail in the following sections considering the impact on the character and appearance of
the area and the impact on neighbouring amenity.

Further to the above, Policy HO5 also requires that there is access to local facilities and
that residential proposals include opportunities to access alternative forms of travel to
private motorised transport. As identified above, the site has good access to local facilities
and services and also good access to the public transport network. The site has been
demonstrated to be in a sustainable location and as such would comply with criterion (e) of
the Policy HOS of the Local Plan.

Finally, criterion (d) of Policy HO5 of the Local Plan requires proposals not to prejudice the
Council's ability to deliver residential development on allocated sites. The site is not located
near to any allocated development sites and is therefore acceptable in this regard.

Turning to 5-year land supply and housing delivery, Paragraph 68 of the NPPF (2021)
states that planning policies should identify a supply of specific deliverable sites for years
one to five of the plan period, and specific deliverable sites or broad locations for growth, for
years 6 to 10 and where possible, for years 11 to 15.

Paragraph 74 of the NPPF (2021) stipulates policies should include a trajectory illustrating
the expected rate of housing delivery over the plan period, and all plans should consider
whether it is appropriate to set out the anticipated rate of development for specific sites.
Local Planning Authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific
deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their
local housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old. The supply of
specific deliverable sites should, in addition, include a buffer (moved forward from later in
the plan period) of:
a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or
b) 10% where the Local Planning Authority wishes to demonstrate a five-year supply of
deliverable sites through an annual position statement or recently adopted plan, to
account for any fluctuations in the market during that year; or
c) 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the previous
three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned supply.



7.2.12

7.2.13

7.2.14

7.2.15

7.2.16

Since November 2018, housing delivery has been measured against the Housing Delivery
Test (HDT) as set out by Government planning policy and guidance. The results of the HDT
dictate whether a Local Planning Authority should be subject to consequences to help
increase their housing delivery. Where an authority’'s HDT score is less than 85% of its
housing requirement, the Council must incorporate a 20% buffer into its housing supply
calculations in accordance with paragraph 74 of the NPPF. Where an authority’s score is
below 75%, the Council will be subject to the HDT’s most severe penalty and must apply
the presumption in favour of sustainable development in addition to incorporating the 20%
buffer.

The latest HDT results, published by the MHCLG in January 2022, identifies that Stevenage
delivered 79% of its housing requirement which exceeds the minimum requirement of 75%
which means there is no longer a requirement to apply the presumption in favour of
sustainable development. The figure does fail to meet the upper limit of 85% which means
the Council must incorporate a 20% buffer in its housing supply calculations. The Council is
also preparing an Action Plan in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF.

The Council recently published an Addendum Report in May 2022. The report set out that
the Borough Council could demonstrate a housing supply of 5.91 years (including 20%
buffer) for the period 1 April 2022 to 31 March 2027. However, since the Land West of
Lytton Way appeal was allowed by the Planning Inspectorate for a development of 576
residential units (Appeal Reference: APP/K1935/W/20/3255692), the Council’s Policy
Department has confirmed the Council can now demonstrate a housing supply of 6.68
years (including 20% buffer). Given this position, this proposal is not fundamental in the
Council’s ability to meet its 5 Year Land Supply and the titled balance under para. 11d of
the NPPF (2021) is not engaged.

In respect to Policy HO9 (House types and sizes) of the adopted Local Plan (2019), it
identifies that there is a structural imbalance in the existing housing stock (albeit in a limited
manner) whereby there is a lack of smaller properties and larger aspirational homes in the
Borough. The Design Guide SPD (2023) outlines that housing is an area of weakness
across the town. One of the main issues is the lack of an appropriate mix of housing sizes,
types and tenures with a high proportion of three-bedroom properties, and a lack of one and
two bedroom properties. The lack of housing mix is exacerbated by changes in
demographics leading to an increase in the number of single person households and
couples needing homes. Due to growth requirements for the town, there is a need to
provide a substantial number of additional homes in Stevenage. Higher density
development is set out as a key requirement of National guidance, and, where appropriate,
densities will need to be raised in order to meet these targets for new homes. This will need
to be carefully balanced with the need to retain open space provision within the urban area
as access to open space was a key original feature of the town.

The proposed development seeks to deliver 1no. three bedroom detached dwelling. As
such, the proposed development is not strictly in accordance with Policy HO9 as it would
not fully seek to deliver alternative housing types to three-bedroom dwellings, although it
would provide a detached dwelling. Moreover, paragraph 60 sets out that in order to
support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is
important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed,
that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and that land
with permission is developed without unnecessary delay. Therefore, this proposal will help
to support the Governments currently adopted policy objective of delivering more housing.



7.2.17 Policy SP2 (Sustainable Developments) states permission will only be granted where

proposals can meet a number of criteria. Included in these criteria are the following:
e promote journeys by bus, train, bike and foot and reduce the need to travel,
e Support facilities and services that encourage people to live, work and spend leisure
time in Stevenage;
e Produce places and spaces that enable people to live a healthy lifestyle;
The proposal meets these criteria as mentioned previously in this report.

7.2.18 Setting aside the impact upon the character and appearance of the area and upon the

7.3

7.3.1

7.3.2

7.3.3

7.3.4

amenities of neighbouring properties, which are considered elsewhere in this report, the
application is considered to be contrary to the NPPF and criterion (a) of Local Plan Policy
HO5. Nonetheless, the proposed development would contribute to the aim of boosting
housing supply without compromising the delivery of housing on allocated sites or placing
an undue burden on local infrastructure. Further, the proposal would provide one new
dwelling and there would be some economic benefit during the construction phase, and
future occupiers would be likely to contribute to local services and facilities, although, since
the scheme is for only one dwelling, it is considered that these benefits would be limited
and only attracts moderate weight in favour of the proposal. However, on balance, having
regard to all the policy considerations laid out above, the proposed development is
considered to be acceptable in principle.

Loss of Open Space

The open space is an original design principle of the estate and was annotated on the
approved plans of the estate in the 1990’s as open space. However, the space was never
transferred to the Council and the original records held by the Council do not include a
Section 52 Agreement (now a S106) to cover maintenance of the land. Until the land was
sold at auction, it is believed that the land had been maintained by the Council and local
residents. However, following the auction, the site is in private ownership and has not been
maintained by any party since.

The parking area to the front of the site is included within the red line of the site and was
also sold at auction as part of the land package so is also now in private ownership. This
parking area was noted on the approved plans of the estate in the 1990’s as 3 visitor
spaces. As above, this area of land was never transferred to the Borough or County
Council's. There were no conditions or other restrictions attached to the original planning
permission, nor any Section 52 Agreement under the Town and Country Planning Act 1971
(now Section 106 under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)) that
required these spaces to be retained in their built form.

Paragraph 119 of the NPPF states that ‘planning policies and decisions should promote an
effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and
improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions.” The Council
must consider whether the provision of one housing unit outweighs the harm of the loss of
and impact on the open space.

Policy NH6 of the Local Plan for the general protection of open space would allow planning
permission of any existing, unallocated open space (or part of any open space) where the
loss is justified having regard to:-

e The quality and accessibility of the open space;

e The existence, or otherwise, of any interventions to improve quality or access;

e Whether the open space is serving its function or purpose; and

e Whether alternate space(s) would remain available for community use.

-10 -



7.3.5

7.3.6

7.3.7

7.3.8

7.3.9

7.3.10

7.4

7.4.1

Furthermore, reasonable compensatory provision should be made in the form of:
¢ Replacement provision of a similar type, size and quality;

¢ The upgrade of other, existing open space; or
o Exceptionally, a commuted sum to secure open space provision elsewhere.

The Local Plan expands on the policy by suggesting that there is an inevitably that some
spaces will come under pressure from development proposals across the life of the plan.
Therefore, it is important to ensure that the most valuable open spaces continue to be
protected and open spaces only succumb to development where a positive outcome can be
demonstrated.

The area of open space is relatively small and enclosed on two sides by dwellings, one side
is bounded with high timber fencing with a public footpath and woodland beyond and the
frontage, whilst open plan, is bounded by a small tarmac area which is for vehicle parking.
The land appears well maintained towards the front of the site but is left more
overgrown/wild towards the rear and a small amount of household rubbish was observed
piled into a corner adjacent to the garages for Nos.40 and 41. Local residents advise that
this area is used as an informal play space by local children, and this was observed by
Officers on one site visit.

Notwithstanding the above, one of the greatest factors in this case is the ownership of the
land. Whilst they have not done so, being in private ownership the owner of the land could
restrict access to the site at any time, as did the owners of the land at Watercress Close,
Coopers Close and Walnut Tree Close. The Council served an Enforcement Notice (see
section 2 of this report) regarding the enclosure of the land which was quashed by the
Planning Inspectorate as it was deemed to be Permitted Development. The Inspector also
removed any reference of the loss of the access to the open space from the Enforcement
Notice.

The loss of the open space in respect of Policy NH6 is noted. However, given the land is in
private ownership, and the previous appeals on similar applications (which are significant
key material considerations), it is considered that a refusal for development, or prevention
of the enclosure of the land to restrict public access, could not be upheld on appeal.

Being a small area of grassland, which is overgrown with brambles in places and has been
use as a depository for household rubbish, it offers only a moderately positive impact on
the street scene and wildlife, especially as, when vehicles are parked on the tarmac area,
the land is obscured from view from the public domain. Further, given its proximity to
parking areas, driveways and the highway, and being open to the front, there are risks of
pedestrian-vehicle interactions. There is an alternative area of open space less than 100m
to the west and the extensive public parkland at Chells Park is within a 10-minute walk
along with significant areas of publicly accessible woodland for walks and nature.

In conclusion, given the aforementioned assessment, it is considered that there are
sufficient areas of hedgerow, trees and grassland for wildlife and environmental impacts
that the loss of this area of open space is suitably mitigated against and there are publicly
accessible areas of open space for play purposes within acceptable distance. The benefits
of providing additional housing are considered to outweigh any harm caused by the loss of
this small area of open space, which it must be borne in mind, is in private ownership and is
currently only accessible to the public because the owner has not enclosed it.

Design and Visual Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area

In terms of design, paragraph 126 of the NPPF (2021) states that achieving high quality,
beautiful and sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to the planning and
development process and that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development.
Further, paragraph 130 of the NPPF (2021) stipulates that planning decisions should
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7.4.3

7.4.4

7.4.5

7.4.6

7.4.7

7.4.8

ensure developments function well and adds to the overall quality of the area, not just in the
short term but over the lifetime of the development. It also sets out that developments
should be visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and, appropriate and
effective landscaping is sympathetic to local character and history, including the
surrounding built environment and landscape setting.

Paragraph 134 of the NPPF (2021) states that permission should be refused especially
where it fails to reflect local design policies and government guidance on design (such as
the National Design Guide), taking into account any local design guidance and
supplementary planning documents. Conversely, significant weight be given to:

a) development which reflects local design policies and government guidance on design,
taking into account any local design guidance and supplementary planning
documents such as design guides and codes; and/or

b) outstanding or innovative designs which promote high levels of sustainability, or help
raise the standard of design more generally in an area, so long as the fit in with the
overall form and layout of their surroundings.

Paragraph 131 of the NPPF places great importance on the role of trees in helping to shape
quality, well designed places “Trees make an important contribution to the character and
quality of urban environments and can also help mitigate and adapt to climate change”.

Policy GD1 of the Local Plan (2019) generally requires all forms of development to meet a
high standard of design which includes form of built development, elevational treatment and
materials along with how the development would integrate with the urban fabric, its
relationship between buildings, landscape design and relevant aspects of sustainable
design

Policy SP8 of the adopted Local Plan (2019) requires new development to achieve the
highest standards of design and sustainability which can deliver substantial improvements
to the image and quality of the towns’ built fabric. Policy GD1 of the Local Plan generally
requires all forms of development to meet a high standard of design which includes form of
built development, elevational treatment and materials along with how the development
would integrate with the urban fabric, its relationship between buildings, landscape design
and relevant aspects of sustainable design.

Policy HOS5 requires residential development on unallocated sites to not have a detrimental
impact on the environment and on surrounding properties. The Council’s Design Guide
SPD (2009) generally reflects the aforementioned policies whereby it seeks development to
respect surrounding buildings in terms of scale, massing, height and design. As such, it
encourages good design as it can enhance the appearance of places.

The National Design Guide (2019) which was published by National Government is a
material consideration in the determination of planning applications. It sets out that
Buildings are an important component of places and proposals for built development are a
focus of the development management system. However, good design involves careful
attention to other important components of places. These include:

the context for places and buildings;

hard and soft landscape;

technical infrastructure — transport, utilities, services such as drainage; and

social infrastructure — social, commercial, leisure uses and activities.

A well-designed place is unlikely to be achieved by focusing only on the appearance,
materials and detailing of buildings. It comes about through making the right choices at all
levels, including:

o the layout;

e the form and scale of buildings;

e their appearance;
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7.4.10

7.4.11

7.4.12

e landscape;
e materials; and
o their detailing.

The Guide further iterates that all developments are made up of these components put
together in a particular way. As such, the choices made in the design process contribute
towards achieving the ten characteristics and shape the character of a place. For reference,
these ten characteristics are as follows:-

Context — enhances the surroundings;

Identity — attractive and distinctive;

Built form — a coherent pattern of built form;

Movement — accessible and easy to move around;

Nature — enhanced and optimised;

Public spaces — safe, social and inclusive;

Uses — mixed and integrated;

Homes and buildings — functional, healthy and sustainable;

Resources — efficient and resilient;

Lifespan — made to last.

Paragraph 40 of the National Design Guide states that well-designed places are:
e Based on a sound understanding of the features of the site and the surrounding
context, using baseline studies as a starting point for design;
¢ Integrated into their surroundings so they relate well to them;
¢ Influenced by and influence their context positively; and
¢ Responsive to local history, culture and heritage.

The Council recently adopted an updated Design Guide SPD (Jan 2023) and Sections B
(Built Form) and H (Homes and Buildings) of this SPD are particularly pertinent to the
design of new residential units. An understanding and analysis of the original New Town
design concepts led to some key issues becoming apparent. These have been used as key
themes, which run throughout the entirety of this guidance. Considering these concepts at
all stages of the development process will provide a good basis for the creation of a
successful place; based on the recognised principles of urban design, but also building on
the existing fabric of the town without taking away from Stevenage’s history as Britain’s first
Mark One New Town. The themes have been identified as follows:
e  Sustainability — incorporate principles of sustainable development from a town-wide
perspective to measures incorporated into an individual property;
e Increasing densities — encourage high densities in accessible locations;
¢ Respecting existing characteristics — respect local characteristics and preserve and
enhance existing features, where appropriate;
e Legibility — provide landmark developments at nodal points;
e Design innovation — showcase Stevenage as an example of high-quality design,
creating safer places through urban design techniques.

The application site is located within the confines of a residential estate, formed of semi-
detached and detached dwellings, which are relatively uniform in design and materials with
red facing brickwork and tiled dual pitched roofs with some having areas of smooth painted
render and horizontal timber cladding either at ground or first floor or in some cases on the
entirety of the front elevation. Further to the western end of Conifer Walk there are buff
coloured brickwork properties and some examples of mock Tudor timber features to the
front elevations. Most properties in the immediate area appear to have attached single
garages with a hardstand for one vehicle to the front, giving them 2 spaces.
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7.4.14

7.4.15

7.4.16

7.4.17

7.4.18

7.5

7.5.1

In terms of visual appearance, the application site is located at the far eastern end of
Conifer Walk, where it meets with Conifer Close. The highway has a large number of cars
parked on it at this end of Conifer Walk and can become congested. Further away from the
application site, the highway is less congested. The application site is highly visible in the
street scene and in such instances, the design of the dwelling is important so as not to
detract from the character and appearance of the area.

The proposed dwelling would be lower in height than No.7 Conifer Close which is the
closest neighbouring property. No.7 is approximately 9m-9.5m high to the ridge whilst the
proposed dwelling is approximately 7.5m high to the ridge (a difference of approximately
2m). Owing to ground level changes, the difference in height, when viewed from the front
elevation is approximately 1.3m.

The proposed dwelling would be constructed with brickwork, concrete interlocking tiles and
uPVC windows and doors to match with the surrounding properties, thereby having an
acceptable appearance in the street scene. The property would have a two-storey
projection on the front elevation which would have a dual pitched gable front lower than the
main ridge height. It is noted that no other property has this form of front projection,
however, given the varying degrees of design in this street, it is not considered harmful to
the visual amenities of the area to allow a degree of architectural individuality which adds
interest to the street scene. The use of matching materials can be secured by way of a
condition to ensure a high-quality finish and a good level of visual cohesion.

In terms of siting, the front elevation of the proposed dwelling would be in line with Nos.5 to
7 Conifer Close, although being shallower in depth than No.7, the rear elevation would be
approximately 2.7m behind the rear elevation of No.7. There would be approximately 2m
between the side of the proposed dwelling and the side of No.7, which would be split 1m
either side of the boundary, which maintains the 1m access path to the side of No.7 and
gives the proposed dwelling a similar access path into their rear garden. The front corner of
the proposed dwelling would be approximately 4.3m from the double garage structure
belonging to Nos.40 and 41 Conifer Walk. The front of the dwelling would be set back
approximately 5m from the back edge of the visitor parking space and approximately 12m
from the back edge of the public footpath. In this regard, it is not considered that the
dwelling would appear to extend the terrace of Nos.5 to 7.

The total plot size within the red line plan is approximately 265sqm whilst the dwelling itself
would have a footprint of approximately 51sgm. As such, it is not considered to be an
overdevelopment of the plot size.

In summary, the proposed development would be acceptable in design, scale and massing
and with matching materials to the existing neighbouring properties, it would have an
acceptable appearance in the street scene and therefore not harm the visual amenities of
the area. Accordingly, the proposal complies with Policies HO5, GD1 and SP8 of the Local
Plan (2019), the adopted Design Guide SPD (2023), the National Design Guide (2019), the
NPPF (2021) and Planning Practice Guidance.

Impact on Amenity
Outlook and Amenity

The closest neighbouring property is No.7 Conifer Close. The proposed dwelling does not
project beyond their front or rear elevations and only has one small obscure glazed window
at ground floor on the side elevation which serves a toilet. Given this, as a toilet is a non-
habitable room, there is no breach of 45-degree or 25-degree lines for daylight/sunlight. It
is noted that a local resident believes the property will breach these lines but given the
proposed dwelling will not extend past the front or rear of No.7, this is not possible.
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In this regard, the proposed dwelling would not have a detrimental impact on this
neighbours’ outlook nor would it give rise to overlooking or loss of privacy of habitable
rooms. In terms of overlooking of their rear garden, being a terraced property, their rear
garden is already overlooked, obliquely, by two other properties and so it is not considered
that any oblique view from upstairs windows in the proposed dwelling would result in a
detrimental worsening of the existing arrangement.

In terms of the outlook and amenity of the proposed dwelling, No.7 projects approximately
2.5m beyond the rear of the proposed dwelling which is considered acceptable and unlikely
to result in a poor outlook from rear habitable rooms. The depth of the rear garden from the
rear elevation ranges from 3m to 12m and therefore the future occupiers would have a
satisfactory outlook.

No0.40 Conifer Walk is approximately 13m from the front of the proposed dwelling. There is
no minimum front to side separation in the Design Guide SPD (2023), however, 13m is
considered an acceptable distance such that future occupiers of the proposed dwelling
would maintain a satisfactory outlook from their front windows. No0.40 has no windows in
their side elevation so no loss of privacy would occur in this regard.

Private Amenity Space

The Design Guide SPD (2023) requires all new dwellings to have a private amenity space
of at least 50sgm and a depth of at least 10m. The submitted plans show that the dwelling
would have an amenity space of at least 91sgm and the depth off the rear elevation of the
dwelling ranges between 3m and 12m which is considered acceptable.

Comments from local residents regarding the unsuitability of the private amenity space for
family usage are noted. However, the topography of this development site is not so
different from other neighbouring properties in the immediate area which would also have a
sloped rear garden. The submitted topographical survey shows that on the eastern side of
the plot, the garden closest to the house is at 108.725mASL (metres above sea level)
whereas the furthest part of the garden would be 107.26mASL. A fall of approximately
1.5m over a 12m distance is not considered unacceptable. On the western side of the plot,
the ground levels fall from 108.835mASL to 107.84mASL; this results in a fall of
approximately 1m over a distance of 2m. Again, this is considered acceptable.

Living Space Standards

Policies GD1 and SP8 of the Local Plan (2019) relate to High Quality and Good Design.
These policies state that planning permission will be granted where the proposed scheme,
under criterion j. meets, and where possible, exceeds the nationally described space
standards (NDSS). Appendix C of the Local Plan (2019) sets out the minimum gross
internal floor space standards for dwellings which is in line with the Government’s nationally
described space standards.

The submitted plans show that the property would have 3 bedrooms for 4 people. The
NDSS requires an internal floor area of 84sqm for this type of property and the plans show
that it would provide 84.8sgm which exceeds this requirement and is therefore acceptable.

Furthermore, the National Government document ‘Technical housing standards — nationally
described space standards’ 2015, advises a single bedroom to be a minimum of 7.5sgm
and a double should be at least 11.5sgm. The double bedroom is 11.9sgm and the singles
are 9.3sgm and 9.6sqgm. As such, all bedrooms are acceptable in size.

Comments from local residents about the floorspaces on the plans being inaccurate are

noted, however, Officers have measured the plans and calculated both the overall floor
area and the bedroom sizes to be the same as stated on the plans.
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amenities of the neighbouring properties. The proposed development would have sufficient
private amenity space and gross internal floorspace which ensures the amenities of future
occupiers would be acceptable and therefore the proposed development would comply with
Policies GD1 and SP8 of the Local Plan (2019), the Council’'s Design Guide SPD (2023),
the NPPF (2021) and Planning Practice Guidance.

Impact on the Environment

The application site is an area of open grassland and prior to the original development in
the 1990’s, the site was part of open fields. Therefore, there would be very low risk of
contamination. However, it is noted from comments from local residents that they believe
the site was used as a waste disposal area by the developers and could contain
contamination from the likes of asbestos. This can be dealt with via the imposition of a
condition as detailed in point 7.6.2 below.

Following consultation with the Council’'s Environmental Health section, they have raised no
concerns from a land contamination perspective subject to the imposition of conditions.
The conditions imposed would require a remediation strategy to be submitted for approval
in the event that contamination is identified during the construction phase of development.

Groundwater
The application site is not located within a Source Protection Zone and no concerns have
been raised by Thames Water or Affinity Water with respect to potential impact from the
development.

Air Quality

Policy FP7 of the adopted Local Plan (2019) states that all development proposals should
minimise, and where possible, reduce air, water, light and noise pollution. Looking at air
quality and air pollution specifically, The Air Quality Annual Status Report (ASR) 2019 by
Stevenage Borough Council identifies that the development site is not located within, or
near, an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).

In order to mitigate the construction phase, it is recommended a condition is imposed on
any permission issued. This condition would require the applicant to adhere to the
Construction Management Plan which details measures on controlling levels of dust and air
pollutions which are generated during the construction phase of development.

With regards to the operational aspect of the development, due to its limited scale, the
proposed development would give rise to a very small increase in NO2 emissions which, in
accordance with IAQM/EPUK guidance, is identified as having a negligible impact at all
receptors in the area. As such, the need for additional mitigation has not been identified as
being required. As such, the Council’s Environmental Health Section has not raised any
concerns with respect to the operational impact the development would have on air quality.

Noise Pollution

With respect to noise, Policy FP8: Pollution Sensitive Uses stipulates that planning
permission for pollution sensitive uses will be granted where they will not be subjected to
unacceptably high levels of pollution exposure from either existing, or proposed pollution
generating uses.

Dealing firstly with the impact of noise from the construction phase of the development,
detailed measures will be required in the Construction Management Plan (CMP). Through
the CMP the hours in which noisy activities take place are to be controlled along with the
imposition of relevant mitigation measures being put in place to minimise the impact of noise
from construction activities. Moreover, if a breach were to take place, the Council can
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enforce the condition accordingly. Consequently, the imposition of such a condition is
supported by the Council’s Environmental Health Section.

With regards to noise which could arise during the operational phase of development, if any
complaints arose regarding future occupiers, these would be dealt with by the Borough
Council’'s Environmental Health department.

Light Pollution
In terms of light pollution, Policy FP7: Pollution of the adopted Local Plan (2019) requires all

development proposals should minimise, where possible, light pollution. Applications for
development where pollution is suspected must contain sufficient information for the
application to make a full assessment on impacts. Planning permission will be granted
where it can be demonstrated that the development will not have unacceptable impacts on:

a) the natural environment, general amenity and the tranquillity of the wider area which
includes light pollution;

b) health and safety of the public; and

c) The compliance with statutory environmental quality standards.

Turning to the operational side of the development, the dwelling would be set back from the
main highways and therefore any external lighting is not considered to prejudice highway
safety or cause a substantive nuisance to neighbouring residential properties.

In terms of lighting associated with the construction aspect of the proposed development,
this is dealt with as part of a Construction Management Plan.

Trees and Landscaping

Policy NH5 of the adopted Local Plan (2019) states that development proposals will be
expected to protect and retain individual trees within the development site and should
include new planting where appropriate.

To the south of the site runs Lanterns Lane which has a Group Tree Preservation Order
(TPO 37) on it and beyond this is a woodland area. This woodland is not protected by a
TPO and is within the ownership of Stevenage Borough Council.

The Council’s Arboricultural Manager initially raised concerns about possible impacts
between the proposed dwelling and the woodland/Lanterns Lane. However, upon further
assessment of the site and plans, he concluded that the proposed dwelling would be
orientated such that it would not be directly facing the woodland and as such the possible
light obstruction and overhanging of the woodland trees into the garden that he was initially
concerned about, would not be as excessive as he first believed and, with suitable works
undertaken to one Hazel tree which is closest to the application site, he removed his
objections. This work would be required prior to commencement of development and can
be secured via a suitably worded condition.

There are no trees or hedgerows within the application site as existing and so there would
be no loss of such as a result of the proposed works. As covered in points 7.3.9 and 7.3.10
above, the site is a small area of grassland, containing brambles and being overgrown to
such an extent as to be unusable at the rear, and which has been observed by Officers to
be well maintained by local residents to the front of the site, i.e. grass cut very short to allow
children to play. In this regard, it is not considered that the site would be a substantial
offering in terms of wildlife, and, given the adjacent Lanterns Lane and woodland, there are
higher quality wildlife offerings outside of the application site; therefore, it is considered that
there are sufficient areas of hedgerow, trees and grassland for wildlife and environmental
impacts that the loss of t