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TO: The Planning Inspector DATE: 30 July 2018

DCL G Appeal ref: APP/D5120/W/18/3196449  Application ref: 17/02176/FUL

Demoalition of existing buildings, removal of mobile home and erection of three
bungalows with associated parking and amenity space

The purpose of this letter is to respond to therments made in the applicant's
“Grounds of Appeal Statement”, some of which aremzous, and others misleading.
The following are our comments on the paragraplgigstion.

Para

4.8 A key point here is that the Council, throuighPlanning Committee, recognised
that the proposed development would fail to preséine character of the location in
which the site is located. Here, we would respetyivemind you that the previous
Inspector in dismissing an earlier Appeal (AppedlAPP/D5120/W/15/3033665)
made this same point in her para 14 that the dpusat‘would result in a more
suburban character and appearance of the site, lvhiould not...relate to the existing
semi-rural character and appearance of the surrangdarea”.

Other issues considered by the Planning Committeerning to its decision on 14
December 2017 to refuse the application did inclwafic implications and the

impact on neighbouring occupiers' amenities. THiasrs had been presented to the
Planning Committee in the form of our letter of Q2tober 2017, the letter from Mr N
J Carter dated 24 October 2017 and that from Mrugsa dated 3 November 2017.
They were reinforced at the meeting by my addresse Committee (see attached),
and recorded in its minutes.

5.4 Here, the Statement points to the need todakeunt of the different roles and
character of different areas ...and to manage drtovinake the fullest possible use of
factors such as walking. For the former, pleaseoseeomments above. For the latter,
we ask you to please note that the area of Parsdreate in which the application site
is situated is an unmade road with no pavemenis olte largely used by local
residents walking their dogs, ramblers and hodersias it soon becomes a bridlepath
leading to Chalk and Joydens Woods.

5.17 Here, the Statement cites in its support thedbn Plan Policy 2.7, one that aims
to help people to live closer to their place of kvoWhat the Statement fails to say is
that there is no public transport close to the iappbn site. The nearest bus stop (and



that for a service that runs only half-hourly) oat a half hour's walk downhill along
a narrow Lane with no pavements. It takes evendongfurning up the steep hill.

5.37 Here, the Statement refers to UDP Policy ER\¢he that is designed to protect
the character of heritage land. It also cites thgartance of opportunities for outdoor
recreation, both for local residents and visitorsis is one of the reasons why our
Association objected to the proposed developmerd tieat would generate more cars
(and oil tankers as there is no gas locally) tod&eiment of local residents and
visitors walking or riding to the Woods past thekgation site.

6.15:-

The large area of agricultural land once formingt@rd View Farm did include the
maggot farm, but this has long since closed ansitiésis not part of the application
site. The workshops on the application site wergirally built to support Orchard
View Farm's agricultural activities.

The proposed development would harm the charanttappearance of the locality.,
which is a rural one, and create 'suburbanisation’.

You would need to view the webcast of the Plani@ognmittee’'s meeting on 14
December 2017 to hear how appalled its members atdhee design of the proposed
dwellings on the application site; but we pointi@a to the wording of para 2 of their
Decision to refuse the application.

As stated in our comments on para 4.8 above, thelaf@ment would result in more
vehicular traffic - at least six residents/visitges's leaving or returning to the site at
all times, seven days a week. Added to this woelddlivery vehicles (including oll
tankers). Much more than if the workshops wereedrought back into use. Car use
by the residents would certainly be necessaryasdarest bus stop is a long walk
away, down a narrow lane with no pavements. NibOte: Statement's forecast of a
reduction in traffic is in fact a comparison of ghetential traffic that could take place
if the site were to return to its full current uagainst the very conservative projected
traffic that could result following the proposedvdpment. This is misleading as the
actual traffic currently generated at the siteawhere near the potential and in reality
is virtually nil.,

The former kennels (which closed down several yagoy and existing cattery do not
create a noise or disturbance to neighbours.

The proposal would add three dwellings to Bexlsygply of housing — but not in a
place where there is a need (and it would certainlymeet an identified housing need
as allowed in para 145 (g) of the 2018 editionhef NPPF). The cottage adjoining the
application site (No. 61) has been on the markesdéweral months and remains
unsold. The house next door to this (No.59) wathemmarket for approximately three
years before its purchase by its current ownersouse nearbySjlverdeneat the
junction of Parsonage Lane/Cocksure Lane) hastaea on the market for months



and remains unsold. A house at the bottom of Pag®Lane has only just been sold
after several months on the market, despite thiggbetose to a bus stop — which is not
the case in upper Parsonage Lane.

6.16 This argues, quite wrongly, that the neighmingudwelling at No. 65 Parsonage
Lane is a precedent for allowing new-builds at Bl&. HoweverNo 65 replaced an
existingbuilding that already enjoyed residential statidoreover, the new dwellings
proposed for the application site (No. 63) areindhe same use as its existing
buildings and so are contrary to one of the exoeptset out in para 89 of the NPPF
(2012). In the 2018 edition this is repeated irade45 (d).

In conclusion, we summarise our comments as fotlows

e We fully support the Planning Committee's reason Nifor its refusal of the
proposed development. The reasons given also réfleclear view of the
previous Inspector* that a housing developmenthensite“would have a
materially greater impact on the openness of thee@rBelt’and that it would
conflict with “the semi-rural character and appearance of the sunding
area”. The minutes of the meeting record that the Commitid consider the
suitability of the access arrangements for addiimehicle movements and
factors such as associated lighting etc. and tipaatnof these on ‘openness’.

* see Appeal ref APP/D5120/W/15/30836paras 7, 8-9 and 14
e We also fully support the Committee's reason No. 2.

e We consider (as pointed out above) that much oagiicant's “Grounds of
Appeal Statement” is erroneous and misleading.

e We not consider that the applicant's Appeal Statémevides a convincing
argument as to why the Committee's decision shioeilslet aside
For all these reasons, we ask you to please dishes&ppeal.
Yours sincerely

Jean Gammons
Secretary

/ADDRESS



ADDRESSTO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE : 14 DECEMBER 2017

I'm Jean Gammons, Secretary of the North Craydeess Association. I'm also
representing the Bexley Civic Society.

First, we do not see tidying up a semi-derelict ag sufficient reason to breach Green
Belt protection.

The Recommendation is not supported by para 88eoNPPF - the replacement
buildings would not be in the same use as theiagistuildings, so are excluded from
the list of appropriate exceptions.

Also ignored is the NPPF's definition of “Previgudleveloped land”. This excludes
land that is, or has been, occupied by agricultowgtings — which several of the
existing buildings are.

The Recomendation is contrary to the governmensh to protect the Green Belt
from housing development — and at odds with Beglpglicies and its Growth
Strategy. Here, we were promised no new housimgpith Cray's Green Belt!

This is a sensitive site - beside an unmade tieading to Joydens Wood. A popular
bridleway used seven days a week by residentsiaidrs for walking and riding.
And leisure opportunities are recognised as impoitaBexley's policies and Growth
Strategy.

The Inspector recognised that new houses in tiné-se&al location would have a
negative impact. It is its character and trangyilinat we are trying to preserve.

Highways are clearly unhappy about any increaskeamumber of vehicles along this
narrow track and Parsonage Lane itself - but iratheeence of nearby public transport,
the occupants would have to use cars.

Yet it is argued that there would be less traffani the new houses than is generated
by the site's existing uses! We say that the drdiffic - six cars coming and going at
all times_seven days a week - plus service vehicleould be a significant increase
over the number of journeys made by people juskingrin any of the existing
buildings.

There would also be the additional demand on ajretr@étched services such as low
water pressure and inadequate mains drainage.

Giving a green light to a breach of what existprtotect our Green Belt would
certainly encourage further encroaches in NorttyCra

For all these reasons, we ask you to please réfissapplication.



