Agenda Iltem 3

EAST AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE 7 December 2016
Application Number: 16/00797/OUT
Decision Due by: 31 October 2016

Proposal: Outline application for 45 new dwellings (4 x 1-bed flats, 14
x 2-bed flats, 10 x 3-bed flats, 10 x 3-bed houses and 7x 4-
bed houses) together with private amenity space, parking,
access road, landscaping and new publicly accessible
recreation space, (all matters other than access reserved).

Site Address: William Morris Close Appendix 1
Ward: Cowley Marsh Ward
Agent: JPPC Applicant: Cantay Estates Ltd

Recommendation:

East Area Planning Committee is recommended to resolve to refuse planning
permission for the reasons set out below

Reasons for Refusal

1. The site is protected open space (including associated car parking). It is not
allocated for housing development nor is it needed to meet National Planning
Policy Framework housing land availability requirements. It has not been
clearly shown that the site is surplus to requirements for sport or recreation. It
is not essential that the need for housing development should be met on this
particular site, and there are no other balancing reasons or mitigating
circumstances why housing should be allowed. It is necessary to retain the
site as open space for the well-being of the local community, and its
development is contrary to Policies CS2 and CS21 of the Core Strategy, and
Policy SR2 of the Oxford Local Plan.

2. The application, because of the potential adverse relationship of the
development to the trees on the southern and eastern boundaries, and
because of unresolved highway issues, has not satisfactorily demonstrated
that 45 dwellings can be accommodated on this site in accordance with
Policies CP1, CP6 and CP8 of the Oxford Local Plan, Policy CS18 of the Core
Strategy and Policies HP9, HP13 and HP14 of the Sites and Housing Plan.

Legal Agreement and CIL:
Were the application to be recommended for approval then a legal agreement would
be required to secure the provision of affordable housing and other relevant matters;

and, the proposal would become liable for CIL on determination of the subsequent
reserved matters application(s).
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Principal Planning Policies:

Oxford Local Plan 2001-2016

CP1 - Development Proposals

CP6 - Efficient Use of Land & Density

CP8 - Design Development to Relate to its Context
CP10 - Siting Development to Meet Functional Needs
CP11 - Landscape Design

CP17 - Recycled Materials

CP18 - Natural Resource Impact Analysis

CP21 - Noise

TR1 - Transport Assessment

TR2 - Travel Plans

TR4 - Pedestrian & Cycle Facilities

NE15 - Loss of Trees and Hedgerows

HE2 - Archaeology

SR2 - Protection of Open Air Sports Facilities

TR3 - Car Parking Standards

Core Strateqy

CS2 - Previously developed and greenfield land

CS9 - Energy and natural resources

CS11 - Flooding

CS12 - Biodiversity

CS13 - Supporting access to new development

CS18 - Urban design, town character, historic environment
CS21 - Green spaces, leisure and sport

CS22 - Level of housing growth

CS23 - Mix of housing

CS24 - Affordable housing

Sites and Housing Plan

HP2 - Accessible and Adaptable Homes

HP3 - Affordable Homes from Large Housing Sites
HP9 - Design, Character and Context

HP11 - Low Carbon Homes

HP12 - Indoor Space

HP13 - Outdoor Space

HP14 - Privacy and Daylight

HP15 - Residential cycle parking

HP16 - Residential car parking

Other Planning Documents

¢ National Planning Policy Framework
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National Planning Guidance

Affordable Housing and Planning Obligations SPD

Parking standards, Transport Assessment and Travel Plans SPD
Natural Resource Impact analysis SPD

Balance of Dwellings SPD

Public Consultation

Statutory Consultees

Oxfordshire County Council (Highways) — no objection subject to further
information and conditions. The applicant needs to demonstrate that they can
upgrade and provide a pedestrian and cycle access between the south-west of the
proposed development and Crescent Road via third party land within Beresford
Place. The applicant needs to provide vehicle tracking analysis which shows that
Fire Engines and refuse collection vehicles can safely enter and exit the
development in forward gear. The applicant must also submit an amended plan
which addresses concerns about forward visibility on the main access road within
the development. The applicant needs to provide greater clarification regarding
cycle parking facilities.

Oxfordshire County Council (Education and Property) — education and other
infrastructure requirements to be met through CIL. The provision of fire hydrants in
accordance with the requirements of the Fire & Rescue Service by planning
condition. Informative, the Fire and Rescue Service recommends that new
dwellings be constructed with sprinkler systems.

Thames Water Utilities Limited — drainage strategy required to ensure waste water
infrastructure needs are met, informative in respect of water pressure

Environment Agency Thames Region - if infiltration drainage proposed it must not
pose a risk to groundwater quality

Sport England (South) - Sport England’s policy is to oppose the granting of
planning permission for any development which would lead to the loss of, or
prejudice the use of, all or any part of a playing field or land last used as such,
unless one or more of the five exceptions stated in its policy apply. Lack of use
should not be seen as necessarily indicating an absence of need for playing fields
in the locality. Such land can retain the potential to provide playing pitches to meet
current or future needs. Sport England objects to the application because it is not
considered to accord with any of the exceptions to Sport England’s Playing Fields
Policy or with Paragraph 74 of the NPPF. Sport England would be willing to
remove its objection to this application if replacement playing field land is made
available elsewhere within the catchment area.

Public representations:

71 local people commented on this application from addresses in William Morris
Close, Barracks Lane, Turner Close, Hollow Way, Beresford Close, Crescent Road,
Crescent Close, Leafield Road, Temple Road, Junction Road, Temple Mews, Don
Bosco Close, St Christopher’s Place, Bennet Crescent, and Salegate Lane.

The Old Temple Cowley Residents’ Association and the Oxford Civic Society also
commented.
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In summary, the main points of objection (69 residents) were:

i. the site is not redundant, there is no evidence that the site is redundant; local
people would like to use it; its current condition results from the owner fencing
it off and neglecting it and then characterising it as derelict;

ii. itis protected open space; it could be used for formal and informal sport and
as a wildlife area; it is needed in this highly developed part of the city for
recreation and as a green space: it should be used to enhance the local area;
the proposed retained open space is insufficient to meet local needs;

iii. funding sports provision elsewhere in Oxford will not serve this local
community;

iv.  Oxford’s housing needs are acknowledged but housing should be provided in
the context of local plans;

v. there are intolerable traffic and parking problems on all streets in the area
particularly at school times; numerous accidents and traffic incidents on
Hollow Way; people afraid to use Hollow Way for cycling; yellow lines by the
school will only push car parking into other areas such as Turner Close which
is already very congested; Crescent Road will become an even greater rat-
run; William Morris Close would no longer be a “Close”;

vi. the proposal will increase flood risk;

vii.  the proposal will increase noise and pollution which are already high and
growing;
viii.  the proposed housing is too dense, bulky and badly designed. It will be

detrimental to neighbouring properties and will not be a characterful
development;

ix. local facilities such as Hollow Way medical Surgery cannot cope; need more
local facilities like shops cafes;

X. nothing has changed since the last applications; developer trying to wear
down opposition through multiple applications.

2 residents commented that the site needs development but for housing and facilities
which support key workers, first time buyers and the local community but that the
current proposals are not of the right scale and type.

Relevant Site History

02/02046/FUL - Demolition of Morris Motors Sports and Social Club buildings, two
houses, garages and outbuildings. Retention of sports ground and bowling green.
Erection of new sports and social club (became the Lord Nuffield Club). Erection of
63 dwellings accessed from Barracks Lane with 97 car parking spaces (now William
Morris Close); 11 houses fronting Crescent Road; and 21 flats with 32 car parking
spaces accessed from Crescent Road (now Beresford Place). PERMITTED 8th
December 2004.

12/02935/FUL — conversion of The Lord Nuffield Club building to a Free School with
outdoor play area on adjacent land. Planning permission granted following a call-in
inquiry (hearing), and now the Tyndale Community School which opened in October
2013.
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12/02967/FUL - Construction of two all-weather playing pitches, plus a new
residential development consisting of 43 dwellings - 6 x 1 bed flats, 15 x 2 bed flats,
6 x 3 bed flats, 13 x 3 bed houses and 3 x 4 bed houses, together with access road,
parking, landscaping etc. accessed off Barracks Lane. 50% of the dwellings to be
affordable. REFUSED 18th March 2013.

The reasons for refusal concerned:
I. unacceptable development of a protected open air sports facility and
local green space;
ii. all-weather mini-pitches not an acceptable alternative sports provision;
fi. development on a site which is not allocated for development in an
adopted plan and which is not needed to meet NPPF 5 or 10 year
housing land availability requirements;
iv. overdevelopment and unacceptable design and layout of the housing
proposals;
V. loss of amenity to adjacent properties;
Vi. poor relationship to boundary trees; and,
Vii. failure to meet sustainability and resource efficiency requirements.

An appeal was lodged but then withdrawn

13/01096/FUL - Construction of two all-weather pitches, plus new residential
development consisting of 40 dwellings - 6 x 1 bed, 15 x 2 bed, 15 x 3 bed and 4 x 4
bed residential units, 71 car parking spaces, access road and landscaping accessed
off Barracks Lane (Amended plans)(Amended Description). 50% of the dwellings to
be affordable. REFUSED 18th September 2013.

The reasons for refusal in that case concerned:

I. unacceptable development of a protected open air sports facility and
local green space;

ii. all-weather mini-pitches not an acceptable alternative sports provision;

fil. development on a site which is not allocated for development in an
adopted plan and which is not needed to meet NPPF 5 or 10 year
housing land availability requirements.; and,

iv. failure to meet sustainability and resource efficiency requirements — this
reason was not to be pursued at the appeal in the light of subsequent
negotiations which concluded that the outstanding sustainability issues
could be resolved through the imposition of a condition.

Appeal (public inquiry) dismissed 11" February 2014 (Appendix 2) the
Inspector concluded that the land has value to the local area and potential to
provide for open air sports facilities; the all-weather pitches would not add
value to the character of the area; and community access would be limited.
The site is not allocated for housing and the proposal conflicts with the
Council’s strategic approach to development albeit there was significant
weight in favour of the scheme arising from the high proportion of affordable
housing.

13/02500/0UT - Outline application (seeking access, appearance, layout and scale)
for residential development consisting of 40 dwellings - 6 x 1-bed, 15 x 2-bed, 15 x 3-
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bed and 4 x 4-bed residential units, together with 70 car parking spaces, access road
and informal recreation area. 63% of the dwellings to be affordable; contribution
offered of £250,000 towards leisure provision elsewhere in Oxford. REFUSED 11t
December 2013

The reasons for refusal in that case concerned:

I. the site not allocated for development in an adopted plan and which is
not needed to meet NPPF 5 or 10 year housing land availability
requirements; and,

ii. unacceptable development of a protected open air sports facility and
local green space.

14/01670/0OUT - Outline application for the erection of 7 new dwellings on car
parking area only. REFUSED 14t August 2014

The reasons for refusal in that case concerned:

i.  unacceptable development of part of a protected open air sports facility
and local green space, development on a site which is not allocated for
development in an adopted plan and which is not needed to meet NPPF
5 or 10 year housing land availability requirements;

il. design;

lil. overlooking.

Appeal (written representations) dismissed 5% May 2015 (Appendix 3) the
Inspector concluded that there was still a need to protect the site for open
space uses and this would not be outweighed by the contribution to housing
provision. The development would compromise the quality of the character
and appearance of the area.

15/02402/OUT - Outline application (fixing access only) for 45 residential units
consisting of 4 x 1-bed flats, 14 x 2-bed flats, 10 x 3-bed flats, 10 x 3-bed houses
and 7 x 4-bed houses. Provision of private amenity space, 79 car parking spaces,
access road, landscaping and public recreation space. DECLINED TO DETERMINE
11th November 2015 (because the Secretary of State had dismissed an appeal
within the last 2 years in respect of a similar application).

16/02651/OUT - Outline application seeking permission for 72 new Affordable Key
Worker dwellings, retention of and extension to existing parking area, together with
private amenity space, access road, landscaping and new publicly accessible
recreation space. RECEIVED 12.10.2016, IN PROCESS OF CONSIDERATION.

THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

1. The site is located within a primarily residential area accessed from Barracks
Lane via William Morris Close. It is bounded to the south, west and east by
residential development (Crescent Close; properties in and accessed off
Crescent Road including Beresford Place; properties fronting Hollow Way
including Hopkins Court; and William Morris Close). It is bounded to the north by
the open air facilities of the Tyndale Community School. The site access via
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William Morris Close off Barrack’s Lane also gives access to Tyndale Community
School.

2. The site extends to 1.24ha. It is an open air sports field and associated car park
which is fenced to prevent public use and not in use privately. It has a public
footpath passing through it joining William Morris Close with Crescent Road via
Beresford Place.

THE PROPOSAL
3. The application is in outline with all matters reserved except access.

4. 45 new dwellings are proposed. The indicative layout shows units arranged as 5
blocks of flats (one block 2-storey, and four blocks 2%:-storeys between 9.25m
and 11.5m high to the ridge) and 4 runs of 2-storey and 2'%-storey terraced or
semi-detached houses (with private gardens). 23 of the units (51%) are to be
affordable in accordance with Policy CS24 of the adopted Core Strategy, and
HP3 of the adopted Sites and Housing Plan. The proposed mix of dwellings is
consistent with the Balance of Dwellings SPD and complies with Policy CS23 of
the Core Strategy.

5. 79 car parking spaces are shown (in a mixture of on-street and off-street spaces,
and some on-plot garages), together with cycle and waste storage, and
landscaping.

6. The built development is shown to be arranged around three sides of an open
recreation area of 0.26ha which is intended to be freely accessible to the public.
The applicant has also offered to make a financial contribution of £450,000
(£10,000 per property) towards the provision of leisure facilities elsewhere in
Oxford.

7. The applicant has sought to justify this proposal through the submitted Planning
Statement in the following terms:

i. the site has no public access, it is degraded and detracts from the
character of the area. The proposal offers publicly accessible open
space for recreation (0.26ha) which can also accommodate junior
pitches if desired, and will be landscaped to enhance the area. In
addition £450,000 is offered towards leisure facilities elsewhere in the
City. These proposals (on-site open space and financial contribution)
are better than have been achieved when other open spaces in the City
have been developed;

ii. delivery of housing in Oxford has fallen below the Core Strategy target
and continues to fall. This site is available and can deliver the mix of
market and affordable housing required by adopted policy;

iii. the current Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
shows that the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing in Oxford
is far greater than set out in the Core Strategy and cannot be met by
available and deliverable sites. In those circumstances, in determining
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Vi.

Vii.

this application, greater weight should be given to providing market and
affordable housing;

the NPPF makes clear that local planning authorities should be
boosting their supply of housing significantly. Neighbouring authorities
have cast doubt on the robustness of the City’s SHLAA work and they
assert that Oxford should be doing more to address unmet need within
(rather than outside) the City. It is suggested that rather than excluding
protected sites from consideration for housing development, the City
should ask whether such protection is justified. This site can reduce
reliance on sites outside the City;

the illustrative layout demonstrates that parking standards can be met
without overburdening the local highway network. No highway
objections have been raised in respect of previous applications;

the dwellings will have acceptable internal and external amenity and will
be low carbon; they will relate acceptably with surrounding properties;

in its current degraded state the site achieves none of these benefits.

DETERMINING ISSUES

8. Residents are concerned that this is a repeat application which the Council
should decline to determine. On this occasion however, there are no reasons to
decline determination.

9. The determining issues are:

Principle

principle of development - do the City’s housing needs outweigh the
site’s protection as an open space?;

quantum of development — do the indicative drawings demonstrate that
the site has the capacity to accommodate the proposals in a
satisfactory way?; and,

other site specific issues.

The need for this site to be retained as open space

10.The site is currently green open space with associated car parking. It is protected
by Policy SR2 of the adopted Oxford Local Plan 2016 which states that planning
permission will not be granted for development that would result in the loss of
open-air sports facilities where there is a need for the facility to be retained or the
open area provides an important green space for local residents. Complementary
to this, Policy CS21 of the adopted Core Strategy 2026 identifies the Council’s
aspiration to achieve and maintain an overage average of 5.75ha of public
accessible green space per 1,000 population. This is to be achieved by refusing
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the grant of planning permission that results in the loss of sports and leisure
facilities.

11.The subdivision of the site through the introduction of fencing that presently
precludes public access, does not change the status of the site for planning
purposes (recreational open space) or its planning policy protection. This position
was upheld in the 2014 and 2015 appeal decisions, which confirmed that both the
open space and car parking areas of the site are recreational open space, and
the policy protection afforded by Policies SR2 and CS21 should be applied to
them.

12.The SR2 designation originally sought to protect a wider area and has already
been reduced in size by new developments:

i. in 2004 when the redevelopment of the former Morris Motors Club was
allowed as a balanced decision in order to enable the upgrading of
recreational facilities offered even though there was a reduction in the
open space available on the site; and,

ii. in 2013 when approving the change of use of the former Lord Nuffield
Club (the club building and part of the playing field) to a free school, the
Secretary of State accepted that the area of playing field would be
diminished in size (by 27%) but considered that the integrity and
viability of the retained area (the current application site) as open space
would not be compromised.

13.Subsequently Inspectors determining two recent planning appeals on the whole
of the current site (2014) and the car parking part of the current site (2015) have
supported the need to protect the site for open space uses.

14.The site retains the physical capability to be used as an open air active
recreational resource even though it cannot accommodate full-sized adult
pitches. In relation to previous similar applications, Sport England has
commented that within the City there are current and latent demands for pitch
sports which this retained open space could help to satisfy. The applicant has
also previously provided evidence that the site could help to meet the demand for
football mini-pitches and for football-specific Artificial Grass Pitches.

15.The current application proposals would result in the loss of 80% of the site to
development but the applicant has not put forward evidence that the site is clearly
surplus to requirements for open space, sports or recreation. This evidence is a
requirement of the NPPF and adopted local policies. The applicant argues
instead that the lack of public access means that the site is not a public open
space resource, and that the fencing precludes its utility as a visual amenity; that
the 20% of the site area proposed to be retained as a landscaped open space
(0.26ha) will be open to the public and can be used for formal and informal sport;
and that Oxford’s leisure facilities can be enhanced through the voluntary
financial offer of £450,000.

16.In the view of officers, the site is not surplus to requirements because there are
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identified outdoor sports and recreation needs in the locality that this site can help
to serve; there is an identified substantial shortfall of public open space in this
area, with only approximately 2.95ha per 1000 population compared to the target
5.75ha per 1000; and there is a need to retain the site as a valued green space
within this relatively densely developed part of the City. Local people have given
evidence of the value they place on this site for recreation and as a green space.
The recreational needs of the area have not diminished since the recent
consideration of site for development by the Secretary of State, Inspectors and
the Council.

17.As part of the emerging local plan process, evidence about the need and supply

of public open space will be updated, however there are no indications that the
position will have improved. More likely, bearing in mind development in the local
area in recent years, the ratio is likely to worsen: the need for open space will be
even stronger in this part of Oxford as there is a greater number of residents and
a relatively smaller amount of open space.

18.The retention of only 0.26ha of the site as open space, which is only 20% of the

area which Inspectors have recently concluded should be protected as open
space, is not sufficient to serve the identified needs of the area.

19.Moreover, while accepting that that the proposed 0.26ha open space will be

freely open to the public, its utility to serve the wider identified recreational needs
of the locality is questionable. It will be central to the new houses. It will
undoubtedly be an attractive visual amenity for the housing surrounding it, and of
great importance for informal recreation for immediately local residents and small
children playing. Its use for sport and recreation for an incoming user group from
the wider community however would be limited by the competing demands for the
space including changing and the noise nuisance caused to residents that formal
sports might cause in such an enclosed area. There would be no scope for
floodlighting.

Housing Land Supply

20.The offer of £450,000 towards leisure development elsewhere in the City springs

21.

from the clause in Policy SR2 that the loss of open air recreation space may be
acceptable where there is a need for the development (in this case housing),
there are no alternative green field sites and the facility can be replaced by equal
or improved replacement facilities. This is echoed in paragraph 74 of the NPPF
where it says that open space should not be built on unless inter alia the loss
would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in terms of quality or quantity
elsewhere.

In those terms the application asserts that the weight of housing need and low
rates of housing delivery in the City and the ability of this scheme to contribute to
meeting housing needs in the short term means that the loss of 80% of the site to
housing with 0.26ha retained for freely accessible leisure use, plus a financial
contribution to leisure facilities elsewhere is in accordance with policy.
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22.The NPPF requires local planning authorities, through local plan-making and
decision-making, to boost the supply of housing significantly, to deliver a wide
choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create
sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. The NPPF also stresses that the
planning system is plan-led and that planning decisions should be taken in
accordance with up to date plans unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. The Council’s local plan is up to date albeit currently the subject of
review.

23.Through its adopted policies (Core Strategy CS2 and CS24, and policies of the
Sites and Housing Plan) and through its planning decisions the Council
demonstrates that it accords great weight to meeting housing needs but it is well
understood that Oxford cannot achieve the whole housing requirement within its
area. Through monitoring, the rate of delivery of housing is also understood.
These issues are being addressed through the Oxford Local Plan Review which
is in progress and through on-going housing market work.

24.The Council affords great weight to the valuable contribution that this scheme
could make to meeting housing needs in the short term and in particular to
meeting affordable housing needs through the development of 23 affordable units
in accordance with policy. However the Council is currently able to demonstrate
an acceptable housing land supply in accordance with the requirements of the
National Planning Policy Framework, and there are no overriding housing land
supply or housing delivery reasons why this site should be developed as
proposed when it is still needed to serve green open space needs and is
protected as such.

25.This approach is supported by the 2014 and 2015 appeal decisions on the
application site: the Inspectors concluded that the benefits of those schemes in
terms of the delivery of affordable units did not outweigh the need to continue to
protect site as an open space.

26.No other balancing reasons or mitigating circumstances are apparent which
would predicate housing development on this site and it can therefore be
concluded that there is no overriding need for housing development to take place
on it.

Conclusion on need

27.In all these circumstances, the recommendation is that this site should continue
to be retained as a whole as open space to help serve the recreational needs of
this part of Oxford and as a green space which can contribute to the character of
the area and the quality of life.

Quantum of Development
28.The NPPF requires that local authorities seek high quality design and a good
standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. It

suggests that opportunities should be taken through the design of new
development to improve the character and quality of an area and the way it
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functions. Policies CP1, CP6 and CP8 of the Oxford Local Plan, together with
Policy CS18 of the Core Strategy and Policies HP9, HP13 and HP14 of the Sites
and Housing Plan in combination require that development proposals incorporate
high standards of design and respect local character.

29.This is an outline application with all matters apart from access reserved. While
wishing to see the best use of the site’s capacity were it to be recommended for
approval, the illustrative drawing has raised concerns about the capacity of the
site to achieve this level of development if national and adopted local design
policies are to be achieved.

30.The relationship of the blocks of flats to the retained trees on the eastern and
southern boundaries may give rise to direct impacts on the trees; and the
gardens or other outdoor amenity to plots 8-23 would be shaded for much, if not
all, of the day. This may predicate a reduced number of units if the layout is
adjusted to mitigate these effects.

31.The Highway Authority, while not objecting to the principle of the development
has raised concerns which may impact on the capacity of the site, namely:

i.  in order to retain permeability through the site, it needs to be demonstrated
that the pedestrian and cycle access between the south-west of the
proposed development and Crescent Road can be provided and upgraded
via third party land within Beresford Place;

ii. vehicle tracking analysis is required which shows that Fire Engines and
refuse collection vehicles can safely enter and exit the development in
forward gear;

iii. details are required of the forward visibility on the main access road within
the development; and,

iv.  greater clarification is required regarding cycle parking facilities.

32.For these reasons it is considered that it has not been demonstrated that 45
dwellings can be accommodated satisfactorily on this site in accordance with
adopted policies.

Other site specific issues

33.Local consultations have been carried out concerning air quality, land quality,
archaeology, ecology and drainage. No objections have been raised to the
principle of this development subject in most cases to conditions were the
application otherwise to be recommended for approval.

Conclusion: refuse on the grounds that the site is not allocated for housing and
should be retained as an open space for recreation and for its value as a green
space. Also on the ground that it has not been demonstrated that the quantum of
development proposed can be achieved satisfactorily in accordance with adopted

policy.
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Human Rights Act 1998

Officers have considered the implications of the Human Rights Act 1998 in reaching
a recommendation to refuse this application. They consider that the interference
with the human rights of the applicant under Article 8/Article 1 of Protocol 1 is
justifiable and proportionate for the protection of the rights and freedom of others
or the control of his/her property in this way is in accordance with the general
interest.

Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998

Officers have considered, with due regard, the likely effect of the proposal on the
need to reduce crime and disorder as part of the determination of this application,
in accordance with section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. In reaching a
recommendation to refusal of planning permission, officers consider that the
proposal will not undermine crime prevention or the promotion of community
safety.

Background Papers: 02/02046/FUL; 12/02935/FUL; 12/02967/FUL;
13/01096/FUL; 13/02500/0UT; 14/01670/0OUT; 15/02402/OUT; 16/00797/OUT;
16/02651/OUT.

Contact Officer: Fiona Bartholomew

Extension: 2774
Date: 22 November 2016
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