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Item

Ref. No

Content

01

17/00321/0UT
CD.9631

Suggested amendment to wording of Condition 8 on
Page 21 of the Schedule -

Prior to the erection of any external walls of the
development hereby approved a foul drainage strategy
detailing any on and/or off site drainage works and a
timetable of proposed works shall be submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the sewerage undertaker and the
development shall be undertaken fully in accordance with
the agreed details. No dwelling shall be occupied until the
discharge of foul water from the site has been accepted
into the public system fully in accordance with the
drainage works referred to in the strategy unless a
temporary alternative is first agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.

Reason: The development may lead to sewage flooding;
to ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to cope
with the new development; and in order to avoid adverse
environmental impact upon the community.

Comments of the Housing Officer — Please see
attached dated 8" May 2017.

Letter of Objection — Please see attached letter dated 1*
Match 2017.

02

16/04611/FUL
CD.1647/Y

One further objection received -

‘Whilst the revised proposals are reduced in scale and
moved away from the back of the site | would still question
whether the design is worthy of a site within the AONB?
Perhaps the application should be reviewed by the
Architects' Design Panel? Another major concern is the
traffic as already previously documented. As far as | can
see there is no change to the traffic management at the
approach to the site i.e. no provision for traffic turning right
into or out of the site. This is going to cause serious delays
and frustration with queuing traffic and exacerbate the
already over congested approach into Moreton town
centre. ltis too late to argue about the position of this
supermarket and whilst many would argue that Moreton

2




needs another supermarket it should be placed nearer to
where all the new houses are being built - there are no
food outlets on the eastern side of town at all where the
majority of the houses are being buiit. This means that
anyone wanting to shop at Aldi will have to drive through
Moreton and further add to the congestion experienced
already. The landscaping proposals seem very minimal
and this will not help the light and noise pollution which will
have an adverse effect on the local environment and the
hospital in particular, with light pollution and noisy lorry
deliveries all through the night disturbing the tranquillity of
the hospital setting. The impact of this store on local
businesses is also of serious concern.’

04

16/02407/FUL
CT.8494/B

Down Ampney Parish Council have written in support
of the application and they raise the following points -

Space is running out at the existing graveyard.
There has been significant community effort to
raise funds for the planning application and the
subsequent works.

e The EA’s precautionary stance is overly cautious
and is causing needless community upset.

e The water table in the area fluctuates and
gravediggers have previously reported the ground
near the church to be dry, even for double burials.

e Ampney Brook is 200 metres away and is unlikely
to be contaminated by leachate.

05

17/00004/FUL
CD.3972/N

Case Officer - Within the last paragraph on p116 the
overall height and length of the proposed building was
inserted incorrectly and should read as below:

The existing dwelling is a dormer style property measuring
approximately 6.61m in height. It has a linear form
measuring approximately 13m in length by 5.4m in depth.
In contrast the proposed dwelling will be approximately
5.8m high and will have a principal elevation measuring
approximately 23m in length and a rear range measuring
approximately 9m in width.

07 &
08

16/03490/LBC
CT.9112/F

&
16/03489/FUL
CT.9112/E

Supporting Statement from Agent — Please see
attached.




Martin Perks

From: Anwen Hughes

Sent: 08 May 2017 17:52

To: Parish Council Longborough

Cc: Martin Perks; Sue Jepson

Subject: Planning application for land adjacent to Plum Tree Close, Longborough
Dear Jenny

Thank you for taking the time to speak to me today. | understand that the planning application for the above site is
to go before planning committee this Wednesday (10" May).

| note that the parish council is supporting the mix proposed by the developer, not the mix proposed by the housing
team at CDC. | wanted to make clear, before the planning application goes before committee, the reasoning for the
mix proposed by the council and the potential implications of deviating from that mix.

Rented affordable housing is allocated through the council’s housing register. This is a choice based lettings system
where applicants ‘bid’ for the size of properties they are eligible for, in locations they wish to live in. The number of
bedrooms an applicant is eligible for is based on the number, age and relationship of household members, in
accordance with national housing benefit guidelines. In order to make best use of housing stock and limit the
welfare bill, this means that a single person or a couple with no children are only be eligible for a 1 bedroom
property, and a couple with two children (15 and under for same sex and 9 and under for different sexes) are only
be eligible for a 2 bedroom property. Whilst they may wish to have a larger property, if they are applying for
affordable i.e. subsidised housing they will be allocated property according to their assessed need, not their
demand.

Whilst the parish needs survey identified a demand for 2, 3 and 4 bedroom rented homes, the households assessed
need i.e. what they will be eligible for on the housing register, is different. The 2 bed demand is from couples, who
would only be eligible for 1 bed properties on the council’s register and the 4 bed demand would only be eligible for
a 3 bed at present.

There are approx. 1650 households on the council’s register for rented affordable housing. The housing mix
proposed by the council was targeted at the identified need (not demand) of Longborough. Whilst priority for
allocation is set to start at parish level as with all our new sites, it only applies to eligible households. This means
that for a 2 bedroom house, a single or couple from Longborough would not be eligible to bid for the property,
therefore would not have priority over a single/couple with children from outside the parish.

As this is not a rural exception site, the housing mix does not need to closely match the assessed need from the
parish needs survey. With 1650 households on the Register, there is sufficient District need to support a different
mix, however the consequences of this is that the homes are unlikely to be allocated to local people if they are not
of a size to meet local need. There are currently no 1 bedroom rented affordable homes in Longborough, so there
are no opportunities for singles and couples to meet their housing need in the village. In addition to the parish
housing needs survey, the council’s housing register also indicates that the majority of applicants with a
Longborough connection and a preference to live in Longborough are 1 bedroom need. This was the rational for
requesting three no. 1 bedroom homes for rent on this site.

We recommend that the low cost ownership homes for this site are shared ownership as there is no shared
ownership in Longborough at present. Shared ownership caters for a far wider range of household incomes than any
other low cost homeownership product and would have the best chance of meeting local need. Allocations for
shared ownership are different. Previously, applicants were eligible for one more bedroom that their assessed need
i.e. a couple could purchase a two bed shared ownership home. This has now been relaxed by central government
and there is no restriction on the number of bedrooms for shared ownership. As a result of this, there is little
demand for 1 bedroom shared ownership properties and we would recommend a 2 bedroom shared ownership
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home for this site. If both homes were to be provided as shared ownership we would consider a 2 bed and a 3 bed
to offer choice.

For Discount Sale homes, applicants have to be able to demonstrate that they cannot afford to meet their housing
need on the open market. Whilst we allow purchase of one more bedroom than assessed need (as this was
previously allowed be central government for shared ownership), a couple would not be eligible for a 3 bed home.
The discounted price of a 3 bed home would still exceed the open market cost of a 1 bed home, therefore they
would be assessed ineligible as a result of being able to meet their need on the open market. Evidence from other
sites in the north Cotswolds (Moreton and Mickleton) has shown that 1 bed and 3 bed Discount Sale Homes are
more difficult to sell as couples are eligible for 2 beds and, even with a discount, 3 bedroom homes are still too
expensive for local wages. We recommend that any discount sale properties on this site are 2 bedroom. A local
connection cascade applies to discount sale homes as well as others so if there was no local person able to
purchase, it would cascade out to surrounding parishes and district. After a period of time if there were no suitable
applicants the developer has the option to sell the home privately at full open market value and offer the council a
commuted sum to the value of the intended discount for provision of affordable housing elsewhere.

| apologise that the email is a little longer than hoped but allocations are more complex than they initially appear.
Whilst the council can support a different mix to that which | proposed, | need to make sure that the consequences
of that decision are clearly understood. We often receive a lack of support for new development from local people
where previous schemes have been or are perceived to have been let to people from outside the parish. However if
the homes built do not meet the locally assessed need then this is likely to be the outcome as we cannot expect a
housing association to hold a property empty until a local family needs it. if there is no eligible local applicant at the
time the property is ready to let, it will be allocated to someone in need from outside the parish.

I hope this is helpful and would be grateful if you could share it with parish councillors at your meeting tonight.

Regards

Anwen Hughes

Strategic Housing Manager (Interim)
Cotswold District Council

Website: www.cotswold.gov.uk

email: anwen.hughes@cotswold.gov.uk
Tel: 01285 623000
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FAO. The Planning Officer Mark Barber

Cotswold District Council The Rectory
Trinity Road Longborough
Cirencester Moreton in Marsh
Gloucestershire Gloucestershire
GL7 1PX. GL56 0QF.

1% March 2017.

Dear Sir,

Reference: Objection to Planning Application 17/00321/0UT

| felt compelled to write to you as a concerned resident of Longborough, where the development
referenced above is being proposed adjacent to the existing development at Plum Tree Close.

| note that the planning notice states:

“An application has been received for the following development which does not accord with
the provisions of the development plan in force in the area in which the application site is
located”.

To which | ask, why is it being considered when there are several good reasons why this blatantly
profiteering property development scheme should be declined?

The Cotswolds AONB is steadily being blighted with every possible piece of potential development
land being touted as a suitable site to erect more dwellings on. If these various developments are all
passed, our children will inherit a sprawling conurbation that, locally to me, merges Moreton in Marsh
with Stow on the Wold, and no doubt similar situations elsewhere in the district.

Specifically, to this application, | note the following reasons why | firmly believe that this application
should be declined;

o There is a new development at Dunstalt Farm, Moreton in Marsh, which substantially eclipses
any other local need for affordable homes being built.

e Additional stress on an already struggling village drainage system, with unresolved sewer
issues at the existing Plum Tree Close development.
Irrevocable destruction of green space within the AONB.
Longborough is not within the Gloucestershire Development Boundary, so does not have this
pressure to be developed.

e Previous development at Plum Tree Close was Approved only as AN EXCEPTION and
because it was for social housing, not affordable homes.

e This proposal is not supported by the Parish Council

e This is not Social Housing, there is no proven requirement for Market Led Affordable housing
in Longborough. My understanding is that a portion of the proposed development is for muilti
bedroom “executive commuter” housing that would command prices in excess of affordable
housing.

| hope that when reviewing this application you will see it for what it is, an opportunistic commercial
development to line the pockets of the developer and their advisers whilst spoiling yet another piece
of the AONB. | would also comment that should this development be passed it will undoubtablly prove
to be the thin end of the wedge with other pockets of arable land or light industrial sites jumping on
the bandwagon.

Respectfully yours,
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—{ \\gf(\ﬁicp%Z\\Qu‘T |

CO G3HA\ -



YN 0D SY WNIULOD) MMM 3JISGOM
G9G8G9 G8CI0 I3l
AdZ /1D ‘IB1s82UBID “1SNIDWIOOM BYL DT ‘SODIAISS [DINIDSLYDIY WNIULOD

"ZWyy Of paroIddo SO ZW9'9 WO} DBID UOISUSIXS

Ul UolIDNPal D sjuasaldal PUD SJ0Is Ul JSOPOW A[SWBIXS

D3IO UOISUSIXS PaAoIddp Ajsnoiraid S,1| "USYDI BYJ SO [[oM SO USPIDB 8y} Of UOID8UUOD

_11 O YHM 820ds Buluip © 81081 0} sl DO spualD ay]
|

: ‘IoAociddo puIbluo syl epasiodns
O} papuUs}Ul S| @ SWSBYDS SIY} SIO8)4aJ UOIDIBPISUOD

Jepun uoloolddo ay] "uoldo Ja}ag b 8g PINOM

_ 103 8y} 0} Apjadold By} pusixs 0O} BUIBYDS SAIJDUISIID UD
i 1Dy} papN|DUOD SUSID 8y} SUoidOo JIsyl BULBPISUOD IB|Y

S A VLT BN

_ ‘sfuswialinbal 1By} 41N} +,UPINOM || POPNIOUOD
_ SJUal|D By} AjlBioWI N PUD SWN|OA MBU Sy} PaLD|OSI
|oAoIddp sy} ub o} papssu asiwoidwod ay| ‘ajisoddo
ol _ pPajIIsN||l SO YINOS 8y} 0} DaID 8y} ||Jul 0} paAciddp
usaq soy Apadoid sy} puaixs 0} suwBYDSs sNOIABID VY

NOILVWAOLNI ANNOADADVY
T "}S0J By} O} SJUBWIBIS JOUQ Pal
o [oUOIOUN) BI0W By} PUD JSOM Yt 0} 86Dju0l) a1plogqp|e
Uuo YHm wio} upid Jojiwis o Jo 8o saiiadold saiyl ||V

"|1981IS 19]590Nn0|9
=3 ZS 2 0S UM anjpA dnoub syl 1oy Ajupowiud 1Sl 8yt ul pspnioul
T _./ S YDIym Bulp|ing pajs]] || oppIO O S| jo8llS 181s8oN0|D #§

L/ _- J w NOILONAOJALNI

181S8DUBIID ‘IS IBIS8ONOID S TN4/06¥€0/9 | 8 DO4T1/68¥€0/9 |

AOILBC. o |

Q1 +C=>.
\blo2u@A\FoL cvau2|E

iy

®,

\

He=cne
% (o



D8lJD UoIsualxa uolpIIddo JUaund

-

P -

3N 0D SV WNIULIOD) MMM 81ISOOM
G9G8G99 ¢8¢C 10 ‘12l

AdZ 2719 "I8§S90UBIID ‘1ONIDWIOOM BYL DT ‘SODIAISS [DINIDBHYDIY WNIULOD

"AjI02I1sAyd plodal siy} sealasaid

pajdopo ubissp ay} 850D SIY} Ul PUD UOIIN|OAS

sBuIp|INg 8y} JO AIOISIY D UIDJUIDWI O} SOAISS

sse@20ud Buluup|d ay] "|9A8] SWOS O} WO} |pUIBLIO
Sy} ysow A|lgopAS UL |IIM BUlp|Ing AU Buipualxgy e

"Buipiing

|[OUIBLIO 8y} JO AHIIQIBS| 8y} suID}al ALIDSID YDIym

SWIDJ} PaZDIO D O} JDUG WO} SPDLW SI YP3I] JI03|D

D% |JoM UspIDb [USDDIPL By} JO sBUDPUNOQ Byl
UIYylIm WIoj [pulbluo ay} pusixs Aldwis sjosodoid ay| e

‘Buipjing ay} jo wioy jpuibuo
9Yj Bupjsow of saypjal [psnjdl 10j USAIB UOSDSI Jsiif dY]

"9UO 9pPIA0Id O] spLW UBaQ sPY jsenbal

OU puD AIPSSeI8U 8 0} Ibaddp |, usaop i jpsodoud

SIY} JO 8INjou 8yl UBAID g6 legquinu o sjposodoud

paaoiddp By} s ||BM SO BB YDSs paAciddo
AlSnoIASId By} 10} AIDSSODDU PBIDPISUOD |, USOM SIY| e

‘papiroid
U99q J,Uspy JudWIssaSSD IBDJLIBY D DY} SOIDYS IDI1YO Y|

"Jayteboyp sbuipiNngino

8y} ISO| SPY g6 Jagwinu g ps||opow-al usaq soy
UOHDIISBUS) 8y} JNQ WO} [DUIBLIO 8y} SUIb}a) g JoquInNN
"OWIDS 8y} 910 OM} OU DY} SI YDIYM JO [jNsal 8y} ‘Sulll JOAO
PBA|OAS 9ADY dNOIB By} W0y joyi saljiedoid saly) ||V

SINGWWOD 321440 O1 ISNOJS3Y

19}590UBIID IS 191s8DN0ID G TNA/06¥E0/9 1 8 D91/68v€0/9 |

Herre O O

\b\TRQoRT TN |
\o|UDAFUL Cr ana e

Q



3N 0D SYWNIULIOD MMM 8]ISTOM
G9G8G9 G810 Iel
AdZ £1D 194s80uslD ‘1ONIDWIOOM 84| DZ ‘SODIAISS [DINLDBUYDIY WNIULOD

2 F
oL v Az e

yinos pasodolid

"BUO SIY} JO INOADJ Ul swsYds paaoiddo Aisnoiaaid sy}
ysinbuiai AjoAiosyie o} Addpy ubyj 10w 810 SsjuUsID ay|

"PBlDIS JIBAO 8Q 0} SWoss

Buip|ingino Buysixs sy} jo 8ouppoduit 8y} pauolisenb
},usl seipiadoud sa1y} 8y} Jo soupbpodwl ayj ajiym

® 910¢ Jogquiadaq Ul PaHIWIANS SOM BWaYDs pasinal ay|

AIouwiwnNg

P8I0 UByD}Yy 8y} o uolisod juppoduwil aiow
0 SO PaNBID 87 PINOD {PYM Ul JJIOMYDUQ JO SSO|
IojiwiIs O PapN|ouUl sWayos paaoiddpo Ajsnolaaid ay| e
"Bulysi| 8y} 1o} uospsi Aiowiud sy} AUDS[D s YdIym
(eyisoddo pajousn|i) eboiuoly sy} o yons Auosouw
Juppoduil 810w JO UOID8S D JOoU pupL BulpINgINO
P3}O8UU0D D JO 9|gPB By} SWIO) uolisanb ul jom
ay] "sjpuolpodoldsip 89 o} sipaddo uoyplisaud)
P3OID0SSD S} > FIOMADUQ JO UOIDSS ||DWS O
Jo @ouppoduwl sy} ‘Bulsl dNoIB D JO IXBJUOD By U| e
"SWIN|OA P8}DaID AIMBU By} JO 95N a3DW O} DD
|PUIBLIO JO SSO| 8y} Ul }jNsal A|gpiiAsul [IIm Bulping
AUD O} SWNIOA MBU JO UOIIPPD Sy} S8SDD JSOW U| e

\bloZhEC(L e CTan
lblozueal

HWerees O o> .

G

2LQDJ DLIOSIY JO SSOf DAISUDXD
9y} 0 $3DJ1 [DSNJDI 10§ USAIE UOSDII PUODIIS dY]

‘PauIn}al SI WIOJ SIY] "UMOL

8} Ul $90D1S} UDLODIA AUDW JO 8IN}DS8) UOWWIOD

D SI SIUSWIS|S [DUOI}DUNY SI0OW ‘1031 By} JO UOISUSIXD
8y} yim adpys 71 oidwiis b Jo uoj upid oy e

1B4SODUSBIID ‘IS IB1S8DNOID S TNA/06¥E0/9 | 2 D91/68¥€0/9 1



