Agenda Item 17

SOUTH DOWNS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
Held at: 10.00am on 9 March 2023 at The Memorial Hall, South Downs Centre.

Present: Heather Baker (Chair), Therese Evans, Debbie Curnow-Ford, Janet Duncton, John Hyland,
lan Phillips, and Isabel Thurston.

Officers: Tim Slaney (Director of Planning), Rebecca Moutrey (Senior Solicitor), Robert Ainslie
(Development Manager), Mike Hughes (Major Planning Projects & Performance Manager),
Stella New (Development Management Lead), David Boyson (Conservation Officer),
Katharine Stuart (Planning Policy Lead), Amy Tyler Jones (Senior Planning Policy Officer),
Richard Fryer (Senior Governance Officer), and Jane Roberts (Governance Officer).

OPENING REMARKS

110.  The Chair welcomed Members to the meeting and informed those present that South
Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) Members had a primary responsibility for ensuring
that the Authority furthered the National Park Purposes and Duty. That Members regarded
themselves first and foremost as Members of the Authority, and would act in the best
interests of the National Park as a whole, rather than as representatives of their appointing
body or any interest groups.

ITEM |I: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

I1l.  There were apologies for absence from Alun Alesbury, Gary Marsh, Robert Mocatta,
Andrew Shaxson and Richard Waring.

ITEM 2: DECLARATION OF INTERESTS
112.  The following declaration was made:

e The Chair declared a non-prejudicial, public service interest on behalf of all Members as
David Coldwell, who was a speaker on Agenda item 6 was previously a Member of the
SDNPA, and had been a member of the Planning Committee, and was known to some of
the Committee.

¢ John Hyland and Janet Duncton declared a personal interest on Agenda item 7 and
would remove themselves for the item.

ITEM 3: MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING HELD ON 8 DECEMBER 2022

I13.  The minutes of the previous meeting held on 9 February 2023 were agreed as a correct
record and signed by the Chair.

ITEM 4: UPDATES ON PREVIOUS COMMITTEE DECISIONS

I14.  Hillside Nursery and Longmore Enterprise Park, decisions had been issued for both
applications following signing of the Legal Agreements (s106’s).

ITEM 5: URGENT ITEMS
|115. There were none.

ITEM 6: SDNP/22/05685/FUL —- CROWLINK CORNER, FRISTON

I16.  The Officer presented the application and reminded Members of the report (Report
PC22/23-26) and the update sheet.

I17.  The following speakers addressed the committee against the application:
e David Coldwell, representing Friends of the South Downs.
e John Scott, personal capacity as a local resident.
o  ClIr Paul Seeley, representing the Parish Council.

118.  The following speakers addressed the committee in support of the application:
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e Mary-Jane Higgins, as the applicant.
e Chris Wojtulewski, as the agent.
e Richard Murray, personal capacity.

The Committee considered the report by the Director of Planning (Report PC22/23-26),
the updates and the public speaker comments and commented as follows:

*  Would there be right of access to Crowlink Corner via Crowlink Place should the
properties fall into separate ownership?

e Plans showed the path followed the contours of the landscape, close to the flint wall.
e The fact that the right of access is at all times and for all purposes was significant.
e The proposal was an improvement on the current informal track.

e Any access would damage the landscape. Local residents did not want to see a track
there. National Trust were supporting a pragmatic solution to minimise damage. Did not
like the proposal but the current situation could not continue.

e  Was there sufficient turning and parking space at Crowlink Corner?

e There was sympathy with the owner for access. Crowlink Corner was an isolated
building without constructed access but with right of access. There were a number of
similar dwellings in the National Park without permanent access. This could set a
precedent and the impact may have far reaching effects that would not conserve or
enhance the landscape.

¢ Did the proposal conserve or enhance the landscape? On balance, allowing the
development could be more harmful than maintaining the status quo.

e There was appreciation of the objections from local residents and the Parish Council but
could not see any material planning reason to refuse the application. This would be an
improvement from a visual and landscape perspective. The National Trust was not
objecting and the width of the track was being reduced. Could the current track still be
used, leaving two tracks?

e The Chair noted the situation needed attention. The current track had been made by
modern vehicles and a return to the situation in 1927 was not realistic. There would
need to be access to Crowlink Corner and it was better to manage the situation than
leave the existing status quo.

Members were advised:

e Crowlink Pace and Crowlink Corner were currently owned by the same owner. Should
the properties ownership be severed, a right of way would need to be negotiated.

e There was ample space for turning and parking at Crowlink Corner. There was an
existing area of hard standing that would be used for parking and turning.

e Restoration of the existing track would be secured by Condition 9.

e W/ith regard to precedent, this was a very unusual situation given the existing legal right
of access at all times and for all purposes. Members were to judge each case on its own
merits.

RESOLVED:

Planning permission was granted subject to the conditions set out in paragraph 10.| of the
report and the update sheet.

John Hyland and Janet Duncton Left the Meeting at 10.52am

Vanessa Rowlands Chair of the Authority joined the Meeting at 10.52am
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ITEM 7: NEPCOTE, FINDON

124.
125.

126.

127.

128.

The Officer reminded Members of the report.

The following speakers addressed the committee against the application:
o  Geoffrey Wyatt, personal capacity.

e Etta Wyatt, personal capacity.

e Becky Hill, personal capacity.

The Committee considered the report by the Director of Planning (Report PC22/23-27) and
commented as follows:

e The Chair of the Authority thanked the public speakers for their contributions. How
would conservation designation impact the businesses within the area designated?
Paragraph 4.12, was the designation just aspirational?

e  Would there be extra time or complications added to processing planning applications if
it were in a conservation area?

e The conservation area would recognise the contribution to the landscape, preventing
harm rather than imposing duties and obligations. Any works to trees that were dead or
dangerous would be exempt from normal requirements. There was no imposition of the
landowner to carry out any suggested works. Paragraph 4.12 and purpose of the
Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (CAAMP). referenced one purpose
of the CAAMP outlined, what was the other purposes?

e There was a compelling case for the designation, and it could be very beneficial to
people working in the area, protecting it well into the future.

e The benefits of designation far outweighed any disadvantages.

Members were advised:

e Paragraph 4.12 referred to historic landscape restoration, giving opportunities for
enhancement. There was potential to add trees, but this was aspirational with no power
to impose upon and the landowner. The designation could be used to support
applications for funding to meet these aspirations.

e Hundreds of businesses and large estates were within conservation areas. Conservation
areas frequently have the mix of elements we see in this proposal.

e  When an area is designated under Section 72, a statutory duty is imposed upon the
Authority to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing that
area. This is done through the normal planning process and should not add significant
time. With regard to trees within the area that are not subject to Tree Protection
Orders, the local planning authority must be consulted before works commence and a
response must be produced within six weeks.

e The other purpose of the CAAMP was that the area had a special architectural interest
which would bring some limitations on permitted development rights but would give the
Planning Department extra information on the design of buildings. Pre-planning advice
was advice, not a necessary, but had the potential to save both time and money.

RESOLVED:

I. The Committee approved the designation of the area identified on the map forming
Appendix | (as amended through the Update Sheet) to this report as a Conservation
Area under Section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990.

2. Endorsed and adopted the Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (CAAMP),
forming Appendix Il to this report (as amended through the Update Sheet), for the
purposes of development management and to inform the wider activities of the National
Park Authority and its partners.
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John Hyland returned to the meeting at 11.39

ITEM 8: APPEALS UPDATE

130.  The Officer reminded Members of the report.
131.  The Committee considered the report by the Director of Planning (Report PC22/23-28) and
commented as follows:
132.  The Queens Hotel had the decision reheard in open court for a second time, was this
possible?
133.  Members were advised:
e The challenge in relation to the Queens Hotel had been decided by a judge based on the
papers alone. The claimant has the ability to request that the matter is heard in person
in court. There had at present been no decision made.
e Page 131 and 132, SD30 and SD31 are the most challenging policies for our host
authorities and communities, with the policies being very difficult to draft. There were
no patterns in the appeals that were lost.
e Policies SD30 and SD3 1 would need to be looked at with the rewrite of the Local Plan.
134. RESOLVED:

Noted the outcome of appeal decisions.
135.  The Chair closed the meeting at | |.44pm
CHAIR
Signed:
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SOUTH DOWNS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
Held at:  10.00am on |3 April 2023 at The Memorial Hall, South Downs Centre.

Present: Heather Baker (Chair), Alun Alesbury, Debbie Curnow-Ford, Janet Duncton, Therese
Evans, John Hyland, Gary Marsh, lan Phillips, Isabel Thurston and Richard Waring.

Officers: Tim Slaney (Director of Planning), Rebecca Moutrey (Senior Solicitor), Robert Ainslie
(Development Manager), Mike Hughes (Major Planning Projects & Performance Manager),
Richard Ferguson (Development Management Lead), Naomi Langford (Major Projects
Officer), Richard Fryer (Senior Governance Officer), and Jane Roberts (Governance
Officer).

OPENING REMARKS

110.  The Chair welcomed Members to the meeting and informed those present that South
Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) Members had a primary responsibility for ensuring
that the Authority furthered the National Park Purposes and Duty. That Members regarded
themselves first and foremost as Members of the Authority, and would act in the best
interests of the National Park as a whole, rather than as representatives of their appointing
body or any interest groups. The Chair thanked Therese Evans and Isabel Thurston for their
service to the Planning Committee as this was their last Planning Committee.

ITEM I: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

I1l.  There were apologies for absence from Robert Mocatta and Andrew Shaxson.
ITEM 2: DECLARATION OF INTERESTS

112.  The following declarations were made:

e A public service interest from Debbie Curnow-Ford on Agenda Item 6 as a Hampshire
County Councillor.

e A public service interest from Therese Evans on Agenda Item 6 as she had served on the
AONB with Sir James Scott, speaker against the application.

ITEM 3: MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING HELD ON 8 DECEMBER 2022

[13.  The minutes of the previous meeting held on 9 March 2023 were agreed as a correct record
and signed by the Chair.

ITEM 4: UPDATES ON PREVIOUS COMMITTEE DECISIONS
114.  None.

ITEM 5: URGENT ITEMS

I15.  There were none.

ITEM 6: SDNP/22/05643/FUL - BULMER HOUSE, PETERSFIELD

I16.  The Officer presented the application and reminded Members of the report (Report
PC22/23-29) and the update sheet.

117.  The following speakers addressed the committee against the application:
e Sir James Scott speaking in a personal capacity.
e Sarah Brooks speaking in a personal capacity.
I118.  The following speakers addressed the committee in support of the application:
e CllIr Paul Milner speaking on behalf of Petersfield Town Council.
e Mark Slater speaking as the agent.

e ClIr Liz Fairhurst speaking on behalf of Hampshire County Council.
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The Committee considered the report by the Director of Planning (Report PC22/23-29),
the updates and the public speaker comments and commented as follows:

The design presented had shown improvement from the previous application.

How would parking be calculated and what provision for deliveries would be made for
the onsite restaurant?

There were no objections from the Highways Authority regarding any traffic
consequences from the proposed development however a higher volume of traffic could
have an impact on local residents.

The design included rain gardens and energy saving which were pleasing. The
development would deliver a significant benefit to the town given the need for this type
of housing.

There was concern on the potential for the development overlooking onto neighbours’
properties.

The previous application had been refused and that decision was being appealed. Would
the previous application be withdrawn?

Would there be development rights to prevent the development becoming larger?
Would swift boxes be included in the proposal as swifts are in decline?

The scheme would be judged on its own merits and not on the previous scheme.
Architecture broke up the bulk of the building scale. The improvements of open space
were valuable. The court yards on the northern side could be shady but still useable
along with appropriate planting. Management of the landscape would need to be part of
the building maintenance.

There was an impact on neighbouring properties however the distances were
acceptable, and the orientation of neighbouring properties was substantial to the
advantages of the site. The impact was not so significant as to justify a reason for refusal
on amenity grounds.

Boundary trees would offer a degree of screening.
The application was for 100% affordable housing which for which there is a high need.

The solar panels seemed to be obscured by tree foliage for part of the year, would this
not affect their effectiveness?

Would have liked to of seen a style that was more representative of Petersfield, but as
this is not a conservation area and picked up characteristic forms, such as gables, it was
acceptable.

The site was allocated for specialist housing and there was a great need for housing
provision for the elderly in the area.

Members were advised:

Parking provision was informed by the Parking Supplementary Planning Document which
had a parking calculator. However, the SPD offered flexibility in how the standards are
applied and the site is in a sustainable location. Pick up and drop off points on the site
and facilities for refuse had been taken into account with the design.

The recommendation included a travel plan, which would be monitored. There was an
awareness there would be staff and visitors coming and going that the travel plan would
need to reflect and manage.

The elevation at the southern end of the building would face towards Cliff Cottage, it
was important to note that there were acceptable distances to the guidance of the SPD,
and there was intervening vegetation which would help mitigate overlooking. The
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proposed roof terrace would be set back from the south elevation and be further away
from Cliff Cottage. the main wing of the building.

e The previous application was the subject of an appeal. The applicant had indicated that
the new application was their preferred design and it was for them to decide whether to
withdraw the appeal.

e The proposals would not benefit from permitted development rights to enlarge the
building.

e The Ecological Enhancement Plan could include swift boxes.

e Solar Panels could be orientated to face southwest to improve their effectiveness, but
new solar panels are efficient and do not necessarily need direct sunlight. Their
contribution, however efficient, would be beneficial in meeting the energy needs of the
building.

RESOLVED:
l. That planning permission be granted subject to:

i) The completion of a legal agreement to secure the following, the final form of which
is to be delegated to the Director of Planning:

e An extra care housing scheme with a 100% affordable housing tenure.
e A Travel Plan with associated financial contributions.

ii) The completion of a satisfactory preliminary feasible surface water drainage strategy
supported with further infiltration testing and subsequent ground water assessment,
the consideration of which is delegated to the Director of Planning, as necessary.

iii) The conditions as set out in paragraph 9.2 of report PC22/23-29.

2. That authority be delegated to the Director of Planning to refuse the application
with appropriate reasons if:

a) the S106 Agreement is not completed or sufficient progress has not been made
within 6 months of the |3 April 2023 Planning Committee meeting.

b) The surface water drainage strategy has not been satisfactorily demonstrated to be
feasible.

ITEM 7: SDNP/22/01858/FUL - FORMER RECREATION GROUND AND ALLOTMENT
GARDENS, EASEBOURNE

122.

123.

124.

125.

The Officer presented the application and reminded Members of the report (Report
PC22/23-30) and the update sheet.

The following speakers addressed the committee against the application:

e Henry Beltran speaking on behalf of the Residents Action Group and in a personal
capacity.

The following speakers addressed the committee in support of the application:
e Jacob Goodenough speaking as the agent.
e Alistair Harris speaking as the applicant.

The Committee considered the report by the Director of Planning (Report PC22/23-30),
the updates and the public speaker comments and commented as follows:

e [t was good to see 50% affordable housing had been included and support from the
housing authority.

e Understand affordable housing was grouped together for ease of management.

e The mid-range of 18 homes under a policy for 16-20 dwellings was acceptable.
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e Concern about overuse of red brick had been raised but felt it fitted in well with existing
properties.

e Could there be an overspill into the school car parking despite no concern from the
Highways being raised?

e The materials used shown on the design drawing showed sandstone above and the red
brick below on the walls and felt red brick would be more appropriate.

e Congratulated officers on being able to secure adaptable and accessible properties.

e  Were there passive house standard properties on all 3 schemes taken to Planning
Committee in Easebourne?

e The rear area of the properties design appeared to have a flat roof area; would people
be able to extend in the future?

e Easebourne Parish Council’s objection was a concern.

e  We should aim for new development to fit the local area in design terms. Recognise
design is subjective, size of properties was acceptable and the site is outside of the
Conservation Area.

e Securing quality details throughout was important.

e Pleased the trees were to be retained around the site, would like to see strong
conditions to ensure they remain

126. Members were advised:

e The treatment of the watercolour design drawing suggested a lighter red brick than the
formal elevation drawings. Buildings would be predominantly red brick and clay tiles in
accordance with the dominant materials locally. The sandstone on historic boundaries
was picked up in the proposed stone southern boundary walling. Samples of materials
would be checked on site by condition.

e Should all 3 schemes in Easebourne taken to this Planning Committee be approved then
all the passive houses would be built on the Cowdray Works Yard development as
affordable rented homes. If not then 10% would be provided on each site that was
approved and secured by Section 106.

e The flat roofs on the properties would be green roofs.
127.  RESOLVED:
I.  That planning permission was granted subject to:

(i)  the conditions set out in Section 9 of report PC22/23-30;

(i) the completion of a Legal Agreement, the final form of which is delegated to the
Director of Planning, to secure:

a. Nine affordable homes (on site);
b. Water neutrality offsetting within the Cowdray Estate (off-site);

c. 2 Passive house certified homes to be delivered either on the Cowdray Works Yard
(SD66 and SDNP/21/04040/FUL) or on site; and

d. Estate management plan to cover management and maintenance of communal
elements (on site).

2. That authority be delegated to the Director of Planning to refuse the application with
appropriate reasons if the Legal Agreement is not completed or sufficient progress has
not been made within 6 months of the 13 April Planning Committee meeting.

128.  The committee adjourned for a comfort break at | 1.32am.
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ITEM 8: SDNP/21/04041/FUL - EASEBOURNE PRIMARY SCHOOL, EASEBOURNE,
ITEM 9: SDNP/21/04042/LIS - EASEBOURNE PRIMARY SCHOOL, EASEBOURNE

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

The Officer presented the applications and reminded Members of the reports (Report
PC22/23-31) and (Report PC22/23-32) with the update sheets.

The following speakers addressed the committee against the applications:
e James Green speaking in a personal capacity.

e Rosemary Downing speaking on behalf of the Residents Action Group and in a personal
capacity.

e Nicole Reid speaking on behalf of the Residents Action Group and in a personal capacity.
The following speakers addressed the committee in support of the applications:

e Jacob Goodenough speaking as the agent.

e Alistair Harris speaking as the applicant.

The Committee considered the report by the Director of Planning (Report PC22/23-31),
and (Report PC22/23-32) the updates and the public speaker comments and commented as
follows:

e The site was allocated in the Local Plan. It was allocated on its merits at the time.

e Pleased to see the plan restored the existing historic building whilst the development
maintained the rural views. The new builds were fitting to the site.

e The view corridor across the site linked with the landscape, and the layout of the
housing fitted in well with regard to local patterns.

e Could the water system use open channels rather than a piped system?

e Concern was expressed with the outstanding items to be addressed by conditions.
Levels were critical. Would flood control and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS)),
would this be covered by condition? New hard surfacing would need to be permeable.

e The design was good, soft and hard landscape would need to be completed to a high
standard.

e Boundary walling was important, clarification sought on which trees were to be retained

e Could there be clarification on the management of the green field and swale, which
would need to be implemented first.

e The site had been sympathetically designed.

o Biodiversity Net Gain was good along with the new footpath access to Glaziers Lane and
bat mitigation.

e  Would the water conservation limit be applied to this site?

e The detail on the design on the larger houses looked slightly unsympathetic.

e Restoration of the listed building including features such as the bell were supported
Members were advised:

e The implementation of the agricultural swales and silt management systems would be
secured by condition and implemented at an early stage to ensure continuous provision
on the site.

e The final drainage design was subject to condition, with opportunities there to use more
open features. Any surplus water would be piped under the road into the river, whereas
it currently discharges onto the road. This would result in a reduction in both flood risk
and sediment impacts on the highway.
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e There was a maximum mains water use limit of 100 litres per person per day on all
properties. The overall water use would be offset by boreholes within the Cowdray
Estate to secure water neutrality.

ITEM 8 RESOLVED:
. Planning permission was granted subject to:
(i) The conditions set out in Section 9 of report PC22/23-31;

(i) The completion of a Legal Agreement, the final form of which is delegated to the
Director of Planning to secure:

a. Six affordable homes (on site);
b. Water neutrality offsetting within the Cowdray Estate (off-site);

c. 2 Passive house certified affordable rented homes to be delivered either on the
Cowdray Works Yard (SD66 and SDNP/21/04040/FUL)) or on site;

d. Estate management plan to cover management and maintenance of communal
elements (on site);

e. Management of agricultural drainage separately to residential (on site).
f. Permissive footpath route to Glaziers Lane

2. That authority be delegated to the Director of Planning to refuse the application
with appropriate reasons if the Legal Agreement is not completed or sufficient
progress has not been made within 6 months of the 13 April Planning Committee
meeting.

ITEM 9 RESOLVED:

That listed building consent was granted subject to the conditions set out in Section 9 of
report PC22/23-32.

ITEM 10: SDNP/21/04040/FUL —- COWDRAY WORKS YARD, EASEBOURNE

136.

137.

138.

139.

The Officer presented the application and reminded Members of the report (Report
PC22/23-33) and the update sheet.

The following speakers addressed the committee against the application:

e Mark Jerome speaking on behalf of the Residents Action Group and in an individual
capacity.

The following speakers addressed the committee in support of the application:
e Jacob Goodenough speaking as the agent
e Alistair Harris speaking as the applicant.

The Committee considered the report by the Director of Planning (Report PC22/23-33),
the updates and the public speaker comments and commented as follows:

e Was there any risk in dealing with the 3 site applications together should one be started
and not completed?

e The application would deliver a benefit to the area and was good to see a coordinated
approach.

e |t would be beneficial for Cowdray Estate to have a Whole Estate Plan.
e It was a real bonus to see the passive house affordable housing on the site.

e  What flood risk from the stream? What would the stream banks be like? Would there
be any danger of properties flooding?
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The new access footpath to the Cowdray Park would be beneficial and did not need to
be straight.

This scheme delivered only 25% affordable housing

The scheme was not lacklustre and had different sectors and characters that positively
reflected the site and surroundings and was different to standard housing.

The commercial area at the back needs to be dealt with sensitively.
Concerns were shown on the garden size and location.

Condition 7 mentions not disturbing the bats, what about other species in decline, such
as swifts and hedgehogs.

This was a special and unusual location.

Would like to be assured the detailed design of the commercial area would come back
to the committee at the appropriate time.

Would there be trigger points in the Section 106 so that the affordable housing would
be built before other housing would be occupied?

Supported affordable housing funds being used in the same parish
Congratulations to Officers for achieving five affordable passive houses.

The walkway should be curved rather than straight to slow down traffic.
Who would deal with the management and maintenance of the public realm?

Note objections from specialist on design and landscape impacts.

Members were advised:

It was acceptable that all 3 sites were proposed at the same Planning Committee and
this is common practice and legally sound. Each application should be determined on its
own merits, but Members could have regard to the wider context.

The detail of the S106 agreement would mitigate risk of partial implementation and
would look to secure the affordable homes at the earliest possible opportunity. Clauses
would be looked at closely. Specific schedules would be included to identify to each site,
with one set of definitions and overarching provisions to ensure consistency.

The drainage details including the watercourse would be subject to planning conditions
and Ordinary Watercourse Consent from the Lead Local Flood Authority. The
condition would cover all aspects of drainage on the site and require an allowance of
45% for climate change. The new watercourse would have considerably more capacity
than the existing culvert therefore reducing flood risk.

The 3 sites in total would deliver 20 affordable homes, out of 58 houses.

Specialist officers (i.e. Design) have a particular specific brief, whereas planners have to
balance all considerations. It is reasonable and indeed good practice that a
recommendation should be made on all relevant matters, not just one piece of advice

There was a Grade 2* Registered Park and Garden to the rear. Officers would, be keen
to see the existing northern access used and not a new access point as it could lead to
negative impacts on the Park including the loss of trees and effects on public rights of
way. It was important that the access in the south east corner was for pedestrians only.
Access to the commercial area was a reserved matter and not for consideration on this
application.

The allocation policy envisaged up to 1,500 square metres of commercial space. It was
considered that this level was too high for the site, and it was reduced to [,000sqm
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e The management and maintenance of the public realm would be in the Estate
Management Plan that was covered by the S106 agreement.
141. RESOLVED:
. That planning permission was granted subject to:
(@) the conditions set out in Section 9 of report PC22/23-33;

(i) the completion of a Legal Agreement, the final form of which is delegated to the
Director of Planning, to secure:

a. Five affordable rented homes on site;
b. Affordable housing review mechanism;

c. Water neutrality including on-site reduction and off-site offsetting for the
residential development and capped private supply for the commercial
development;

d. Five passive houses on site (to be the proposed affordable dwellings);
e. Pedestrian crossing on Easebourne Lane;
f.  Publicly accessible pedestrian route through the site to Cowdray Park; and

g. Estate management plan to cover management and maintenance of communal
elements.

2. That authority be delegated to the Director of Planning to refuse the application
with appropriate reasons if the Legal Agreement is not completed or sufficient
progress has not been made within 6 months of the 13 April Planning Committee
meeting.

142.  The Chair closed the meeting at 1.00pm

CHAIR

Signed:
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