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Please can you acknowledge receipt / forward our comments below to the Case Officer who is dealing with this
planning application
Thank you 

20201279 Reserved Matters Application for the David Rice Site, Drayton

This application initially caused much confusion locally as the title of the
application states that it is a reserved matters application for the 29 houses
approved on the outline permission but the content of the application clearly only
appears to be for 12 houses.

The application also states that it is applying for approval of access, appearance,
landscaping, layout and scale when the access, layout and scale have already
been approved in the outline application.

This application also appears to be for properties for rehabilitation use, not private
residential use for which the outline permission was granted. There is also the
question as to whether rehabilitation is even a thing for people living with
dementia.

The application also doesn`t include all of the information that was required to be
submitted concurrently with the reserved matters by the outline permission

for eg  Condition 27 of the outline permission states - Concurrently with the
reserved matters application being submitted details of the footpaths that are to be
provided across the application site into the land to the south shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The footpaths shall
provide public pedestrian access across the site and shall be retained in
perpetuity                                                               

and  Condition 29 states - Concurrently with the reserved matters application
being submitted full details of the proposals in respect of the provision of the self-
build or custom build elements of the development shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details shall include an
identification of those plots to be developed for these purposes together with
details of the housing design code that the respective dwellings will be constructed
to comply with.

There was also a S106 agreement that accompanied the outline permission that
stated that details of the affordable housing scheme should be submitted as part
of the reserved matters application and this is also clearly not the case.

The submission of the subsequent application for the site (20201990) to vary the
previously agreed layout for the 29 houses served only to further the confusion.

Obviously we are now aware that the top half of the DR site is now owned by more
than one person and that the 20201990 application is in fact an application in
addition to, not instead of,  this application for the site, with the second owner /
applicant applying to vary the layout previously approved at outline presumably
with a view to submitting reserved matters to build the remaining 17 houses on the



outline permission and this owner / applicant applying to build the other 12.

What is not clear though, is why the second applicant is applying for changes to
the layout for the whole site if they don`t own the whole site and when this other
applicant has already submitted reserved matters for their part of the site based on
the original layout. 

We are also extremely concerned that a `road to nowhere` has suddenly been
included on the S73 application by the second applicant (between plots 9 and
10). Not only is this on the part of the site that the other applicant is applying to
build on but the purpose / intentions of including it are of great concern – one can`t
but wonder if is it to provide / keep access open to the lower field to enable /
facilitate development of the lower field at some point in the future which if this is
the case, is quite worrying as permission to develop the top field was only granted
on the condition that the bottom filed would then be protected for perpetuity. It has
also been made extremely clear in the past that the lower field cannot be
developed.     

Also, whilst we appreciate that it is normally quite acceptable for reserved matters
to be submitted / determined in phases, we fail to see how this can be considered
or be appropriate in this case, as it is not separate matters that are being
submitted in phases, it is partial details of each of the matters, on an outline
permission that has conditions that cover / apply to the site as a whole
These conditions include the provision of affordable housing for the site and the
requirement for a Landscape Ecological Management Plan for the whole of the
former David Rice site including the lower field (outlined in blue on the approved
location plan) which may indeed be owned by a completely different / further third
party). Surely before permission can be granted in full for the site, an agreement
will need to be made / approved between all of the owners detailing who / how
they are going to fulfill these site wide conditions. We can`t see how this is
possible if the two applications are submitted / determined separately / at separate
times / independently from each other. Surely the left hand needs to know what
the right hand is doing before permission can be considered on either application?

To conclude, in light of the insufficient information provided in this application and
the added complications of this being a partial reserved matters application on a
site that has conditions that apply to the site as whole, we fail to see how this or
the other application can be determined in their current state or
independently from each other.

We ask that our comments are taken into consideration when determining this application and
reserve the right to submit further comments if / when any further or additional information is provided
by either of the applicants. We also ask to be kept fully informed of any changes.
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