Waverley Borough Council refusal for planning permission for a second driveway at 30 Frensham Vale. 

'The reason for the Council to refuse permission for the development is:-

The proposed access by reason of its inappropriate siting and induction of an urban form of development would erode the semi-rural character of the area contrary to the underlying purpose of Policy BE3, Policies D1 and D4 of the Waverley Plan 2002, Paragraph 17 of the NPPF 2012 and the Farnham Design Statement 2010.'
Sample guidance for your letter to the Inspectorate.
· The Appeal documentation regarding 30 Frensham Vale submitted by the Appellant wavers between 'Urban Area' and 'Semi-Rural Area' to suit their own arguments. This is a Semi-Rural Area designated as an Area of Special Environmental Quality ASEQ. It is well wooded, which is self-evident, despite the present owners recent felling of trees to the rear of the property and the previous owners (Mr Hemsley) felling healthy Cedar Trees (see photographs previously submitted in objections) in the opening described as a 'Natural Gap', dissects the TPO trees and hedges. The current owner cleared the (unnatural) gap of regrowth in the autumn of 2015 but it is not known if the felled Cedar tree stumps had become home to the protected Stag Beetle. Once again, the owners have re-cleared growing shrubs in April 2016 prior to this Appeal date and the Councils Planning Refusal of this new urbanising proposal. 
· A Holly tree (No. 6) on the plans is subject to the TPO Reference No 15/11, must be felled along with existing hedges. This felling and hedge removal is contrary to the aims of preserving trees in this well wooded area, which helps to maintain the nature of this special environment. Removal would be in the violation of the Root Protection Areas (RPAs). It is illegal to clear growth and new growing trees after a TPO order is made. This has occurred at the entrance to the proposed new drive. The 'hedgerow' that grows under these TPO protected trees provides the dense eye-level screening that is so important to protect the sylvan look of Frensham Vale. 

· The Appeal documentation refers to a 'Culvert', the Environmental Agency designates this 'culvert' as a 'River' that is subject to flooding – the proposed entry/exit crosses this River, although concealed along the frontage of this particular property, elsewhere it is visible and runs the length of Frensham Vale. This proposed urbanising additional exit restricts the entrance of the flood drain immediately in front of the proposed driveway leading onto Frensham Vale thereby raising the flood risk on the road (NB. not used for 'sewage drainage' as per 'objection guidance'). 
· Paul Hardwick, an Officer of Waverley Borough Council Planning Department in his letter to Millgate Homes dated 27th 2012 confirms that the SRFA produced by Waverley Borough Council has identified this site as within the functional floodplain, therefore Flood Zone 3b.  Flood Zone 3b carries a risk of being inundated by a 20 year flood rather than the 100 year flood quoted by the applicant's specialist.

In addition, following an Appeal on the 8 – 10 March, decision date 18th April 2016 (Appeal Ref: APP/R3650/W/15/3008821) concerning 35 Frensham Vale (opposite 30 Frensham Vale and approx. 100 yards to the west), the Inspector, Mr T G Phillimore, MA MCD MRTPI, appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government in his Appeal Decision Report which rejected a planning application for houses at 35 Frensham Vale stated;

(35) "I have carefully considered the scope to apply judgement and take a proportionate approach to this matter, as advocated by the appellant.  However, photographs of flood events in Frensham Vale provided by third parties underline the reality of the flood risk and that it is not just a theoretical concern".
In other words, the Inspector accepts that this area (and Flood Zone 3b) floods. 

Taking both Waverley Borough Council acknowledgement of the floodplain and the Inspector's comments on the evidence of flooding, it would be counter to common sense to allow a driveway to be built which would hinder the natural function of this floodplain designated as Flood Zone 3b. 

· The Appeal documentation submitted by WS Planning and Architecture maintain that some of the objectors are not 'immediate neighbours'. It should be noted that water travels – this River both backs up upstream and floods downstream so many local people are very concerned by floodplain inhibitors. Indeed, the Bourne is laced with Rivers, streams and tributaries. Flooding affects a number of people who live in the immediate area along Frensham Vale and nearby in the Bourne. Flooding is therefore a significant concern to a wider community than close neighbours to 30 Frensham Vale, and is increasing due to climate change – local people have seen the floodplain in front of 30 Frensham Vale and neighbouring properties inundated (these floodplains are properties on the 'north side of Frensham Vale'). WS Planning and Architecture are based in Reigate, Surrey and clearly demonstrate little or no knowledge of local flooding in this Flood Zone 3b.  Number 30 Frensham Vale is called 'Springfield' for obvious reasons this proposal exacerbates these flooding issues. 

· Springfield, 30 Frensham Vale, lies in the valley of the Frensham Vale River, which has a quiet, rural aspect and is without any major building developments. It is a natural corridor between the Wey valley and Wealden Heaths in the east and Alice Holt Forest in the west. As such, it is an essential part of the Landscape Scale Connectivity required to complement the programme of Landscape Scale Conservation being implemented by the Surrey Wildlife Trust (See Waverley Core Strategy, Biodiversity, Paragraph 15.20).

· If successful this appeal would result in loss of floodplain and greenspace, and contribute to degradation in the value of the Frensham Vale's natural wildlife corridor and inevitably have an adverse impact on wildlife. Due to the semi-rural nature of this area, there is a great deal of wildlife present. To take one example, Bourne Conservation has identified over 400 species of moths in The Bourne area, some of them rare. 
· Paragraph 6.6 of WS Planning and Architecture states that the proposed structure will 'complement the character of the area'. This is clearly untrue.  How can driving a road through a grass verge, through a specially created gap in woodland and shrubs, and across a field, complement the natural rural environment?   The whole project is essentially contrary to this semi-rural environment.
· WS Planning and Architecture make strident efforts to refute and demonstrate that the fenced off area in front of the house is a 'Paddock' and comment (without evidence) that Waverley now concedes this point on the name 'paddock'. It is clearly an inconvenient truth that this area in front of the house in the past has been occupied by livestock in the form of a small flock of sheep and horse stock, hence this specific area is known locally as 'the paddock'. This seems a small point to argue over, but 'what's in a name'? The area is a greenspace, a field, a front garden, a floodplain and an Area of Special Environmental Quality ASEQ. The new owner of the property has also claimed they would like to buy new livestock in the future so I cannot understand this argument over the local name of 'Paddock'! 
The attached documents already submitted in previous objections show photographs to support WBC statement that this area is known as 'the Paddock'. The Paddock can be seen as a rectangular fenced area as you face the front garden. This initial statement from local objectors and the Waverley Borough Council as this being a Paddock Area is therefore NOT erroneous as the Appellant's documentation states. 
· This fenced off mown grass paddock area in the front garden, is not a particularly good wildlife habitat but it is nevertheless a most valuable piece of open space in what the Design and Access Statement describes as “heavily wooded countryside.” It is almost certain that deer, badgers and foxes will use it for grazing or foraging. It is also be a good feeding area for several species of bats, which roost in the area and in the main house. Movement of wildlife and its abundance across the front of this property becomes identifiably obvious after snowfall. 
· WS Planning and Architecture in section 4.0 Selects statements designed to mislead and dismiss the NPPF regarding sustainability. There is a perfectly good drive, in keeping with the other houses along Frensham Vale that has been the main point of access to the house since it was built. In making statements about sustainability, the Appellant seems to address a future plan to build houses on the site by avoiding the Ransom Strip that crosses the existing drive. This additional drive entry point is NOT, as claimed a good design, as vehicles exiting the drive, mainly at night, will shine their headlights into the windows of houses opposite. This proposed drive will likely require lighting, which will have an adverse effect on all wildlife and their environment.
· Despite the new owner's wishes and WS Planning and Architecture's misleading statements, this application does NOT adhere to NPPF rules or Waverley Borough Councils Local Plan. 
Policy BE3 Area of Special Environmental Quality ASEQ.

(Item A) This proposal WILL erode the Semi-Rural Character. 

(Item C) It WILL detract from the well-wooded appearance by cutting a wider gap through TPO trees and hedges.  

(Item E) The architect openly admits they need to cut down at least one tree and cut back hedges (the 'gap' is not wide enough for a car let alone emergency vehicles and refuse trucks etc.) so this proposal will result in a loss of hedges where once stood health Cedar trees (please see previous photographs in planning objections). 

· Policy D1, deals with Environmental Implications of Development. Contrary to the statements submitted, this proposal WILL cause loss and damage to important environmental assets for this landscape. It is a greenspace and a floodplain; this proposal WILL damage the visual aspect of the landscape. Headlights will shine in properties opposite, as vehicles exit 'the rise' to get onto Frensham Vale causing light pollution to residents who live opposite this proposed new exit. 
· P4 An additional driveway does not enhance the paddock area of this front garden or improve the street scene. This argument is therefore without substance. 
· WS Planning and Architecture state that there are other driveways leading to houses in Frensham Vale. Of course, every single house has ONE driveway to gain access to the property. This property also has one existing driveway, which is sufficient to gain access (please see previous objections detailing exit and entry restrictions of the new driveway as opposed to the wider exit/entry points of the existing driveway). Importantly, along Frensham Vale, where there are multiple houses grouped they all share ONE driveway – the same driveway - to gain access to the individual properties. The owner who once lived in Springfield, built for himself number 32 Frensham Vale and in doing so placed the Ransom Strip across the existing joint driveway to prevent development from taking place on the floodplain in front of the large house (number 30). This proposed second driveway will undermine this covenant.
· This application cannot be described as 'Low Key' as claimed by the Appellant when the area floods, cuts through the well-wooded area of TPO listed trees and is subjecting neighbours, wildlife to light pollution. This second driveway does not 'blend in' as stated in the Appeal documentation; it is a new drive with poor driver visibility through the TPO trees and further urbanises this sylvan area. 
Please also see Planning Application WA/2012/01376 by previous owner Mr J Hemsley and the reasons for its refusal by Waverley Borough Council. 
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