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R670aM is an emerging option, and was initially part of R684 which
has been removed from the land allocation rocess and not put
forward for further consultation.

Presumably R684 has been removed from consultation because of
difficulties as listed on page 5 of the fact file namely,

1. Flooding issues,

2. Surface water issues,

3. Potential hazardous waste under site.
Therefore we can assume the above risks now are relevant to R670a M as
this is the lowest part of R684 and where the possible hazardous waste is
situated.

R670a M should therefore adhere to the development criteria outlined in
the land allocation document Emerging Options consultation edition
January 2011 (Document No6 Enc.) page 76 para4.35 and as such
subject to CS8.8 on page 108 of the Core Strategy Document
(Document No4 Enc.)

Namely that all new development will only be ermitted if it can
demonstrate that it would not have significant impact on an area to
store flood water, it can manage surface water in a sustainable way.

Both of which R670a M cannot sustain.

Flood Risk.
As listed on page 8 of SLDC fact File

R670a M is part of a level 3 flood risk (high probability) as shown on
environment agency ‘Risk of Flooding’

(Ref; - document 5 enc.)

, and as such should not be considered for development unless other land
cannot be used, and has to be subject to an Environment Agency
Sequential Test,

(Document No 2 Enc.)



And if the site cannot pass the sequential test, must be subject to an
Exception Test,

(Document No 3 Enc.)

Both of which in my opinion this land cannot pass, and other land on
higher levels should be developed before any Flood risk sites, as the
Environment Agency Sequential Test insists.

(Reference to Page 8 of fact file.)

Surface Water

R670a M has surface water standing in adjacent fields for approx 4
months of the year, so any top-water from any new development will not
disperse and add to the standing water already present.

And before the area R670a M was illegally filled with building waste
(reported to SLDC Planning Dept at the time) and covered with top soil
(presumably the hazardous waste mentioned in Responses on page 12 of
fact File). It also stood in surface water, as it was initially on the same
level as adjoining fields.

Hazardous waste being Gypsum from plaster and plaster boards which
are now classified as high level hazardous waste

See enclosed photograph of fields standing in surface water taken

26/02/2011

Hazardous Waste
As reported on page 12 of the fact file the land has possible
hazardous waste below the surface. |
Namely building waste which was dumped there without planning
permission, to raise the level of the field to stop it standing in surface
water. This was reported to SLDC planning dept at the time and was
subsequently covered over with topsoil.

(This is exactly over the area R670a M)

All of the above facts are in opposition to the listed
‘DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA’ on page 76 of SLDC
Land Allocation Document

Document 6 Enc



Sewerage and Drainage in Jutland Ave

Jutland Ave already has sewerage and top-water drainage issues of

which SLDC are aware.

The original design and construction of Ravenstown in the early 1920°s
had 122 houses which had narrow flagged pathways to the front and rear
doors, which apart from roof rainwater run-off was the only run-off into
the sewerage system.

Since then approx 100 houses in Jutland Ave and Marne Ave have been
extended in footprint size and all 122 houses have replaced the narrow
pathways with driveways to park cars and access garages. Which also add
to the rainwater run-off,

Thirty eight new houses have also been added to the original system since
original construction

The following calculations are an estimate off the increase in square
Meters of run —off land.

Original design
102 houses, Pathways 1 Mtre wide x15 Mtrs long = 1530 Sq Mitrs
20 houses, Pathways 1 Mtre wide x 20 Mtrs long =_400 Sq Mtrs

Total:- 1930 Sq Mtrs
Roof Area:- 102 houses @36 sq Mtrs = 3672 Sq Mtrs
20 houses @60 sq Mtrs = 1200 Sq Mitrs

Total:- 4872 sq Mtrs

Total estimated Run-off :- 6802 sq Mtrs




Housing currently built
Extensions to original properties

Approx 100 houses extra run-off @24sq mirs per house =2400 sq Mitrs

%
i

Driveways

122 houses (@_an extra 60 sq Mtrs = 7320 sq Mtrs

Garages

80 garages @ an extra 25 sq Mtrs= 2000 sq Mtrs
Total= 11720 sq Mtres

Added Houses

38 New house estimated roof area:- 36 sq Mtrs = 1368 sq Mirs

38 new driveways @36 sq Mitrs per house = 1368 sq Mtrs
Total= 2736 sq Mtrs

Total of developed property extra rainwater run-off=16856 sq Mtrs

An increase in run-off of APPROX 250%
Plus 38 extra foul sewerage connections

‘EXISTING DRAINAGE IS AT FULL CAPACT 1Y’
AS LISTED ON PAGE 12 OF SLDC FACT FILE

In times of heavy rain the road on Jutland Ave becomes tflooded,-over

kerb height, and runs over the pavement and into the fields that are
covered in R670a m.

When this occurs the manhole cover in Jutland Ave outside 46/48 Jutland
is blown off, and pushes up the surrounding road, the water overflows
into the road and aquifers of water Spout up approx 6 inches high along



the side of the road between the road and kerb.(see enclosed picture of
manhole cover after a flood).

48 Jutland is the lowest house on the estate and in times of heavy rain fall
the toilet starts to gurgle and the water in the U bend js ventured-out-and
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also in extreme rain fall has back filled into the toilet bowl, it has not yet
overflowed into the house but may only be a matter of time and any extra
capacity added to the system would probably make this a possibility.

Open spaces

Development Criteria in the SLDC ‘CORE STRATEGY’ Document
says that consideration and access to open spaces should be assessed in
any potential housing development.

R670a M is in an area that has no open spaces or areas for recreation.

The only open space that was in Ravenstown was developed for housing
in the 1970’s and since then the local children have played on the roads.

Previous Planning decisions

The most recent Planning application on Jutland Ave (5/03/0860) was
refused permission by SLDC for the following reason:-

The village of Ravenstown, which is lacking in employment opportunities
and shopping ,leisure and public transport facilities is not a settlement
appropriate for further residential development in the context of policy
H3 and Government policy concerning sustainable development’

Re Document No I enclosed

Since this decision the local shop has been closed
down and demolished, the areas largest employer
(Anderson Ltd Laser Factory) has closed down and
the local bus timetable has been reduced.
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Affordable Housing
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SLDC planning policy states that in developments of
over 9 houses 35% of all new houses should qualify as

affordable housing.
Approx £135,000.

As listed on page 8 of SLDC Fact file, any new development should
adhere to the following;-

‘style/design of housing should reflect style of existing Ravenstown
development’

We believe that it would not be possible to build houses that conform to
the above critera for £135,000 especially when it also states that

‘Houses may have to be built with garages underneath to mitigate against
flood risk’

Yet I cannot understand why a garage flooding is less important than a
house with the potential of £25,000 of flood damage to cars and freezers
etc. I am sure insurance companies don’t have different policy conditions
for houses on top of garages!!

Raising the level of any new houses will also affect the privacy of
existing properties which is also a planning concern.




Conclusions

1
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. R670a M is part of an Environment Agency Level 3 Flood plan
. Housing could not feasibly be built to qualify for affordable

housing due to design and position

. Sewerage and top-water drainage is running at serious over

capacity at present

Possibility of uncovering potential hazardous waste during
construction

Land could not pass environment agency Sequential Test critera or
Exception Test conditions

Previous planning applications refused for underlying reasons
which still apply

Lack of open spaces nearby for leisure and recreational use.
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5/03/0860 LOWER HOLKER: Part of garden to 65 Jutland Avenue,
Ravenstown, Flookburgh. Dwelling. (Mr and Mrs Fant)

Amended plans had been received which proposed an access
28m from the road junction with sufficient turning space. There
were no other accesses south of the junction. However, the

[t

Development Control Manager did not feet that the apptication
met policy requirements and recommended that the application be

refused.

REFUSED for the reasons below:-

Reason (1) A planning permission in this instance would add to the overprovision
of new housing development at a time when the

District has already exceeded its housing target for the

period of the Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan.

As a consequence, the proposed dwelling is not consistent

with the objectives of Structure Plan Policy 30.

Reason (2) The proposal is in conflict with the provisions of Policy H3 of

the Proposed Modifications to the South Lakeland Local Plan

(October 2002) which, in accordance with Government advice

contained in Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 (“Housing”),

aims to promote more sustainable patterns of development.

The village of Ravenstown; which is lacking in employment:

opportunities and shopping, leisure and public transport -

facilities is not a settlement appropriate for further residential”

development in the context of Policy H3 and Government

policy concerning sustainable development.

SL/2004/0741 LOWER HOLKER: 65 Jutland Avenue,
Ravenstown, Flookburgh, Grange-over-
Sands. Dwelling. (Resubmission
5/03/0860) (Mr and Mrs R. Fant)

The Planning Services Manager reported that he had been in contact with Social Services
and the psychiatrist who had confirmed that the child had severe special needs, would never
be independent, and this placed an enormous burden on the family. The support of the
Grandparents living next door would support a stable home life and help the child stay out of
state-provided accommodation. The applicant was wiling to accept a local occupancy
condition

As long as the parking issues could be addressed to the satisfaction of the Highways Officer,
and in view of the special circumstances of the case, it was recommended to grant planning
permission as an exception to policy.

The Director of Strategy and Planning be authorised to GRANT subject to a local
occupancy.condition_limited_to_the current parishes and two adjoining parishes,

adequate access and car parking provision, and design improvements relating to
materials.
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We recommend that the approach below is used by local planning authorities to apply the Sequential Test to
planning applications located in Flood Zones 2 or 3. The approach provides an open demonstration of the
Sequential Test being applied in line with PPS25 and its associated Practice Guide. Close working between local
planning authority development control and forward planning departments will be required to implement the
Sequential Test effectively.

A pro forma template (Microsoft Word), based on the process below, is available on request from your local
Environment Agency Planning Liaison team-call 08708 506 506 for details.

1.1 Has the Sequential Test already been carried out for this development at development plan level? If
yes, reference should be provided for the site allocation and Development Plan Document (DPD) in question.

1.2 Is the flood risk vulnerability classification of the proposal appropriate to the Flood Zone in which the

site is located according to tables D1 and D3 of PPS25? The vulnerability of the development shouid be
clearly stated.

Finish here if the answer is Yes to BOTH questions 1.1 and 1.2

Only complete stages 2 and 3 if the answer to EITHER questions 1.1 or 1.2 is "No"




21 State the geographical area over which the test is to be applied.

2.2 If greater or less than the district boundary justify why the geographical area for applying
the test has been chosen.

23 Identify the source of reasonable available sites, either:
* background / evidence base documents (state which), or if not available
* other sites known to the LPA that meet the functional requirements of the application.




« Environment Agency Flood
e an up to date Strategic Flood Risk Assessment held by the Local Planning Authority, or
 site specific Flood Risk Assessments where they are suitable for this purpose, or

o another map or sources of flooding information not listed (state which).

3.1 State the name and location of the reasonably available site options being compared to the
application site.

3.2 Indicate whether flood risk on the reasonable available options is higher or lower than the application
site. State the Flood Zone or SFRA classification for each site.

3.3 State whether the reasonably available options being considered are allocated within the
Development Plan. Confirm the status of the Plan.

3.4 State the approximate capacity of each reasonably available site being considered. This shouid be

based on:
. the density policy within a LDD, and
. past performance in this respect.

3.5 Detail any constraints to the delivery of identified reasonably available options; for example, availability
within a given a time period or lack of appropriate infrastructure. This part of the test should include
recommendations on how these constraints could be overcome and when.

Are there any reasonably available sites in areas with a lower probability of flooding, that would be
appropriate to the type of development or land use proposed?
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London Boroughs of Wandsworth, Merton, Sutton and Croydon
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

8  Guidance on Applying the PPS25 Exception
Test

8.1 Why is there an Exception Test?

Application of the Sequential Test aims to steer all development towards areas of lowest risk. However,
PPS25 acknowledges that in some circumstances it may not be possible to locate development in areas of
low or appropriate (considering development vulnerability) flood risk or that there may be other valid
reasons for a development to take place within the floodplain. In these circumstances, it is necessary to
clearly demonstrate that the benefits for development of a site outweigh the flood risks to the development
and its occupants.

In addition, it may be necessary to apply the Exception Test where the Sequential Test alone cannot
deliver acceptable sites, and where some continuing development is necessary for wider sustainable
development reasons, taking into account the need to avoid social or economic blight and the need for
essential civil infrastructure to remain operational during floods.

8.2 Whatis the Exception Test?

The Exception Test is an additional test to be applied by decision-makers following application of the
Sequential Test. The Exception Test is a series of three criteria as shown below, all of which must be
satisfied for development in a flood risk area to be considered acceptable. For the Exception Test to be
passed:

a) It must-be demonstrated. that the development provides wider sustainability benefits to the
community that outweigh flood risk, informed by a'SFRA;

b) The development should be on developable. previously developed land or, if not, it must be
demonstrated there is no such alternative land available; and

€) A FRA must demonstrate that the development will be safe, without increasing flood risk

elsewhere, and, where possible, reducihg\,ﬂ()od,risk overall.

All three parts of this test must be satisfied in order for the development to be considered appropriate in
terms of flood risk. There must be robust evidencein.suppott of every part of the test.

This report is intended as a Level 1 SFRA - shouid the Sequential Test identify the need for aliocations to
undergo the Exception Test this will be addressed in a Level 2 SERA.

Where use of the Exception Test is required, decision-makers should apply it at the earliest stage possible
in planning, to all LDD allocations for development and all planning applications other than for minor
development.

A significant proportion of the Borough of Wandsworth is located within Flood Zone 3a of the River

Thames, therefore it is !Mikg,lyhmatjhamquix:ement&dihe&xcepﬁenles%~wi{4f»ﬂeed’te/be~s~a{isﬁed’far~‘more""-"

vulnerable’ e.g. residential, development in this area.

For this reason, the breach modelling has been undertaken during this Level 1 SFRA to enable the
Borough of Wandsworth to take into account the variation in flood depth and hazard within Flood Zone 3a
when allocating development sites. The breach modelling information should be used at this early stage to

Wandsworth, Merton, Sutton and Croydon SFRA December 2007
37
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9.28 There are significant areas of flood risk in South Lakeland. Furthermore, the level of flood risk
is anticipated to increase due to the effects of climate change.

9.29 National planning guidance requires local authorities to review the variation in flood risk across their
area and to steer development towards areas of lower risk. National policy in PPS25 sets out the
following zones of flood risk:

. Zone 1 (low probability);

. Zone 2 (medium probability);

. Zone 3a (high probability); and
. Zone 3b (functional floodplain).

9.30 PPS25 recognises that, in some regions such as South Lakeland, restricting residential development
in areas designated as Zone 3a may heavily compromise the viability of existing communities. For this
reason, PPS25 provides an exception test. Where a local planning authority has identified that there is
a strong planning-based argument for a development to proceed and the application of the sequential
test demonstrates that there are no reasonably available sites in areas of lower flood risk appropriate
to the development type proposed, it will be necessary for the Council (in conjunction with the
developer) to demonstrate that the exception test can be passed.

nd District Co
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a ready supply of affordable housing, with the emphasis on meeting a
particular need in a particular location and a particular emphasis on affordable

R

housing. i the smalier villages in the Cartmel Peninsula; the housing
ambition amounts to 4 dwellings per year, making a total of 84 between 2003
and 2025. At March 2010, around 3 dwellings had been completed, a further
7 were under construction, and a further #7 are expected to be delivered from
sites that already have planning permission. This leaves a balance of 67 to
be met through land allocations. At least 35% of new homes (29 units)
should meet identified needs for affordable housing and, of these, up to 55%
or around 16 units should be social rented.

4.33 The approach has been to identify small sites in hamlets and settlements with
a clear functional relationship with a larger settlement, using the principles set
out in Paragraph 2.10. To this end, small housing sites have been suggested
at Headless Cross and Ravenstown.

Rural Policles

* This figure represents 80% of dweliings with planning consent as not ali consents will be
implemented.

d
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services including a garden centre, several public houses, a mini market, post
offices, doctors, chemist, primary school and a community centre. The Airfield

;o
bk

4.28
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Approach Business Park is an important local employment area. Nearby
Holker Hall is a major visitor attraction and Cark is also the station for
Cartmel. The airfield is important both as a location for light aviation and
parachuting and as a venue for events such as the Steam Rally.

Key issues affecting development in the Cark and Flookburgh areas are:

¢ The need to avoid development in areas at risk of flooding in the coastal
flats and in the River Eea flood plain;

¢ The need to provide for employment;
¢ The need to sustain local facilities and public transport;

¢ The need to maintain the built heritage of the two villages and the setting
of Cark Hall in particular;

= The need to maintain the separate identities of the two villages.

Four small allocations are suggested on infill and rounding off sites in
Flookburgh. Land adjacent to Cark station is suggested for employment use.
A small Green Gap is suggested between Cark and Flookburgh.

Cartmel

Cartmel is one of the most historic settliements in South Lakeland District. lts
conservation area contains numerous listed buildings. It is dominated by the
12" Century Priory Church and is a major tourist attraction augmented by the
racecourse and a developing role as a food centre with a growing portfolio of
quality eating establishments and speciality food shops. The settlement is
also characterised by development along the lanes interspersed with large
green spaces. The settlement has a full range of shops and pubs, a primary
and secondary school (which serves the whole peninsula) and GP services.

Key issues affecting development in Cartmel include:

= The need to manage and develop Cartmel as a visitor destination;

¢ The need to safeguard Cartmel’s outstanding built heritage and its setting;
= The need to avoid development in areas at risk of flooding;

= The need to protect the quality of the surrounding landscape;

= The need to ensure that any new development is sympathetic in scale and
character;

= The need to sustain local facilities;
= Sewerage capacity.
A site is suggested in Cartmel on the south side of Aynsome Road. This is

B
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screened on the east and south sides by Hesketh Wood and adjoins the
Secondary School.

Small Centres and Courdryside

In small villages, hamlets and the open countryside, the Core Strategy (Policy
CS4) seeks to make provision for small-scale housing development to ensure
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January
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were under construction, and a further 222 are expected o be delivered from
sites that afready have planning permission. The Council's Strategic Housing

4.22

4.23

4.24

4.25

4.2

(4}

tand-Availability Assessment-also-identified-a-number-of small-sites-that are
expected to deliver 9 dwellings. This leaves a balance of 179 to be met

through land allocations. At least 35% of new homes (110 units) should
meet identified needs for affordable housing and, of these, up to 55% or
around 60 units should be social rented. This housing ambition has been
apportioned between settlements using the criteria set out in Paragraph 2.10
above. The Local Service Centres are considered in turn in the following
paragraphs:

Allithwalie

Allithwaite is a small village close to Grange-over-Sands with a population of
around 700. The older part of the village is clustered around the church,
which is centrally focated on the crown of a hill. It is interspersed with working
farms to the south, while more recent development spreads out along
surrounding roads interspersed with {arge fields. Listed buildings include three
farmhouses on Beck Side, and St Mary’s church. It has a post office and
convenience store, primary school and pub.

Key issues affecting development in Alfithwaite:

¢ The distinctive character and topography of the old village;

= The need to mitigate the impacts of unsympathetic 20" century
development;

= The importance of green spaces within the village to its character,

= The need to sustain local facilities and public transport;

¢« The need fo avoid coalescence with Kents Bank/Grange.
Community concerns include views in and out of the village, road safety,
particularly on Holme Lane, and concern at potential coalescence with
Cartmel.

Within Allithwaite, the development of two small ‘rounding off’ sites is
proposed at the northern end of the village along with a development
boundary amendment to enable improvement to the appearance of the
approach to the viliage from Flookburgh.

Cark and Flookburgh

These two linked villages either side of the Furness railway, together have a
population of around 1,800. Flookburgh has an historic core giving way to
more modern development to the east. Cark is dominated by oider housing

around the core and beyond, including the seventeenth century listed Cark
Hall, although this is interspersed with more modern development. The
villages have a station on the Furness line and have an extensive range of

= This figure represents 80% of dwellings with planning consent as not all consents will be
implemented.

d
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Other possible Options

A number of other sites were put forward during earlier consultation and not
selected. The site selection process is explained in the Settlement.Fact Files.

Development Criteriz

All new housing development in the Grange/Cartmel area will be guided by
the policies in the Core Strategy, in particular those dealing with the following:

&

Grange/Cartmel Area Strategy (Policy CS4), Landscape and Settlement
Character (CS8.2) and Historic Environment (CS8.6).

Sustainable Development (CS1.1), Construction, Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Energy (CS7.7 and 8.7), Flood Risk (CS8.8) and Biodiversity
(CS8.4).

Dwelling Mix and Type (CS6.2), Affordable Housing (CS6.3), Design
(CS8.10) and Efficient Use of Land and Buildings (CS6.6).

Green Infrastructure (CS8.1) and Recreation (CS8.3a-b).
(CS 8.10) Design.

Social and Community Infrastructure (CS9.1), Developer Contributions
(CS8.2) and Transport (CS10.2).
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