Council recommend refusal with comments: This application do

substantially differ from the previous and our comments stand from that appiication

(attached). The application stilt requires clarification and the New Local Plan suggests a
requirement for only 4 new yards/plots in south cambs.




Attachment 1

Meldreth Parish Council's response to Planning Application No., $/2807/112/vC for “Variation of
Condition 8 of planning permission $/0177/03/F to allow an increase in the number of plots from 11 to
23" at The Boulevard, Knessworth Road, Meldreth by Mr John Biddali

Meldreth Parish éouncil resolved at their Planning Committee meeting on Thursday 170 January 2013
to recommend: :

REFUSAL with comments

Comments
Meldreth Parish Council asks if the application above meets the proposal by the Inspecior who turned down an

appeal by Mr Biddall afer refusal of permission for more picts in 2009. In his response
(APP/WOS30/AM09/2116344) the inspector said “In my view the correct mechanism for the consideration of an
increase in the number of plots, and associated mobile homes/caravans, on the appeal slte is by way of fresh
applications or applications under $.73 or 73A of the 1990 Act {as amended)”. It is our understanding that this
application is just a request o vary the number of picts under Condition 8 and that this is not a fresh

application”.

Notwithstanding the above we have further concerns on e application and its potential impact on Meldreth
and ali iis residents,

{Withiry this document the term Plot refers fo ona of 40 parcels of land on the site into which the site was
originally divided for sale and the term Yard refers to a unit for planning puiposes allowing 3 residential
vans/mobile homes and associated rides/equipment )

Meldreth Parsish Councit has stated on a number of occasions, including In addressing the SCDC Planning
Committee and by letter to Mr Paul Sexion (18th September 2008), that a full planning application should be

made so;

11, it would make clear which land is owned by Mr Biddali ag opposed to that already soid to others,

3 2. The process would have full transparency, particularly o those affected on sile, who would presumably aif

be “cardad”.

4 .
53, At the conclusion of the process it would be clear which plots have planning permission and which do not,

making planning enforcement possible.

This application did include a Certificate B fist of 17 co-owners of the land in question but there was no plan
showing, as we have requested several times, the current layout of the site and who owned which plots and
which land is owned by Mr Biddall. Howaver in November 2012 Mr Biddall's agent, Mr Thurlow, attended the
public guestions section of one of sur planning meetings, at his request, and showed us a plan of their
proposed increase in plots. While we made no comment on our position we took the opportunity to remind him
of our requests above. At a site visif on Wednesday 168" January 2013 Mr Thurlow handed our chairman & table
(attached) showing ownership of the land using the plot numbers of the eriginal layout of 40 “plots” and the
numbers of the 23 "yards" now proposed {composite plan attached),

NB Each fime Mr Biddall makes an application he renumbers the yards. This makes the process of
understanding the layout and associated planning penmission for each plot difficult and opaque buf also gives
the residents the problem that they bave riof heen gilocated posteodes.

While the plot ownership details are not part of the planning application, they have helped us in understanding
the problems for the residents of the Roulevard {(who attended our meeting on 17% January) and in atdressing

the new yards proposed.

There are currantly, we believe, 17 octAipied yards on site. We say “believe” because it was not clear for vards
that had caravans whether they were stored or occupied.

The situation at present is:

1. The site was criginally divided by Mr Biddall into 40 plots (50’ frontages; 100’ deep) for sale and numbered
from the front of the site — 1-20 on the left and 21-40 on the right.

2. These were bought by families in various multiples and afl were sold with planning permission and fitle

deeds. There is confusion amongst freeholders as to whether planning consent for yards was per plof or per
transaction.
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3. However the various plans in the past have not refiected the separate transactions and this application in
part seeks to regularise that by splitting yards that were bought separately. Using the numbering in the 12
August 2009 drawing {shows 11 existing yards and 2 extra required by that planning application} it is proposed
to split yard 5 into new yards 6 & 7. yard 8 into new yards 10 & 11 and yard 11 info new yards 22 & 23. 4.
Meidreth Parish Council would support these 3 extra vards, as this would regutarise the current situation with

no major impact.

4. We are however concerned at the application for new yards 1, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17 on 80 far undevaloped
tand owned by Mr Biddail and another non-resident and the sub-division by the new owner of yard 10 into new
yards 18-21. These are small plots In the main and although they could be joined together by new owners,
each plot could (if given planning perriission as yards) be ogocupied by 3 caravans or mobile homes,

To summarise oyr reasons for recommending refusal;

1. The proposed site of 23 plots taken with the adioining 10 plot showmen’s site at *Five Acres” walld, with 33
plots and, potentially 99 caravans or mobile homes, dominate the nearsst settied community of West Way (28

houses} and Burtons (24 houses) in contravention of government guidefines.!

2. it is said in the application that the vacant plots at A and B in the latest plan will not be submitted for planning
permtission in the next 3-5 years. We are concemed at the piecemeal approach for planning on this site which
could fead to a very large site indeed. This application, if allowed by SCDC, or any future application 1o
regularise the situation should be a complete and final appiication with a clear imit on the number of vards that
can be supported. Houses in the countryside are controlled by tight policies where only replacement houses
are allowed and this site is in the couniryside and should similarly be subject to controls on the number of yards

allowed.

3. Traveling showpeople are defined ' as “Membars of a group organised for the purposes of holding fairs,
circuses or shows.....", However this site, unlike #s neighbour at “Five Acres”, seems to be a commetcial
venture to provide accommodation for merbers of the Showmen's Guild but without strong family or business

bonds.

4. The letters of support added to the application, which we assumed were {o indicate the need for extra
showmen's accommodation i Meldreth, seemed to be for accommodation for transit or short term
accommodation, although we were assured by Mr Biddall's agent that the occupancy would be permanent.
Transit use would we assume need to be applied for separately,

5. The Gypsy and Traveller Issue and Options DPD identified the capacity for 8 plots (yards) on this site for a
part of the identified local need for showmen’s plots. We believe that those & plots are already taken but without

planning permission,

We would be happy o meet with officers and to heip to find a way forward.

Meldreth Parish Council
20" January 2013

“Planning policy for traveller sites”, March 2012, Department for Communities and local
Government
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