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' The Planning Bureau lelted ’
‘Homelife House - e

26-32 Oxford Road B

‘Bournemouth

BH8 8EZ
9 January 2007

Dear Gian

Proposed sheltered development for the elderly at 2 - 6 Addlestone Park, Addlestone,
Surrey on behalf of McCarthy a_nd Stone (Developments) ’

' Planning Reference: RU/06/0195

Appeal Reference APPIQ363 N0611199145

“Thank you for your Ietter of‘8‘“ January and subsequent email of g January 2007 relatlng to. ¢
the above proposals. . .Natural England has considered the points you have made and -

proposes a revised av0|dance package which would enable the decision maker to conclude =
that the development would have no effect on the SPA. While the detail of the avoidance
package has changed, thls Ietter should be read in conjunction with our letter to you dated 5"
January 2007.

You will note that the package below still includes the ‘conditions’ relating to the total number
of parking spaces (10) and the minimum entry age (65+). Natural England no longer insists
on the restrictions on car ownership made in our previous letter. This is because there is
evidence relating to the long term average of car ownership at this type of development in
Surrey that indicates car ownership here is Ilkely to be less than 10 vehicles. The impact of

‘this number of -vehicles is not considered to have a greater: effect on the SPA than the

existing unrestricted dwellings (due to. restrictions_on all dog ownership). As you confirm in
your evidence, any potential short term peak W|lI be dealt with as the development takes time
to become full and new residents start the process of giving up vehicles:

A proposed avoidance package

1. A potential long term avoidance pa_t_:kage for this development would therefore
co_nstitute a two pronged adaptation of the 'proposa‘IS'

: a) '_:'Redu(:e the total number of parklng'spaces to, 10 to allow for reSIdent and

“p) e Maintain the minirmu entry age At 65+ |n the Iong term (to enable conﬂdent
..., . prediction that over the lifetime of the development, the impact of captyral England
SO 'fOWnershlp does not rise above current levels) : Head Office
U : _ 1East Parade
Sheffield S12ET
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2. These limitations would be consistent with the profile of entry lessees, would be a
reasonable restriction bearing in mind likely car ownership characteristics and would
enable the decision maker to conclude that the development would have no effect on
the SPA.

3. All the restrictions could be achieved by a $106 unilateral obligation. If such an
obligation was agreed with Natural England, and then submiitted to the Council and
PINS, Natural England could withdraw its objection to the appeal proposals. Itis
likely that similar restrictions on other, similar proposals in the TBH Planning Zone by
the appellants, adapted as necessary to suit different circumstances in terms of
parking spaces and car-owning flat numbers, would also allow Natural England to
confirm no effects on the SPA. T e

Yours sincerely

Jead

Nick Radford
Conservation Officer

CC: HeathervLangridge, The Planning Inspectorate



