
 
 
 
 

 
PLANS COMMITTEE 7TH JUNE 2018 

 
IMPLICATIONS REPORT 

 
1/0702/2017/OUT 

 
Proposal: Outline application (with all matters reserved) for car park and associated access, 

landscaping and ancillary infrastructure (affecting a public right of way) 
 

Site: Land at Caddywell Lane, Torrington  
 

Background 
 
Members will recall that this application was considered at the Plans Committee on 10th May 2018 
where it was resolved that the Committee was minded to refuse the application. 

 
In accordance with the Committee’s Terms of Reference, in the event Members are minded to approve 
or refuse an application contrary to the recommendation in the report, the item shall be deferred for a 
further report to be presented to Committee. This sets out the implications, process and risks and shall 
be considered before the final decision is taken. 
 
Reasons for Refusal 
 
The draft minutes document the following concerns raised during Members’ discussion in respect of 
the application proposal:  

 

 This application being presented prior to the linked subsequent application.  

 No benefit of a car park in conjunction with the school.   

 No proven need for a car park. 

 Those taking children to school will not walk on the road to park in the car park, and will still 
park on the road closest to the school. 

 Privacy and the need for effective screening. 

 Visibility and amenity. 

 Loss of a green field site.  
 
The Committee resolved that the proposal would be ‘contrary to Policies DVT17 and DVT18’.  
 
These Policies state: 
 
DVT17: Transport Routes  
(1) The routes of proposed new and improved roads shown on the Proposals Map will be safeguarded.  
(2) The design of road proposals will be expected to incorporate pedestrian, cycling, and public 
transport provision where appropriate.  
(3) The former railway and canal routes shown on the Proposals Map, whether developed or 
undeveloped will be safeguarded from development that prevents acceptable alternative transport 
routes or recreational routes.  
 

Policy DVT18: Impact of Development on Traffic  

(1) All development must take into account its impact on the highway network in terms of traffic 
generated, highway safety, access, servicing, and the need to reduce travel and to encourage 
alternatives to the private car, incorporating appropriate facilities on-site or off-site where necessary.  
(2) Where a transport assessment indicates that significant travel and transport implications are likely, 
alternative transport measures shall be provided as an integral part of the scheme and such 



 
 
 
 

development will be permissible only where it will be accessible to a choice of alternative transport 
modes.  
(3) Traffic management measures will be expected to enhance the environment with regard for all local 
transport objectives.  
 
It is not considered that Policy DVT17 is of any relevance to the proposal, and your Officers would 
discourage any reason for refusal making reference to this Policy. With reference to Policy DVT18, 
Parts 2 and 3 of this Policy are not considered relevant to this proposal for a 50 space car park. In 
considering the position of the Highway Officer, and the fact that the proposal would not give rise to 
adverse impacts on the highway network, your Officers do not feel a case can be made that the 
proposal is contrary to Policy DVT18 in respect of impact on the highway network. This leaves the 
matter of whether the development takes into account the need to reduce travel and to encourage 
alternatives to the private car. Your Officers feel that this final point is of most relevance and, 
accordingly, the following refusal reason is offered: 
 
‘The proposed development would fail to take account of the need to reduce travel and to encourage 
alternatives to the private car, contrary to Policy DVT18 of the Torridge District Local Plan.’ 
 
Implications 
 
Members are entitled to differ in their views on a development from their Officers and come to different 
conclusions and they are entitled to do so as they are democratically elected for that purpose. However, 
in making decisions Plans Committee members must always bear in mind that their decisions should be 
supported rationally, with proper reasoning and evidence. The National Planning Policy Guidance 
makes clear that an award of costs is based on unreasonable behaviour. An absence of any reasons 
for refusal or an inability to justify them by proper evidence will undoubtedly be seen as unreasonable 
behaviour and therefore an award of costs is a very real risk.   
 
Whilst each application must be considered on its own merits, there is also a duty on local planning 
authorities to be consistent, both in terms of its officers’ recommendations and also its final decision 
making. Likewise, when having to respond on a “without prejudice” basis to pre-application enquiries in 
respect of similar proposals, in terms of consistency and being a material consideration, officers will 
need to have due regard to the final decision taken on this current application proposal. 
 
With reference to the policies identified, your Officers still recommend that the application be approved 
subject to the conditions set out in the original Officer’s Report and the requirement for a specific 
condition or legal agreement to secure the management and maintenance of the car park. It is not 
considered that Policy DVT17 is of relevance to the proposal and a refusal reason concerning this 
policy could be open to costs at appeal. A reason for refusal has been suggested that relates to Policy 
DVT18, albeit this is not considered strong grounds for refusal and is unlikely to be supported by an 
appeal inspector.   


