® o ~~ AGENDA
, " ITEMNO.

SOUTH HOLLAND DlSTRlCT CDUNClL

REPORT TO: DEVELOPMENT CONTROL - 17 DECEMBER 2008 Fvmuumiawa

BY: . HEAD OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
SUBJECT: Steppingstone Footbridge, Spalding
PURPOSE: To Consider Planning Application H16/1_149/08
Appilication Number:‘ H16/1149/08 ~ Date Received: 7 November 2008
- Application Type:  Prior Approval Determination
'Description: ‘ Replacement Footbridge
Location: Steppmgstone Footbrldge, Spaldlng
 Applicant: Network Rail | Agent.

‘The application seeks prior approval for the submitted details, under the provisions of Part Il of
Schedule 2 of The Town and Country Planning (General Permltted Development) Order 1995 -
Development Under Local or Private Acts or Orders. .- _ _

“In this case the details relate to a replacement bridge (to replace Steppingstone Brldge) which
links Park Road to Kings Road across the rallway line and associated land. ' :

.The emstlng brldge isa 3 span Vlctorlan cast iron and metal structure spanning a total length
{including later steps) of 67 metres. The replacement bridge will have a single span of 21.8
metres with a ‘dog legged’ staircase at either end giving a total length (not counting the stalrcase
returns) of 31.25 metres. The bndge w:ll be constructed 4.7 metres above ground. '

The proposed bridge oompnses-a steel truss-clngle span having a footpath deck wrdth of
approximately 2.00 metres and solid sides of approximately 1.4 metres. The bridge has been
previously located at Aylesbury Station and has been transported to the site ready for use: -

Te prcposal makes no provision for disabled or cycle access, but the applicant has stated that
* such provision could be made at a later stage. .
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_ As previously stated, the site is presentiy occupied by Steppingstone Bridge which spans the
active railway lines and associated railway land. Immediately to the west of the site is Britannia -
Gardens. The westernmost steps of the new brrdge will be situated partly to the rear of No 34
Britannia Gardens .

Steppingstone Bndge forms part of a wider publlc footpath network Imklng Park Road to Kings . |
Road and the town centre

If this wer_e an application for_ planning permission thelfellowing policies would be relevant.

The Develogment Plan

Llncolnshrre Structure Plan, July 2006
Policy M8 — Cycling. -

Policy M9 — Pedestnans

* South Holland District Local Plan, July 2006 -
Policy SG14 — Design and Layout of New Development

Policy SG15 — New Development Facilities for Road Users, Pedestnans and Cyclists. -
Policy 8G17 - Protection of Residential Amenity.

Policy EC13 — The Northern Expansion Area. .

Policy EN4 — Development Affecting Listed Buildings. .

Policy LT3 — Recreational Routes, Public Right of Way, Disused Rallway Routes
Policy TL1 = Safeguarding Road Routes.

Policy TL2 — Cycling, Cycleways.

- The deadlrne for representations is 15 December 2008 — The followmg have been received to date
— any further representatlons received after report fmallzatlon wrll be reported verbaliy

Ward Member - Clir R Gambba-Jones - Understood that SHDC as LPA has little
' “genuine control over outcome. This makes it difficult to identify ,
specific policies, but | believe the fotlowrng sections of the Local Pian
have some relevance: :
;Chapter 8~ paragraph 8.1 — Need to reduce use of- motor car.
. paragraph 8.6 — includes provision of walking and

cycling. :
Pollcy TL1 = safeguardmg road link between Stat:on Road to
Pinchbeck Road.
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More Spec1t" c concems are:
« no intention to provide dleabled/pedestrlan frrend!y access to

bridge.

o Seeks to block a. protected road route. ‘
' Acknowledge that the bndge requires urgent replacement but the

new bridge: |

e Fails to address the vast majority of existing shortcomings.

¢ No ease of accessto cycles, prams, pushchairs, wheelchalrs or
disabled scooters.

Pedals

Economic Development
Officer

- o Network Rail should be requested to discuss additional funding

for disabled access with L.CC as part of Community Travel case .
for Spalding.

s Properly designed, the brldge would be a major thoroughfare

~ linking farge residential area to town and reducing car travel.
« Claiming extra cost not justified because of current low footfall is
an unsound argument given present state of bridge, which puts
off many poiential users. - '

. » Concerned over shorter bndge span and placing town centre

" staircase in middle of land owned by Network Rail.

¢ Will make disabled friendly access ramps difficult, particutarly |f

Network Rail have other ideas for the land.

» If proposal goes ahead, would ask for legal agreements to retain
sufficient land for future provision of disabled access spiral or
sloped access ramp. Shouid also be required to make land

. available to SHDC/LCC for provision of disabled access.
As proposed the bridge will prevent future road links.
Fear that Network Rail will seek to do no more than they have fo. .

, Summarised:

+ Disappointed at proposal 7
¢ Not convenient for. cycllsts or people w1th prams and wheelchalrs

efc.

_» This is such an important link that every opportunity shou[d\be _

~ taken to make it suitable and safe — including lighting. .

+ Hope that SHDC & LCC will take the lead in trying fo persuade
Network Rail to re-think details of this proposal.
Bridge and its approaches should be lit.
This is an important link for the town and should be suitable and |
safe.

e Extra use will contnbute to the County Counc:l CTZ aims of
reducing car journeys and lessen parking demands in town,

e« Has consideration been given to a level crossing for use by

pedestrians and cyclists? This would make the crossing useable
by the widest range of potential users and would also remove the
~ bridge from the Iocal landscape. : :

No objections to replacentent footbridge, but concerned over shorter
bridge. This will compromise an important roadway development
scheme as proposed in the Local Plan. :
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22 Patriot Close - " Understand that approval can be refused or conditions impo.: if the

: : design would injure the amenity of the neighbourhcod or there was a

detrimental impact on the amenity of the neighbourhood. Would like

the Council to oppose the proposal for foliowing reasons:

s Staircases at either end are discriminatory and contrary to-
disabled legislation. Adequate provision should be made now.
No lighting is shown.

Provision shouid be made for cycllsts by providing. cycle channels
within stairs.

No mention of the feotbridge betng part of a public footpath.
Opportunity exists to make footpath on east side shared use with

cychsts
Applicant . Has submitted a detailed letter explaining the basis of the
‘ submission and a copy of extract of the relevant Act of. Parliarnent
dated 1845. -
Confirms 8 week penod for determmatlon from the date of
submlssmn ' ' :

'Background ' ‘ '
This proposal has been submitted by Network Rail for a replacement to Stepplngstone Footbridge.

The submission is made under Part il of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General

‘Permitted Development) Order 1995 ‘Development Under Local or Private Acts or Orders’ — whrch

states, under Class A, that:

- Development authorised by (a) a local or prtvate Act of Parttament . Which designates
specifically the nature of the development authorised and the Iand upon which it may be
carried out.... Is permitted development. ‘

“but: Development is not permitted if it consists ofor mcludes (a) — the erection, construct.fon
alteration or extension of any bridge..... unless the prior approva! of the appropnate authonty to
the deftailed plans and specifi jcations ts ﬂrst obtained. ‘
However: The prior approval is not to be refused . ‘hor are conditions to be tmposed
unless -

(a) The- development . ought to be and could reasonabty be carried out etsewhere on the
land, or; ,

(b) The design or external appearance of... any bridge..... would injure the amenity of the
neighbourhood and is reasonably capable of modifi catton to evo:d such i mjury

~ Material Con3|derat|ons ' '
~ The basis of the submission is set out fully abeve Essentiaily, prior approval is belng sought for
. the plans and specifications of the replacement bridge.

Prior approval is not to be refused {or conditions |mposed) unless the desugn or externel
appearance would injure the amemty of the netghbourhood

In this respect the Authority must d:sregard the deswablllty of. retalnlnglmalntaln[ng the eX|st|ng

bridge. It is not listed, nor may it be regarded as being within the curtilage of a' hsted building. The
station is Listed, but is sﬁuated approximately 250 metres to the south. . .
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The &nlty of the nelghbourhood is the only matter which the LPA can be concerned w:th In thls
respect:

« The bridge would be of a more modern design; but shorter thah the existing bridge.

e Would contain right-angled stalreases at-either end - rather than |n fing’ steps as at present

Given that the site is not situated within a conservatlon area, however these factors do not
amount to justifiable reasons to refuse permission on ‘amenity grounds.

| The orientation of the westernmost steps will mean that they will be situated to the rear of a ,
—residential-curtilage (No--34-Britannia-Gardens)—This-will-result-in-increased-sense-of overlooking—
— compared fo the present stair arrangements —~ but this is not considered to be so serious as to

justify a refusal.

Other Matters ,
Because of the importance of this footpath link the proposal has been glven similar publicity to that

of a planning application. This has resulted in @ number of representatrons raising concerns, the
main ones (to date) being:

“e. Inadequate disabled access.

Inadequate cycle access.

Prejudicial to future road provision. :

Fails to address shortcomings of exrstlng bridge.

Could suffer grafl" it}

These matters, although important, cannot however influence the Council's decision which has to
be made on the narrow basis of amenity of the Iocallty : :

.- Before the footbridge i |s replaced the appl:cant will need to secure a dlversmn order for the public |
- footpath — which will be realigned as a consequence of the new stairs. This will be a separate
procedure and further representation can be made in relatlon to this.

Conciusions '
The existing footbridge is now in need of replacement and the present proposal seeks to achleve

this.

Although concerns have been raised to the proposal these are not considered fo amount to
- justifiable reasons to refuse pnor approval to the submitted details, given the narrow grounds set

out in the Crder.

However, it is proposed to forward all consultation responses to Network Rail in order that it is
aware of the strength of feeling, in particular to disabled and cycle access, and concerns over the
proposal being prejudicial to the future road proposals. In addition, Network Rail will be urged to
revise the proposals (irrespective of any formal notice of prior approval) and to enterinto -
dISCUSSIDnS in an effort to address the concerns raised. :

8.0 RECOMMENDATION
8.1 That Notice of Prior Approval be Granted.

8.2 That officers write to Network Rail urging it to enter into discussions and submit
~ revised proposals to address the concerns raised.
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Backgrbund papers:- Planning Application Working File

File Ref: H16/1'1 49/08

Appendmes P|an A Slte Locatlon Plan
Plan B - -
Plan C - -

| Report Author: D'e'velopmeht Control Mahager

Local Gove_mment Access to Information Act 1985
Please contact Steve Wllliams, the Head of Planning and

or the background papers. You can contact him:
+ by post at the Councit Offices, Priory Road, Spald;ng,
' Llncoinshzre PE11 2XE . ,
by phone on 01775 761161 -
e by email at info@sholland.gov.uk

1 Development if you want more .information about this report |
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