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GILLINGHAM TOWN COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL 

RECOMMENDATIONS COMMITTEE

Minutes of an interim meeting of the Development Control Recommendations Committee held on the 27th June 2011 commencing at 8.20pm in The Civic Hall, Town Hall, School Road, Gillingham.

These minutes do not constitute a true record until ratified by Full Council.

Present:
   Cllr R Evill (Chairman), Cllr S Joyce (Deputy Chair), Cllr Mrs A Beckley 



Cllr Mrs C Cornelius, Cllr C Dann, Cllr A Frith, Cllr M Lodge and Cllr Mrs B Ridout.

Also present:             Cllr Mrs Su Hunt and Cllr D Walsh.

24.  To receive apologies for absence.
     Apologies were received from Cllr Mrs J Robson.

25.  Declarations of Interest – Cllr Mrs Cornelius declared a prejudicial interest in Planning Applications 

2/2011/0640/PLNG and 2/2011/0654/PLNG, as the owner of a local business. Cllr S Joyce declared a personal and prejudicial interest in Planning Application 2/2011/0661/PLNG. Cllr Mrs Beckley declared a personal interest in Planning Application 2/2011/0661/PLNG.

Cllr Lodge referred to the recording of members comments in the minutes, stating, “I wish to make sure that all my comments tonight are recorded in the minutes. We need to be able to say what needs to be said and all comments need to be included.”

The Chairman reassured Cllr Lodge that all comments will be included within the minutes. 

26.  Planning Applications:-

a. 2/2011/0587/PLNG – 17 Barnaby Mead, Gillingham – Erect single storey rear extension (install photovoltaic panels).

COMMENTS: 

Cllr Lodge raised concerns over the proposed roofing material, stating, “It is proposed to construction the roof with Zinc which will not be in keeping with the area.”

Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘The proposed extension (20m x 3m) is the full length of the existing dwelling, using buff ‘stone’ blocks to match existing but also timber rain screen cladding on three-quarters of the back elevation and the doors/windows of natural timber.  Although I prefer the use of natural timber doors and windows, in this case it does not match the existing white Upvc.
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26.  Planning Applications - continued:-
My main concern is the material proposed for the extension roof, i.e. zinc coated aluminium sheet roofing rather than grey/brown concrete tiles to match existing.  From looking into this, zinc coated roof sheeting is more suited to complex buildings because of its versatility and durability, but in this case it has been used because of the shallow pitch of the roof and would be more weather proof. I welcome the proposed inclusion of 7 photovoltaic and 3 solar hot water panels along the existing tiled part of the back elevation. There are two birch trees in close proximity to the new extension but with the necessary care taken during construction, these need not be harmed. No 17 is a large plot and a single storey extension will not have any impact on visual amenity from the road or recreational value.  Some of the proposed building materials are not in character with the existing and contrary to Planning Policy 1.8 of the North.Dorset.District Wide Local Plan (1st revision) 2003. However, this extension is at the back of the property which backs on to school playing fields and neighbour’s amenity will not be affected.

I am therefore recommending approval of this application.

When put to the vote, all members, with the exception of Cllr Lodge, recommended approval of the application. Cllr Lodge abstained from voting.

b. 2/2011/0629/PLNG – 8 Sorrel Way, Gillingham – Erect 2 No. single storey extensions (demolish existing conservatory).

COMMENTS: 

Cllr Mrs Beckley stated, “This application will make very little difference and I have no objections.”

Cllr Lodge stated, “This application is to demolish the existing conservatory, replace with a sun-room and add a bin shed to the side of the house. The previous application included the addition of a garage and I am happy to see that the applicants have reapplied without the inclusion of the garage.”

Cllr Joyce stated, “I thought it strange that the proposed bin shed will be 10.5m2 which is nearly the same size as the conservatory.”

Cllr Mrs Phillips agreed with Cllr Joyce stating, “I agree that this is a very large bin store.”

When put to the vote, six members recommended approval of the application. Cllr Ms Phillips and Cllr Joyce recommended refusal of the application.
c. 2/2011/0640/PLNG – Focus DIY Store, Station Road, Gillingham – Install transformer, switchroom and prefabricated sub station. Install ATM machines and erect 2.4m fence. Make modifications to car park entrance.

COMMENTS:
Cllr Mrs Cornelius, having previously declared a prejudicial interest, left the room at 8.28pm

Cllr Lodge stated, “I have no problem with this application, however, the Case Officers need to look closely at the pedestrian access to the site. The proposal is to widen the entrance and, I believe, that there will be an increase in traffic so pedestrian safety is an issue. I wish to recommend that the pedestrian gates adjacent to the traffic lights are opened. I would also like to see some sort of markings at the wider road entrance to indicate to drivers that they are about to cross an area where there is likely to be foot traffic.”

Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘The transition from DIY to food retailing obviously involves a degree of modification and what is proposed in this application is necessary for Asda to operate as a food retail business and will have little impact on the character of the existing building.

The ATM facility will be very useful at the front of the building and it is good that the number of disabled parking bays has almost doubled to 7 and there will be 4 family parking bays.

3

Development Control Recommendations Committee – Minutes – 27th June 2011 - continued: 

26.  Planning Applications - continued:-
I do however have concerns about the access, it being a sharp turn with limited space just off the traffic controlled junction. There isn’t really an alternative, but the proposal to re-align the kerb at the entrance to make it safer for service vehicles to enter within a designated lane seems both sensible and acceptable and must be an improvement on the current layout.   However, Plan 04 indicates that the new kerb re-alignment/junction improvement is to be agreed with Highways.  I spoke with Steve Savage, Highways on 23rd June who told me that he knows of the proposal but that the plans have not yet been made available to him from N.D.D.C.

 He is not happy about the proposal to alter the access and questions why it is necessary,  given that similar service lorries currently use the access.  His major concerns are: the access being in close proximity to the light controlled junction and pedestrian safety, with specific reference to school children crossing the entrance en route from station to school and would consider the installation of a rumble strip across the access to warn drivers of pedestrians and/or possibly a pedestrian crossing.  Re-opening the gate in the railing on the front left corner of the site by the traffic lights might be a possibility for a safer pedestrian access.

With the imminent closure of the Focus Store, the swifter transition to Asda the better for the community especially with regard to employment 

I am therefore going to recommend approval of this application but at this point can I request that it is minuted and brought to the attention of N.D.D.C., that the situation is ridiculous.  NDDC and DCC do not seem to be communicating with reference to planning applications.  The situation has arisen where this Council is having to make recommendation on an application without the benefit of DCC Highways comments or approval.  It is making our job as Town Councillors almost impossible and likewise the recommendations of Highways impossible to achieve after such applications have been approved. It would be sensible if future applications with Highways implications are made available to both this Town Council and DCC Highways at the same time, so that informed decisions can be made at Development Control Recommendation Committee meetings.’

When put to the vote, six members recommended approval of the application. Cllr Dann recommended refusal of the application.

d. 2/2011/0654/PLNG – Focus DIY Store, Station Road, Gillingham – Erect 1 No. internally illuminated sky sign, 2 No. externally illuminated panels, 2 No. totem signs with illuminated logo, 1 No. directional twin post sign, 1 No. externally illuminated logo and 6 No. banners.

COMMENTS:

Cllr Joyce raised concerns over the size of the proposed signs stating, “The proposed signs are contrary to Policy 3.3 of the North Dorset District-Wide Plan, First Revision, which reads, ‘advertisement consent will only be granted if the following conditions are met :The advertisement as a whole is in keeping with the scale and character of the surrounding are; the materials used and the size of lettering are appropriate for the immediate locality; the public safety of those using the highway will not be adversely affected.”

Cllr Lodge made the following verbatim report:

 “Sign number three is quite large and may cause a problem with the traffic line of sight at the traffic controlled junction, and will cause some problems with those looking for the Factory Shop when approaching from the north east. Sign number six will not be in keeping with the view from the river walk. You cannot see much of this elevation at the moment due to the trees on the riverbank. I would like to know who owns the riverbank and if it is to come into the ownership of Asda, what is to stop them cutting them down? Referring to sign number seven, at first I thought, great, we are going to get rid of the tatty banners, but no, we are going to get seven large banner type signs instead, right along the fence of the old garden centre. Not only is this way over the top, but, it is my opinion that they may cause an accident with drivers trying to read the signs on the approach to the traffic lights from the north east. The graphic signs, which have no locations at the moment, are to be put in windows, and this suggests that these are kept on the building within the car park area. I would not be happy to see these on the old 
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26.  Planning Applications - continued:-
garden centre elevation. On a general note, I would like to say that this signage is way over the top and there is no need for it. To allow this much signage will open up the flood-gates all over the town. Can someone answer the question of why banner signage is left up for so long along Le Neubourg Way? It is unsightly and tatty.”

Cllr Joyce reminded members that a local business has recently had to reduce the size of its signage following complaints to the Enforcement Officer.

Cllr Dann concurred with Cllr Lodge stating, “This is totally out of character. A lot of people have approached me and raised concerns over this application. All these banners should be removed”

Cllr Mrs Ridout gave the following verbatim report:

‘The large lettered illuminated signs would take some getting used. I question if they are appropriate on amenity and public safety grounds and if this application falls in line with policy 3.13 Advertisements, of the North Dorset.District Wide Local Plan 2003?

The proposal is to have large illuminated signs on all visible elevations of the building and Totem signs and post mounted banner frames on the railings, but in all fairness these will look smarter than the existing banners tied to the fence.

However, I do not feel comfortable passing something which has no comment or recommendation from an officer with regard to the strict regulations as set out in the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 2007 under Planning Policy Guidance 19, Outdoor Advertisement Control,  1992.’

Cllr Mrs Beckley thanked Cllr Lodge for his report and reminded members of a recent application for signage at a vetenery practice which had been refused permission.

Cllr Frith agreed stating, “There are too many signs, it is totally over the top and I have concerns over the resulting light pollution.”

When put to the vote, six members recommended refusal of the application. Cllr Ms Phillips abstained from voting.

Cllr Mrs Cornelius retruned to the chamber at 8.44pm.

e. 2/2011/0661/PLNG – Land adjacent to 1 Queens Villas, Queen Street, Gillingham – Erect 1 No dwelling with 2 No parking spaces and form vehicular and pedestrian access.

COMMENTS:
Cllr Joyce declared a personal and prejudicial interest but before leaving the chamber made the following statement, “Although I have declared a prejudicial interest I wish to make it known that the applicant and I have separate finances and separate houses. The site of this application was previously the car park used by the Physiotherapy Centre and has seen many vehicular movements in the past. This is a residential area of the town and I believe that the proposed dwelling will compliment the area.”

Cllr Joyce left the chamber at 8.47pm

Cllr Lodge made the following verbatim statement:

‘Bedroom three appears quite small and with the dining room and sitting room being within the same area it seems to me that it would be more suited as a two bedroom dwelling. I am not happy with the cement painted face of the house as this is not in keeping with the near building, 
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26. Planning Applications - continued:-

I would recommend that they use Gillingham red brick or stone as these would be much more in keeping with the surrounding area.’

Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘This application is for a compact 3 bedroomed dwelling with 2 parking spaces in a plot 22m x 10m, leaving a modest family recreation area of 11.4m x 10m.  The materials selected match the character of neighbouring dwellings, both old and new, i.e. cream render and use of brick dressings of red/brown mixture and the low brick wall with black railings will compliment the property.  Neighbour’s amenity will not be affected, if anything an improvement, the site currently being used for parking and I note that the ridge height has been designed not to be overpowering to neighbouring dwellings, i.e. the proposed ridge height of 19m being 1m below the ridge height of the neighbouring dwelling.  

The pedestrian access is good and although the new vehicle access is onto a busy cut through linking the High Street with Lodbourne, it is within a traffic calming area and should be no more dangerous than the existing. I therefore recommend approval of this application under policy 1.8 of the North Dorset District Wide Local Plan (1st revision) 2003 and Implementation Policy D of the Bournemouth, Dorset and  Poole Structure Plan, 2000, but I would like to make the comment that  it is a shame that we are losing another potential commercial site to housing.

When put to the vote, four members supported the application. Cllr Dann, Cllr Lodge and Cllr Ms Phillips recommended refusal of the application.

Cllr Joyce returned to the chamber at 8.52pm

f. 
2/2011/0650/PLNG – Conifers, Bowridge Hill, Gillingham – Erect a building to contain loose boxes, storage facilities, with lean to for workshop / tool store.


COMMENTS:


Cllr Lodge made the following verbatim report:


 ‘The new building seems to be mainly in the garden of the agriculturally tied dwelling, why not in a field? Reference is made the owner’s personal use and not to commercial use, but I am not sure whether this would be the outcome. If permission is granted, I would like to see conditions imposed. Is having a training arena classed as agricultural use? The applicants talk of using road surface grade materials on the track but the right of way entrance is not covered under this, there is a need to bring this section  up to road surface standards.’


Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘I appreciate that the applicant intends to use natural treated timber and has addressed waste collection, recycling and low energy lighting, etc., however, the proposed steel or timber frame agricultural type barn 18.5m x 9.2m (60’ x 30’) with a surface area of 191.36sqm and 4.8m to apex, will be situated mostly in the garden of and adjacent to the existing dwelling ‘Conifers’, a 1969 bungalow of just under half the square area of the proposed barn, i.e. 100sqm. The proposed barn will dwarf the existing bungalow thereby seriously affecting the character and amenity of ‘Conifers’, contravening planning policy 1.8 of the N.D. District Wide Local Plan (1st Revision) 2003 and implementation Policy D of the Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Structure Plan 2000. The 1.2ha paddock to the back of ‘Conifers’ is a more preferable place to site the barn , along with the proposed 40m x 25m all weather surface and the existing conifer trees would act as a screen from the road, thereby keeping ‘Conifers’ and its surrounding garden intact.  ‘Conifers’ is a residential dwelling, a greenfield site, with large garden and paddock behind and it is my understanding that none of the land is, or is part of, an agricultural holding.’  
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26. Planning Applications - continued:-

It would be a great shame to fell the four or five conifers, which, after all, gives the property it’s name (incidentally, these are not shown on the plan) but on going to see the property, I do not consider the conifers to be ‘situated precariously close to the bungalow’ or even the garage, except that they are in the way of proposed development .  I note that the existing garage opens back to front, i.e. it opens out onto the back garden and therefore, I assume in readiness for this application.  

I  recommend refusing this application on the grounds that an agricultural type barn of such proportion

will affect the amenity and  is not in keeping with the character of the existing dwelling ‘Conifers’, but if

the case officer has a mind to approve it, that it be referred to North Dorset.District.Council.

Development Control Committee.’

When put to the vote, seven members recommended refusal of the application. Cllr Mrs Beckley

supported the application,

All members agreed that the application should be referred to the Development Control

Committee at North Dorset District Council.
Closure: The meeting closed at 8.57pm.
