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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 23rd May 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 C Cornelius, 



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

Also present:             Cllr Mrs Su Hunt, Cllr D Walsh, Mr Lachlan Fraser representing Save Our Vale, and one member of the public.

1.  To receive apologies for absence.
     Apologies were received from Cllr Mrs A Beckley.

2.  Declarations of Interest - There were no declarations of interest.

3.  Planning Applications:-

a. 2/2011/0467/PLNG – 8 Sorrel Way, Gillingham – Erect 2 No. single storey extensions and single detached garage (demolish existing conservatory)

COMMENTS:

Cllr Lodge raised concerns over the proposed location of the garage, stating, “I am concerned over the proposed location of the garage and feel that it will not be in keeping with the surrounding area.”

Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘The new sun room at the back, being on the same footprint, is an improvement on the existing conservatory and all materials used will match the existing.  

The new “shed” for the bins is not a description I would use, but looking from the plans submitted, the materials used will match existing.  It will be 0.5m from the footway along Rolls Bridge Way, but being single story will not be unsightly.

The single garage is my main concern.  On viewing the property, there is room for a garage and 3 to 4 parking spaces besides, ample for a family home and no alteration to access.  The garage will take a standard 1.5m wide vehicle, I do, however, have reservations regarding the proposed wooden door as it does not stipulate the finish  – garage doors in the vicinity being white.  The garage, both in length and height will be very visible adjacent to the back garden fence of no. 7 Sorrel Way, affecting their amenity, which is contrary to policy 1.8 of the North Dorset District-Wide Local Plan (1st revision), and  Implementation Policy D, of the Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Structure Plan which states that “When preparing local plans and determining applications, the local planning authorities should take into account the implications for the amenity of local residents”.
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Development Control Recommendations Committee – Minutes – 23rd May 2011 - continued: 
3.  Planning Applications - continued:-
I therefore recommend refusal of this application but if the case officer has a mind to approve it, that it be referred to N.D.D.C. Development Control Committee.’

All members, with the exception of Cllr Mrs Robson, recommended refusal of this application. Cllr Mrs Robson abstained from voting. 

All members, with the exception of Cllr Frith, agreed that, if the Case Officer recommends the application for approval then the application should be referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council. Cllr Frith abstained from voting.

b. 2/2011/0510/PLNG – 5 Jessop Close, Gillingham – Erect single and two storey extension.

COMMENTS:

Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘This application is a clever use of the space available to improve and extend a family home using the same materials as existing. 

The two-storey extension on the back will take a considerable chunk out of half the back garden, leaving 8m to the back boundary, the existing being 13m to the back boundary, but which I feel is still adequate space for recreation for a family.  There are no windows over-looking no. 6 Jessop Close to adversely affect neighbours amenity.

The single storey extension on the left-hand side will extend to the boundary of no. 5 leaving only 1.2m space between; I am therefore concerned about access for maintenance.    The plans state that No’s 4 and 6 have been consulted and have no objections, no. 4 has agreed to eaves and gutter overhang of their property.  I have checked this, and it seems that both neighbours have been kept very informed throughout. Neighbour’s privacy will not be affected with the use of rooflights.   

However, I am concerned with part of the extension being used as a music room and how this might affect neighbours amenity with regard to noise levels, no special construction is proposed for sound deadening etc in the construction.  

Looking at the property from the front, there will be very little difference in appearance, other than seeing the end of the single storey extension.  So visual amenity will not be impaired.

I therefore recommend approving this application, but if the case officer has a mind to refuse it, that it be referred to N.D.D.C. Development Control Committee.’

Cllr Joyce concurred with Cllr Mrs Ridout regarding the proposed use as a Music Room. He also raised concerns over the proposal to site the foundations on the neighbouring property.

Cllr Mrs Robson explained that rooms can be sound proofed from the inside and it could be possible to do this following the construction of the room.

All members, with the exception of Cllr Joyce, supported the application. Cllr Joyce abstained from voting.

All members, with the exception of Cllr Lodge, agreed that should the Case Officer recommend the application for approval, the application should be referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council. Cllr Lodge abstained from voting.
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Development Control Recommendations Committee – Minutes – 23rd May 2011 - continued: 
3.   Planning Applications - continued:-
c. 2/2011/0505/PLNG – Bainley Hill Farm, Gillingham – Erect 1 No. 26m high, 20kw wind turbine.

COMMENTS:

Mr Lachlan Fraser addressed the committee stating, “I am here this evening on behalf of ‘Save Our Vale’ who wish to object to this application. We understand that every application needs to be judged on its own merits, and, with this in mind, ‘Save Our Vale’ did not object to the previous application for the first wind turbine. The ‘Save Our Vale’ Committee had concerns over the first wind turbine, but felt that it was appropriate for a farm to have a single turbine to provide power for its own use. However, we feel that we have not had the opportunity to establish the visual impact of the first wind turbine. These turbines are the height of an average village church tower. This is a unique and lovely part of the British countryside and by allowing an undesirable array of wind turbines the visual amenity will be destroyed.”

Cllr Lodge agreed with Mr Fraser, stating, “This is the thin edge of the wedge and I am concerned that this will slowly turn into a wind farm. Why didn’t they apply for two wind turbines at the beginning? I will reiterate my concerns regarding noise and flicker and the fact that we simply do not live in a windy area. There are other forms of sustainable renewable energy and I believe that wind turbines are not the way forward.”

Cllr Joyce agreed with Cllr Lodge stating “voltaic panels are less obtrusive than a 26m high wind turbine.”

Cllr Robson concurred with Mr Fraser stating “This is a lovely area and is not the right part of the world in which to put wind turbines.”

Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘This application is for a second small wind turbine, exactly the same model as the first, on land at Bainley Farm.  The first turbine, approved in February this year has not yet been constructed and misleadingly does not appear on the documents attached with this application.  

The Acoustic Report provided has been prepared by a company based in Co. Galway and so bears no significance what-so-ever to the topography of the land surrounding Bainley Farm.  

I would also like to point out that the first figures quoted relating to nearest neighbours in the Design and Access Statement have been subject to “copy and paste” from the first application and are therefore inaccurate and misleading. 

Neighbour’s visual amenity will undoubtedly be affected, in particular ‘The Bungalow’ adjacent to Bainley Farm, 250m away, Bainly House, 400m away, and also Church Farm Dairy 600m away, contrary to  policy  1.8 of the North Dorset District-Wide Local Plan (1st revision),  and  Implementation Policy D, of the Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Structure Plan which states that “When preparing local plans and determining applications, the local planning authorities should take into account the implications for the amenity of local residents”.

There are alternatives to turbines as listed in the Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Renewable Energy Strategy and Action Plan, which includes Solar; Photovoltaic; Biomass using woodland, energy crops and straw; or centralised anaerobic digestion utilising food waste, animal manures and sewage. Perhaps one or more of which would be more efficient for a farm location.

Before applying for a second turbine, I believe that the first turbine should be constructed and data taken from this to ascertain it’s efficiency, this data being made available with any subsequent turbine application.  

I therefore recommend refusal of this application but if the case officer has a mind to approve it, that it be referred to N.D.D.C. Development Control Committee.’

When put to the vote, all members recommended refusal of the application.

All members agreed that should the Case Officer recommend the application for approval, the application should be referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council. 
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d. 2/2011/0514/PLNG – Elm Croft, Wyke Road, Gillingham – Reposition vehicular access with brick piers. Resurface existing drive, form new parking area and erect 1 No. porch (demolish existing porch).

COMMENTS:

Cllr Frith informed members that the Oak Tree adjacent to the entrance of Elm Croft is protected by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO). He raised concerns over the possible damage to the roots during construction stating, “I am very concerned that the roots of the Oak Tree will be damaged by heavy vehicles during the construction. It is my understanding that the roots span the same distance as the canopy, and, with this is in mind, I also have concerns that the roots may be damaged during digging. I am disappointed that a report has not been received from the North Dorset District Council Tree Officer and feel, that, at this stage, we are unable to make an informed decision on this application.”

Cllr Joyce agreed with Cllr Frith and referred to the proposal to provide a reinforced concrete slab at the access crossing the roots, stating, “The idea of the concrete slab is to protect the roots from compaction by traffic, however, I have concerns that water won’t be able to seep through to the roots.”

Cllr Lodge stated, “The proposal is to move the drive further from the Oak Tree and this will therefore give the tree better protection. It will be down to the Tree Officer at North Dorset District Council to closely watch the situation during construction.” Cllr Lodge asked whether a report had been received from the Highway Authority, and, in the absence of a report, stated his disappointment over the lack of Officer’s reports.

Cllr Mrs Ridout made the following verbatim report:

‘This application will improve the appearance of the entrance to Elmcroft and the appearance of the property in general by landscaping and re-building the existing porch and providing improved turning/parking space.  From studying the plans, I believe it will have minimal affect on the character and appearance of Wyke Road and in line with policy EN.Q  of the Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Structure Plan, which states that “architectural and historical heritage of Dorset should be safeguarded through the preservation or enhancement of the character and appearance of areas and features of special architectural or historic interest.”

Moving the access point 1.5 metres to the west will give greater protection to the mature oak tree and will also give better visibility splay when exiting onto the busy B3081.  I do however have concerns with this application in that, since the date it was made, i.e. 26th April 2011, a TPO has been put on the mature oak (served 10th May 2011).

I have great concerns about this Oak and would recommend refusal of this application until further information is available to us from the N.D.D.C  Senior Tree Officer to ensure the safeguarding of this tree whilst works are in progress and the Tree Officer’s opinion on the applicant’s intention to provide a reinforced concrete slab at the access crossing to protect the roots from compaction.

I therefore recommend refusal of this application but if the case officer has a mind to approve it, that it be referred to N.D.D.C. Development Control Committee.’

Cllr Dann expressed his disappointment in the Council’s Officers, stating, “We are still not getting the same information as the District Council and this is not good enough. We are trying to make decisions with one hand tied behind our backs. We need the reports and recommendations from the Tree Officer and from the Highways Authority, this is not the first time this has happened and its not good enough.”

When put to the vote, Cllr Lodge and Cllr Mrs Cornelius supported the application. The remaining five members recommended refusal of the application over concerns of possible damage to the protected Oak Tree.

Three members agreed that should the Case Officer recommend the application for approval, the application should be referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council. Four members voted against. 

Closure: The meeting closed at 8.50pm.
