DEVELOPMENT CONTROL RECOMMENDATIONS COMMITTEE – 9TH AUGUST 2010 – continued:-
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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 9th August 2010 commencing at 7.30pm in The Jubilee Room, Town Hall, School Road, Gillingham.

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

Present:
  Cllr R Evill (Chairman), Cllr Mrs A Beckley, Cllr C Dann, 

                            Cllr F Evill, Cllr S Joyce, Cllr M Lodge, Cllr B Millichamp, 

                            Cllr Mrs J Robson and Cllr D Walsh.

Also present:
Cllr D Griffin (Non member) 38 members of the public including representatives of ‘Save Our Silton’ and 3 members of the Press.

Apologies:
Cllr Monksummers (On holiday) Simon Cole (Ecotricity)

514.  To approve the minutes of the meeting held on the 12th July 2010 and the interim meeting held on the 26th  July 2010.

Cllr Walsh proposed “that the minutes of the meeting held on the 12th July 2010 and the interim meeting held on the 26th   July 2010 should be approved as a correct record for these meetings”.

Cllr Mrs Beckley seconded and the vote was unanimous.

515. Questions - There were no questions.

516. Declarations of Interest:-  


Cllr Lodge declared a personal interest in agenda item 6e as a relative is an employee of the applicant.

Cllr Joyce declared a personal interest in agenda item 6a as a personal friend of the ‘Save Our Silton’ representatives speaking at the meeting. 

517. Decisions from NDDC:-

a. 2/2010/0519/PLNG – Unit 4, Cheapside House, High Street, Gillingham – Change of use from hairdressing salon (Class A1) to Charity Office (Class B1) – GRANTED

b. 2/2010/0560/PLNG – Felthams, Church Lane, Milton-on-Stour, Gillingham – Install solar photovoltaic panels and carry out internal and external alterations in association with this – GRANTED

c.   2/2010/0535/PLNG – Neals Yard Remedies Limited, Peacemarsh Road, Gillingham – Discharge of   

      condition No 3 from Planning Permission 2/2010/0239 – FULLY DISCHARGED

517. Decisions from NDDC - continued:-

d.  2/2010/0571/PLNG – 30 Sherborne Causeway, Motcombe, Shaftesbury – Erect first floor extension – 

     GRANTED

Decision notices received after publication of the agenda:-
e. 2/2010 / 0548 / PLNG – The Old Library Station Road, Gillingham - Change of use from Class A2 to Church office - GRANTED

f. 2/2010/ 0567 / PLNG - 5 Wren Place, Gillingham - Install 1 no window to form additional accommodation in existing garage. (Remove existing garage door) - GRANTED 

g. 2/ 2010 / 0608 / PLNG- The Cottage Turners Lane - Erect single storey extension demolish existing single storey extension- GRANTED  
518. Planning Applications:-

Time was allocated to receive presentations from representatives of ‘Save Our Silton’, and ‘Ecotricity’, and questions, and comments, from the members of the public present, prior to consideration of the following application.

a.  2/2010/0731/PLNG - Erect 4 No. 120m high wind turbine generators, construction pads, substation, temporary construction compound, information board and modify vehicular access. Application accompanied by an Environmental Statement as required by the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999. Location: Land between West Bourton and Whistley Farm, B3081 (Gillingham to Wincanton), Silton / Gillingham.

The Chairman explained to the meeting the procedures for public participation. 

Mr Chris Langham (Representing ‘Save Our Silton’) 

Mr Langham identified the following three main reasons for opposing this application:-

a. Impact on landscape - The proposed turbines will be 120 metres high which is higher than Whitesheet Hill and the highest point in Shaftesbury. Overlooking an area of outstanding natural Beauty and would be the tallest man made structures in Dorset. They would be visible over 100 square miles of North Dorset / South Somerset and South Wiltshire. The photo montages included in the application are very misleading as they are complied by piecing together wide angled shots with the deliberate intention of making the turbines appear smaller and therefore reducing their impact on the surrounding countryside. They would in fact be about three times as large as those as illustrated in the application. The use of this method of providing photographic evidence in support of planning applications is under review.

b. Impact on Nearest Residents - The nearest residential property is only 670 metres away and will suffer from noise disturbance. Although this type of turbine does not have a gearbox they operate at a top speed of 190mph. Predicting noise levels is not an exact science so their needs to be a safety margin by setting the acceptable level lower than the theoretical level. The method used to calculate the predicted noise levels has been discredited and is currently under review.   A change is anticipated within the next few months. 

c. Efficiency of Turbines - Wind speeds at this site are below the national average. The applicant claims that they art in liner with the national average on site monitoring has clearly proved that this is not the case. Ecotricity has measured wind speeds at the site for the past 18 months but the results have not been included in the application. Alternative options for generating renewable energy are more efficient. This is an inappropriate site for wind power generation. The local community will take all of the pain leaving the developer to take all of the profit. 

518. Planning Applications - continued:-

2/2010/0731-Erect 4 No. 120m high wind turbine generators - continued:-

Presentations from members of the public - continued:-

Cindy Riley (Silton resident)

Cindy Riley stated, “When the previous application was considered 2,000 individual members of the public submitted letters of protest to North Dorset District Council. This was an unprecedented response. All of the local Parish and Town Councils said no. South Somerset District Council said no. And when the North Dorset District Council’s Development Control Committee considered the application Planning permission was refused. How loudly do we have to shout until Ecotricity gets the message?    

Dee Worlock (Representing ‘Save Our Silton’) 

Dee Worlock stated “2,000 letters were submitted to North Dorset District Council last time and I have read every one of them. They came not only from the immediate area, they came from all over the world. On reading them the one thing that stands out is the passion with which they were written.   This is an area of peace and tranquillity with outstanding scenery used as a location for walking riding and relaxation.  We would have to live with these turbines for the next twenty-five years and what will be left with us at the end of this period? I realise that many people live in areas where near wind turbines are located but the developer should realise that this site is inappropriate.  I appeal to the members of Gillingham Town Council to oppose this application”.     

Deborah Allard (Closest resident)

Deborah Allard stated, “Whistley Farm is located near the proposed site for these turbines. My Husband and I are the fourth generation of the Allard family to farm at this location and the first to diversify as we only have a 135acre farm. A livery yard and two holiday lodges have made the difference in making the farm a viable unit.  The main attraction for people renting the lodges is the peace and tranquillity. I am concerned on the impact these proposed turbines will have on the number of bookings for the lodges.  The turbines will be located on land that is over 100ft higher than our farmhouse and the structures will be 400 ft high, a total of 546 feet. Ecotricity claim that tourism will not be affected but no impact study has been carried out. Consultation with regular clients has revealed that they are all horrified with this proposal and that they would reconsider returning in the future.  This is not a suitable site for wind turbines and the lack of adequate wind speed resulting in the extension of the review period from four to eleven weeks says it all”. 

Mr Richard Howman (Milton on Stour resident)

Interference with radar - Mr Howman referred to a letter from JRC Ltd, a joint venture between the national grid and energy producing companies, mandated by Offcom to evaluate the affect of proposals for the erection of wind turbines, on radar and microwave transmission. These proposed turbines would cause unacceptable interference. As a result the application cannot be approved due to unacceptable interference with critical UK infrastructure.  

Carbon emissions - This application contravenes North Dorset District Council’s eco-policy, with regards to the energy used to produce the material required for the construction of the turbines, the concrete access road to the site and the concrete required to form the bases for the turbines in direct contravention of the council’s renewal and green energy policies. The production of the copper, which forms the core of the cable required to connect the turbines to the National Grid, is also a controversial subject. Ethical procurement and the ability to trace back to source are required to ensure the copper is obtained from approved sources.  

Efficiency of turbines -There is often confusion between capacity and output.  All applications of this nature tend to measure on capacity, assuming a constant wind speed of 6 metres per second, and not on projected output, with wind speeds staring at 2.5 metres per second and averaging around 5 metres per second. These 
518. Planning Applications - continued:-

2/2010/0731-Erect 4 No. 120m high wind turbine generators - continued:-

Presentations from members of the public - continued:-

turbines are designed to operate in medium to high wind situations, which do not exist at Silton. An independent assessment should be carried out to determine just how efficient these turbines are likely to be. 

Interference with air traffic - Mr Howman referred to problems likely to be encountered low flying aircraft, and helicopters, which frequently operate in this area, informing the meeting that a desktop tool is used to identify the risk involved. Mr Holman stated “I have contacted the supplier of the software who has advised me that the use of this software is only an aid in the evaluation process, and it can produce variable results, depending on the settings used by the operator. The Planning Officer has to be completely satisfied with the evidence provided and to be sure that there is no risk to low flying aircraft.  

Archaeology - The application states that the site is not of any archaeological importance. We have no idea if this is correct. A proper independent survey needs to be carried out to establish if the assumption made by the applicant is in fact correct.  

Mr Peter Maddock (Gillingham resident)

Mr Maddock presented extracts from the attached report identifying his reasons for objecting to the application  - (Previously issued to members at table).
Mr Light (Gillingham resident)

Mr Light referred to a similar application in Cumbria where the applicant invests £30,000-00p per year into the local area stating, “There is no mention in this application of any benefit to the local community. This is the wrong place and the wring time and these turbines should not be erected”.  

Mr Peter Weeks (Gillingham resident)

Mr Weeks presented the following verbal report:-

The UK contribution to global warming is approximately 1%. If wind turbines were erected across all of the UK it would not make any significant contribution to a reduction in global warming. When the wind stops blowing, no matter how many wind turbines there are, they stop producing energy.  The UK will still need to have power stations, either oil, or coal, fired or nuclear. With regards to the likely environmental impact of these turbines some say they will compliment the surrounding countryside.  To put this in perspective the top of Bowridge Hill is 100 metres above sea level and from there you can see right across Gillingham. The field where these proposed turbines are to be located is 120 metres above sea level. This means that the bases will be higher than Bowridge Hill.

Following this presentation councillors went into a closed session to consider the application .
Cllr Walsh presented the following verbatim report:-
“ I have received letters from members of the “Rural Ward” who are very concerned with this application and the more I looked into their worries, the more concerned I have become also.  

As well as objections on the grounds of noise, the effects on wildlife, the visual impact on the landscape and consequently tourism, I have also received letters from migraine sufferers and a lady who has a family member that stays with her who suffers from epilepsy. They are all very worried not only about the “shadow flickering” and the reflections but also the effects that the blinking lights will have on these medical conditions. The concise 8 page non-technical summary, which of course is what most people read instead of the vast individual documents, does not even mention the effects of the blinking lights caused by the blades passing in front of the Aviation warning lights. Appendix A of Planning Policy Statement 23 advises of “the 
518. Planning Applications - continued:-

2/2010/0731-Erect 4 No. 120m high wind turbine generators - continued:-  Members comments
need to limit and, where possible, reduce the adverse impact of light pollution, e.g. on local amenity, rural tranquillity and nature conservation.”
 To mitigate the effects of light pollution, all lighting should normally comply with the guidance notes for the reduction of Obtrusive Light, published by the Institute of Lighting Engineers, which states that the brightness of the lights should be minimised to 25 Candela, though “in Aviation Lighting the minimum rating available is 32 Candela”
. This is causing great concern because though this brighter than recommended lighting would be viewed generally as steady lights, it will be viewed as blinking lights when interrupted by the turning blades in prevailing winds. Of course Ecotricity assessed the problem as best they could and recorded their findings in Appendix 5.3.34 where it states that at Viewpoint 3
 “The level of impact would be moderate/substantial and significant”. All of the other 6 sites

tested came back with results “Moderate, or Slight/Moderate or Slight/Negligible or Slight”, but they were all affected. As previously stated I could not find any mention of these results in the user friendly “Non 

Technical Summary” but instead found more anomalies. 

Chapter14- Miscellaneous. Paragraph 51 reads” This chapter addressees the following issues.

· Public Safety

· Air Quality

· Communications

· TV and Radio Reception

· Agriculture

· Tourism; and

· Socio Economics

 Paragraph 52 reads “Potential impacts from the proposed Silton Wind Parks are investigated for each of these issues. All are found to have no significant impact.”

Paragraph 14.39 of the Environmental Statement states the effects of TV interference “are difficult to predict prior to the operation of Turbines”.  This to me though unacceptable is understandable, but what is also unacceptable is the statement in the Summary saying that there will be no significant impact on TV and Radio Reception, especially in the light of Paragraph 14.40 of the Environmental Statement which reads“ The BBC wind farm tool provides an estimate of populations that may suffer interference to terrestrial TV and Radio reception. Application of the six turbine locations proposed indicates that the development would be likely to affect 4,121 homes for which there is no alternative service”.

Obviously from the last quote we, in this area do not warrant the cost of up to date studies but it is no wonder that people are confused when there are three different answers to the question “Will TV and Radio reception be effected?” firstly, “It will have no significant Impact”, secondly, “It is difficult to predict prior to the operation of the Turbines” and thirdly, it “would be likely to affect 4,121 homes for which there is no alternative service.”
It is after reading such incredible contradictions that we are asked to accept the statements that wind farms are not noisy and they will not ruin the environment nor have an adverse effect on wildlife, because as stated on the Ecotricity web-site “All our projects have proved themselves to be good neighbours and we would not proceed at Silton unless we can be certain of the same outcome – that’s a crucial test we apply to all possible sites.” Is that another contradiction? They will not proceed to Silton unless they are “certain of the outcome” but at the same time we are told that some things “are difficult to predict prior to the operation of Turbines”, which by then will be too late.

Cllr Mrs Beckley listed the following reasons for objecting to the application:-

Environmental and visual impact, proximity to housing, noise, adverse affect on tourism, the location of turbine number 4 close to the B3081, risk to low flying aircraft, interference with radar radio links and microwave transmissions and insufficient wind speed. The carbon emissions resulting from manufacture of concrete and the materials used in the construction of the turbines. The negative impact of the turbines on the local community compared with the financial gains for both the landowner and the developer. The curator of the local museum has stated that there is evidence to suggest that there is interesting archaeology yet to be discovered.
518. Planning Applications - continued:-

2/2010/0731-Erect 4 No. 120m high wind turbine generators - continued:-  Members comments
Cllr Lodge presented the following verbatim report:-

I would refer to my previous comments at the DCRC meetings of the 11th Aug 2008 & 9th Feb 2009 and do not see the need to change them. I would request that these comments are included within tonight’s minutes.

This time around no drawings have been issued, therefore I presume that nothing as changed other than two turbines have been removed.

The figures do not appear to add up when it comes to energy produced. Old statistics state that 6 turbines will produce sufficient energy to supply 35% of homes (8,800 UK average) in North Dorset. New statistics state that 4 turbines will provide sufficient energy to supply 28% (7,185 UK average).

Previous comments from Cllr Lodge on 11th August 2008 as follows:-

· Parking - No parking details have been included within the Planning Application for maintenance vehicles attending the site.

 

· Section 1.4 of the Non-Technical Summary which states ‘The output is equivalent to the annual electricity demand of approximately 8,800  average UK households; this amount would be adequate to supply over double the number of households in Gillingham if household energy  consumption in North Dorset matched the National Average.’. Cllr Lodge referred to the number of households quoted in the application based upon the 2005 Gillingham Census Town Profile. The number of households recorded in Gillingham for 2005 is 4,010 and this figure is now out of date.

 

· Section 4.13 of the Non-Technical Summary which states ‘ Homes are far enough away from the turbines not to be significantly affected by, for example, noise or shadow effects’ He questioned the use of the word ‘significantly’ and requested clarification. He also disagreed with the statement regarding wildlife in which the applicant states that ‘the turbines will not affect wildlife’.

 

· The incomplete statement contained within section 5.20 of the Non-Technical Summary which states ‘The proposed wind park comprises of the following . Temporary construction compound; and ……’

 

· The construction period – Clarification is needed on the length of time the B3081 would be closed.  

· Shadow Flicker – Cllr Lodge asked what the process and cost would be to overcome this problem.

 

· Section 7.72 of the Non-Technical Summary which states ‘The proposed development will not be open to the general public and is therefore not expected to increase tourism in the area. Although it will not be open to the public, an information board will be installed close to the site entrance.’   Cllr Lodge stated that no provision has been made for people stopping to read the notice board and felt that parked vehicles along the B3081 will be a danger to road users.

 

· Having read the Planning Statement, Cllr Lodge emphasised his discontentment over the lack of employment opportunities and raised concerns over the possible diminishing affect upon the local tourism economy. 

 

· The proposal is contrary to Policy 1.8 of the North Dorset District-Wide Local Plan (1st Revision) which states ‘The form, scale and density of new development should be in character or enhance the immediate surroundings and the settlement or area as a whole.’ and ‘Development should not adversely affect public views of the countryside, the built environment or Important Open/Wooded Areas’ and ‘Noise levels and hours of operation from either existing adjoining uses or proposed new use should not be detrimental to the amenity of the neighbourhood.’

 

518. Planning Applications - continued:-

2/2010/0731-Erect 4 No. 120m high wind turbine generators - continued:-  Members comments
Cllr Lodge informed members that the application states that the site will be closed to members of the public, however, there is a drove road passing through the site. Cllr Lodge asked for clarification as to whether this drove road is a public right of way.

Previous comments from Cllr Lodge on 9th Feb 2009 2008 as follows:-

Cllr Lodge stated that all comments made at previous meetings remained relevant. He informed members that additional digitally altered photographs are included in the report, stating, “that in the photograph taken from the B3081, the turbines look monstrous”.

Cllr F Evill stated, “This application may be for only for four turbines, if it is successful, then they will almost certainly seek to increase the number”. 

Cllr Dann congratulated the representatives of ‘Save Our Silton’ and other members of the public on the standard of their presentations stating, “a lot of research and a lot of thought has gone into their preparation”. 

The whole application is completely wrong for this area. We have got to protect our heritage and fight for it tooth and nail. We must ensure that we lobby our local district councillors hard. We cannot afford to let this application go through.   

Cllr Millichamp stated one year and one month has passed since North Dorset District Council Development Control Committee unanimously refused the previous application.  

The proposed turbines would feature very prominently on the landscape and there are heath issues relating to the proximity to the nearest dwelling. The health and well being of the nearby residents is an overriding priority and this is an inappropriate location for this development. Cllr Millichamp thanked the speakers for the information they provided. 

Members unanimously agreed to recommend refusal of the application and for it to be referred to the North Dorset District Council Development Control Committee. 

b. 2/2010/0707/PLNG 

Erect field shelter, 2 No WCs, shed and poultry enclosure and change use to an early years learning meadow. Location: School House, School Lane, Milton-on-Stour, Gillingham.

Members Comments:-
Cllr Mrs Robson stated “this is a wonderful idea it will not affect anyone and will help younger residents there is no problem with this application and we should it support it”.   

Cllr Lodge stated, “I would like to have seen a plan of the layout of the buildings”. 

Members unanimously agreed to support this application. 

c. 2/2010/0714/PLNG

Erect 1 No dwelling, with parking and access. Location: Weston Fields, Buckhorn Weston, Gillingham.

Members Comments:-
Cllr Mrs Beckley stated, “This proposal is eco friendly will not be overlooked and will not affect anyone”.  

Cllr Lodge referred to the 5kw turbine stating, “There is no indication on the plan as to its size or height”. However, I am willing to support this application, providing the materials used are in keeping with the farmhouse”.

518. Planning Applications - continued:-
c. 2/2010/0714/PLNG – continued:-

Cllr Dann asked for the application to be referred to the NDDC Development Control Committee. 

Cllr Joyce referred to the proposed wind turbine stating, “I am not in favour of a 15metre high wing turbine which will be out of character with the surrounding area”. 

Six members voted to support the application and Two abstained. Five Members supported a request for referral to committee due to concerns over the proposed wind turbine. With one abstaining and one voting against.
d. 2/2010/0741/PLNG- Erect 1 No. two storey extension and 1 No first floor extension. Location: Pineshill Cottage, Milton-on-Stour, Gillingham.

Members Comments:-

Cllr Lodge stated, “This application appears to be in the conservation area of Milton, although the application form does not indicate this. As long as the extensions are built in keeping with the rest of the house I do not have a problem. The conservation officer will need to keep a close eye on the work”.

Cllr Dann stated, “I am willing to support this application providing the materials used are in keeping. I am also of the opinion that this property is located within the conservation area”.

Cllr Joyce confirmed his agreement with the previous comments stating the external walls need to be of natural Marnhull stone and Gillingham brick.

Members unanimously agreed to support this application. 

e. 2/2010/0730/PLNG- Erect 1 No free standing automated teller machine and anti ram bollards Location: Total Service Station, Chantry Fields, Gillingham.

Members Comments:-

Cllr Mrs Robson commented the requirement for the anti ram bollards is a sign of the times as we cannot recommend one without the other. 

Cllr Joyce questioned if there will be sufficient natural light to enable the user to view the digital display screen. 

Seven members supported this application. Cllr Mrs Beckley abstained. 

 f.  2/2010/0755/PLNG - Erect 2 No dwellings with parking and turning area, form new vehicular and pedestrian access. Form new access and parking for existing property. Location:- 24 Fairey Crescent, Gillingham

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mrs Andrews, a resident of the neighbouring property, expressed the following concerns in relation to this application.  

Narrow access, loss of parking bays, increased traffic, inconsistency of plans submitted with the application with the Land Registry plan.  Proximity of one of the proposed properties to her rear garden (1 metre). Proximity of her entrance gate to vehicular access. Removal of 5 trees stated in application to be in poor condition when actually perfectly healthy and loss of privacy in rear garden.       

Members Comments:-

Cllr Mrs Beckley expressed her concerns over the loss of garden in an area of family sized houses and the loss of 5 trees.

518. Planning Applications - continued:-
f.  2/2010/0755/PLNG – continued:-
Cllr Walsh presented the following verbatim report-

Other such applications as this in Fairey Crescent have previously been approved which it could be said has set a precedent. I do not think that such a precedent any longer applies. When previous applications for garden developments in this area were approved it was at a time when council planners were following regulations that said they must encourage development on “Brownfield Land”, which at the time included “Private Residential Gardens”. As we are all now aware Local Government Minister Greg Clark has put out a revamped version of Planning Policy Statement 3 which states that “private residential gardens are now excluded from the definition of previously developed land in Annex B” consequently gardens are no longer classed as “Brownfield land” upon which development should be encouraged but are instead now classified as Greenfield land, which in its own right should be protected.

Mr Steve Quartermain, Chief Planner in the Development for Communities and Local Government issued a letter to all local Planning Authorities and the Planning Inspectorate outlining the new powers given to Local Authorities to prevent overdevelopment and stop “Garden Grabbing”.
 Mr Clark removed rules telling councils that new housing must be built to ensure 12 homes go into every acre of land; as the words, “the national indicative minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare is deleted from paragraph 47 of Planning Policy Statement 3”

“ The amended policy document sets out the Secretary of States policy on previously developed land and housing density. Local Planning Authorities and the Planning Inspectorate are expected to have regard to this new policy position in preparing development plans and where relevant, to take into account as a material consideration when determining planning applications”.

    I now believe that with these aforementioned amendments to the “Housing Planning Policy Statement”, that under the new rules, this planning proposal would now constitute overdevelopment, which we no longer have to put up with, thanks to the changes regarding housing density.

    Out of fairness to the applicants I recommend a site visit so that this planning application can be judged on its own merits rather that being penalised by a newly amended Planning Policy Statement which we are still yet to see adopted and in action, or granted through an out of date precedent which can no longer apply. 

Cllr Lodge stated, “The roots to tree number 6 are close to the foundations of the house and to the garage. I would ask the tree officer to look closely at this and the other trees the applicant intends to remove. This application in my view constitutes over development”.

Cllr Dann stated this proposal constitutes over development of the site and has appalling access. This application should be referred to the NDDC Development Control Committee. 

Cllr F Evill stated “this proposal is inappropriate, an application for a single dwelling may be more acceptable but not for two”.

Cllr Mrs Robson thanked Mrs Andrews for her comments stating, “This type of application used to be known as ‘Backyard Development’. This is over development and should not be allowed”.     

Cllr Millichamp stated, “We need to protect amenity areas such as these three parking bays.” 

Members unanimously agreed to recommend refusal of the application and for it to be referred to the North Dorset District Council Development Control Committee. 

g. 2/2010/0763/PLNG - Erect 3 No fascia signs (externally illuminated by overhead trough lights) and 1 No blank aluminium fascia panel. Location: Somerfield Stores Ltd, High Street, Gillingham.
Cllr Dann stated, “The signs are already in position the planning authority should take enforcement action until such time that an application is approved”. We are being asked all too frequently to approve retrospective applications.  

518. Planning Applications - continued:-
g. 2/2010/0763/PLNG – continued:-
Cllr Lodge expressed his agreement with the comments from Cllr Dann, stating, “This is a retrospective application, the signs are already in place. This company knew months ago this revamp was happening and should have submitted this application much earlier. Its about time NDDC did something about these retrospective applications”. 

One member voted in favour and Seven members abstained due to the application being retrospective.

h. 2/2010/0724/PLNG - Form access and track from Lox Lane (close existing access to A30) – Location- Fern Hill House, Fern Hill, East Stour, Gillingham.

Cllr Mrs Beckley stated, “This proposal will provide a better, much safer access”.

Cllr Joyce confirmed his agreement with Cllr Mrs Beckley stating, “This is an extremely busy road and this proposal will be beneficial for road safety”. 

Cllr Lodge stated, “This application seems to make total sence on safety grounds, although it worries me that a great deal of the field is going to be turned into a track which is 4m wide”.  

Members unanimously agreed to support this application. 

519. To receive a response from Robert Walter MP regarding the Planning Inspector Decision ref: APP/N1215/A/09/211719 Royal Hotel Site, Gillingham 
Contents noted.
520. To receive a response from The Quality Assurance Unit, The Planning Inspectorate, Bristol regarding the Planning Inspector Decision ref: APP/N1215/A/09/211719 Royal Hotel Site, Gillingham 

Contents noted.
521. To receive an update from North Dorset District Council regarding the proposed traveller site. 

Cllr Dann stated that he was amazed that Dorset ratepayers are expected to pay for this. Considerable sums of money are involved which could be used on other essential services. It is their choice to travel. Why should we as ratepayers have to pay for this?     

Cllr F Evill confirmed his agreement with the comments made by Cllr Dann. 

522.To receive applications for work to protected trees:


a.
21 Barnaby Mead, Gillingham

i)   
T1 – Poplar – Fell

ii) T2 – Poplar – Pollard to a stump at approximately 25ft

iii) T3 – Poplar – Pollard to a stump at approximately 25ft

No objections from members subject to the support of the Town Council’s Tree Officer. 

b. The Elms, Newbury, Gillingham

No objections from members subject to the support of the Town Council’s Tree Officer.
i) T1 – Willow – Crown raise to 8ft

No objections from members subject to the support of the Town Council’s Tree Officer 

523. To receive a response from North Dorset District Council Conservation Officer regarding the request from Gillingham Town Council for the Conservation Area in Wyke to be revised.

Response from Kevin Morris at NDDC as follows:- 

The area is being considered and a report will be produced later in the year. An initial examination of the area has been undertaken and we think it is worth pursuing further analysis of the area. It would prove useful to perhaps meet with representatives of the Council on site to fully understand the Council’s view on the extent of special architectural or historic interest and the suggested boundaries. A report with maps and supporting information can then be produced and if all are in support we can go out to wider public consultation.

Mrs Belinda Ridout referred to the following letter she had written to Kevin Morris, at NDDC:-
A few weeks ago I attended a Gillingham Town Council meeting when a matter was raised regarding the blanket tree preservation order put on Wyke Road, south side, following a complaint about the cropping of certain oak trees. The meeting was notified that the order put in force for 6 months had now been lifted, I didn’t realize at the time that there was no TPO/blanket preservation order of any kind on trees along the south side of Wyke Road previous to the enforced order. I know that the other side does have a blanket order plus specific TPO’s, some of which are in our garden.

Surely then, all the fuss regarding the oaks in question is made ridiculous by the fact that there is now no protection whatsoever of the numerous oaks and other well established trees along Wyke Road, south side.

Therefore I am requesting that a member of your team local tree preservation officer visits to view and record the trees and award the necessary preservation orders.

If this is not done I can foresee these trees being at the mercy of future planning applications, which would totally spoil the character of Wyke Road. Only a couple of months ago a planning application was put forward that could have seen the demise of two oak trees, which at the time luckily came wider the blanket order. Thankfully this application was withdrawn after complaints. I would appreciate your comments by return.
The Town Clerk confirmed that she will follow this matter up with Kevin Morris at NDDC and report back to the next meeting of the committee.  

524. To receive a report from the Footpath Liaison Officer and make recommendations thereon:-

The footpath Liaison Officer had nothing to report.
Cllr Mrs Robson informed the Town Clerk that two public seats located along the  Milton footpath have been pushed over on their sides.

The Town Clerk confirmed that the Works Manager is aware.
525. To receive an update on Planning Enforcement issues and make recommendations thereon:-

Nothing to report.
526. Matters Pertinent:-  

a. Members of the Public - Cllr Joyce stated, “It is good to see some members of the public present at tonight’s meeting. Obviously the main reason for this is the contentious planning application on tonight’s agenda. I hope that you will come again to witness what we as a council are trying to achieve”. 

526. Matters Pertinent - continued:-  

b. Harwin House - Cllr Joyce stated this particular application identifies the need for this committee to be more vigilant as the red brick and roof tiles that have been used are not in keeping with the surrounding area.   

Closure:- The meeting closed at 9.17pm 

� Appendix (Lights) 5.3.22


� Appendix (Lights) 5.3.23


� Manor Farm, Silton
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