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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 26th July 2010 commencing at 8.55pm 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 for the meeting), Cllr Mrs A Beckley, 

                             Cllr C Dann, Cllr F Evill, Cllr S Joyce, Cllr M Lodge, 



 Cllr B Millichamp and Cllr D Walsh.

Also present:
Cllr Mrs S Hunt (non member), Mrs S Dobie (Town Clerk) and Ten members of the public. 

Apologies:
Cllr R Monksummers, Cllr Mrs J Robson.

Prior to the start of the meeting the following residents addressed the committee with regards

to Planning Application 2/2010/0652/PLNG: Mr John Piercy (objection), Mr Neville Charles

(objection), Mr Roy Pierson (applicant) and Mrs Diana Piercy  (objection).

511. 
To receive apologies for absence: - Apologies were received from Cllr R Monksummers  


(Holiday) and Cllr Mrs J Robson (Health reasons).

512.  Declarations of Interest: -  


Cllr Lodge and Cllr Millichamp both declared a personal interest in Planning Application 2/2010/0652/PLNG as they are associates of the architect’s wife.

513.  Planning Applications: -

a. 2/2010/0652/PLNG – Land at rear of  4, The Oaks, Common Mead Lane, Gillingham – Erect 1 No. dwelling and form new vehicle and pedestrian access. Form 2 No. parking spaces.
COMMENTS: 

Cllr David Walsh gave the following verbatim report:

‘Since the year 2000, council planners have followed regulations that say they must encourage development on “brownfield” land, defined by Local Government Minister Greg Clark as being, “land that has already been built on, such as the sites of old factories and railway sidings. But it also included residential land; and even if councils voted to block garden schemes, planning inspectors would invariably use the rules to overturn their decision.” He also said,“Today I am changing the classification of garden land so councils and communities no longer have their decisions constantly overruled.”
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513.  Planning Applications - continued: -

When the most recent version of the rules, entitled Planning Policy Statement 3 was drawn up in 2005 it excluded from the “Brownfield” definition; “land in built up areas such as parks, recreation grounds and allotments but crucially did not exclude gardens. On 9th June 2010 Mr Clark put out a revamped version of Statement 3, “private residential gardens are now excluded from the definition of previously developed land in Annex B”; so the vital statement now reads “excluded from the ‘Brownfield’ definition; land in built up areas such as private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments”. 

Mr Clark also 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”.

As we are all aware on the 15th June this year Mr Steve Quartermain, Chief Planner in the Department 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”.

In it he said “Together these changes emphasise that it is for local authorities and communities to take the decisions that are best for them, and decide for themselves the best locations and types of development in their areas.”

It is with regard to this statement that I am so pleased to see members of the local community here tonight to voice their opinions on such decisions and I hope to see at future meetings equal if not larger numbers.

“The amended policy document sets out the Secretary of State’s 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 it into account as a material consideration when determining planning applications”

Regarding this application for the building of a 3 Bedroom detached house in the rear garden of 4 The Oakes, Gillingham.

This planning application is obviously guided by the amended Planning Policy Statement 3 but as we are still unaware as to how these amendments are to be adopted by North Dorset District Council. I feel that this application should be referred to the Development Control Committee at said Council.

With regards to the proposed “New Build” itself; the 3 Bedroom detached house in the rear garden of No 4 The Oakes; It has been brought to my attention that creating the entrance to this property would involve the demolition of a listed Wall, specifically the boundary wall to the Grade 2 listed building Knapp House. I therefore think that this application warrants the involvement of the conservation officer for the Wyke area with regard to the preservation of the aforementioned wall.

Upon visiting the site I was surprised to see that the rear garden is smaller than it appears in the actual plans and would result in neither property having adequate garden area especially in the light of these being family homes. For in determining applications for design quality, PPS3 makes it clear that the following matters are relevant to good design; 

· Creation or enhancement of a distinctive character

· Provision or protection of biodiversity and

· Provision of safe play areas for children when providing family housing. 

With that in mind I think that this is definitely a case of overdevelopment

I therefore once again recommend that this application be referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council.’
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513.   Planning Applications - continued : -

Cllr Mrs Beckley reminded members of Policy 2.9 of the North Dorset District Wide Plan which states:
‘In order to manage the controlled release of housing land throughout the Plan period, and ensure that as far as is practicable previously developed land is brought forward for development in advance of the release of new Greenfield sites, new housing allocations will be divided between three phases of development.

Planning permission for any site may be withdrawn or be subject to conditions restricting the commencement of development until a later phase, if monitoring indicates that:

i. Planned construction rates are being significantly exceeded

ii. The planned proportion of development on previously developed land or windfall sites is not being achieved, or

iii. Necessary infrastructure provision or affordable housing targets related to that site cannot be achieved.
Conversely, development programmed for a later phase may be brought forward if planned construction rates, levels of affordable housing, or strategically important infrastructure are being significantly under achieved and the earlier release of Greenfield land is the only means to resolve this situation.’

Cllr Mrs Beckley raised concerns over the access to the proposed development off of Common Mead Lane and informed members that when planning permission was granted for The Oaks in 1983, conditions number 8 stated: All vehicular and pedestrian access to the dwellings shall be to the new estate road and there shall be no other access to Common Mead Lane.

Cllr Mrs Beckley stated, “This area of Common Mead Lane is very attractive and the proposed development is out of character and out of keeping with this area. The resulting home will be very dark. The proposed house will be cut into the bank and I am concerned over subsidence and the effect this will have on two of the trees, which may be damaged as a result. I also feel that the lane is inadequate to cope with the removal of such a large quantity of earth. I wish to congratulate Cllr Walsh on his report and agree with him that this application should be referred to the Conservation Officer especially as it involves the destruction of the wall.”

Cllr Lodge gave the following verbatim report:

‘The retaining wall to the rear is too close to the proposed  house, if it was to give way, then all the pressure will be put onto the house. There should be a two-metre gap, in order that maintenance can be carried out on the wall.

There is no mention of the size of the retaining walls abutting No.4 & No.5. Any retaining walls would need to be well within the applicant’s property to stop any slippage of the land, trees and hedges from properties No.4 & 5. We do not want a repeat of the problems we are currently experiencing on The Royal Hotel site.

The proposed house sits right up to the boundary of Common Mead Lane. This would not be in keeping with the area. 

The wildlife corridor would be destroyed by this development. Trees & hedges need to be protected whilst this work is being carried out, the tree officer will need to keep a very close watch on this should this application was to be approved.
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513. Planning Applications - continued : -
Removal of a large section of the listed wall would destroy the feature of this old and valuable piece of Gillingham’s history.

I have worries about the construction vehicles; this is a  narrow lane used by the old and young who live in this area. Tight controls will need to be put in place to keep this area safe while the work is taking place. We don’t want a repeat of what is happening at the Royal Hotel site i.e. closing of parking and causing traffic disruption. 

The proposed layout for the garage seems a bit tight to drive into with a car parked in the allocated bay. Although, as mentioned, they may use the garage for their bicycles. I can also see Common Mead Lane being used for car parking.

To sum up I am objecting for the following reason, the listed wall; not in keeping; Over development of the site; Detrimental to the wildlife’

Cllr Dann stated ‘In order to give the local residents the opportunity to voice their opinion I feel it is important to hold a site visit’.

Cllr Millichamp concurred with Cllr Dann and expressed the importance of holding a site visit on both sides of the wall. He also raised concerns over the loss of the wall and the effect that the proposal will have on the trees and landscape of the area.

When put to the vote four members objected to the application for the following reasons:

· The proposal will result in the loss of a greenfield site and is therefore contrary to the amended Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS3) 

· The proposal will result in an overdevelopment of the site.

· The application involves the demolition of a listed wall.

· The application neither creates nor enhances the distinctive character of the area.

· The design makes no provision or offers no protection to the biodiversity of the area.

· The provision of a safe play area for children has not been addressed

· The proposal is contrary to Policy 2.9 of the North Dorset District Wide Plan 

· The proposals are contrary to Planning Permission AN 2/83/715(20) issued on 12th October 1983, which states: All vehicular and pedestrian access to the dwellings (The Oaks) shall be to the new estate road and there shall be no other access to Common Mead Lane.

· The proposals will have a damaging effect on trees and the landscape.

· Members have concerns over subsidence and the result this may have on the two protected trees.

· Members have concerns over the close proximity of the proposed house to the proposed retaining wall.

· The proposals will have a detrimental effect upon the wildlife corridor along Common Mead Lane.

· The proposed parking arrangements are inadequate.


Cllr Joyce and Cllr Millichamp abstained from voting.


Cllr Dann requested a site visit.

All members agreed that this Planning Application should be referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council and a site visit should be held.
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513. Planning Applications - continued : -

b. 2/2010/0429/PLNG – Wyndham Farm, Waterloo Lane, Silton, Gillingham – Convert existing barn and erect single storey extension to form self contained annexe with link to main house (demolish existing lean-to and covered yard)

COMMENTS:
Cllr F Evill stated, “I have visited the site and feel that the proposals are feasible and practical and will therefore be supporting the application”

Cllr Lodge stated, “If permission is granted, I would like to see a condition imposed stating that the proposed annexe is linked to the main house and cannot be sold off separately.”

When put to the vote, all members supported the application. 

c. 2/2010/0672/PLNG – Oakdene, Newbury, Gillingham – Erect single storey rear extension.
COMMENTS:

Cllr Mrs Beckley felt that the proposals will result in an improvement to the property and she was particularly pleased to see that the proposed new windows will be sympathetic and in keeping with the existing building.

Cllr Walsh agreed with Cllr Mrs Beckley stating, “This will be a vast improvement”.

Cllr Joyce stated, “I would like to see that the old Gillingham bricks removed from the demolished building at the rear of the property are retained and used in the construction of the extension”.

When put to the vote, all members supported the application. 
d. 2/2010/0706/PLNG – School House, School Lane, Milton-on-Stour, Gillingham – Erect single storey and two storey extensions and garden room.

COMMENTS: Cllr Lodge gave the following verbatim report:

‘This property lies outside the settlement area of Milton-on-Stour and within the conservation area. This is quite a large extension and it appears to be almost double in size. Taking all this into account, I wish to request that this application is referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council, with reports from the conservation officer.’

When put to the vote six members supported the application.

Cllr Lodge voted against the application.

Two members requested that the application is referred to the Development Control Committee at North Dorset District Council. The remaining five members made no formal request for this application to be referred to North Dorset District Council.

Therefore, a response of ‘no objections’ will be submitted to North Dorset District Council.


Closure: The meeting closed at 9.28pm

