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DORSET COUNCIL - NORTHERN AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY 23 JUNE 2020

Present: Clirs Sherry Jespersen (Chairman), Mary Penfold (Vice-Chairman),
Jon Andrews, Tim Cook, Les Fry, Matthew Hall, Carole Jones, Bill Pipe,
Val Pothecary, Belinda Ridout and David Taylor

Apologies: Clirs Robin Legg
Also present: Clir David Walsh

Officers present (for all or part of the meeting):

Andrew Collins (Principal Planning Officer), Philip Crowther (Legal Business
Partner - Regulatory), Charlotte Haines (Senior Planning Officer), Robert Lennis
(Area Lead (Maijor Projects) Eastern), Carol McKay (Senior Definitive Map
Technical Officer), Steve Savage (Transport Development Manager), Vanessa
Penny (Definitive Map Team Manager), Hannah Smith (Planning Area Manager),
Frances Summers (Senior Planning Policy Offficer), Neil Turner (Development
Team Leader, Highways) and Fiona King (Democratic Services Officer)

105. Apologies
An apology for absence was received from Clir Robin Legg.
106. Declarations of Interest
No declarations of disclosable pecuniary interests were made at the meeting.

However, in respect of Minute 109 Clir Jon Andrews advised that he had been
a member of the Regulatory Committee back in 2018, and would not take part
in the debate or vote.

Clir Mary Penfold declared a non-pecuniary interest in the Traffic Regulation
Order at Sheeplands, Sherborne (Minute 110) because as a former district
councillor she had previous involvement in the Barton Farm Development
Site. ClIr Penfold undertook to withdraw from the meeting during consideration
of the item. ClIr Matt Hall also declared an interest in this item, in respect of
pre-determination. Clir Hall advised he would speak as the Local Member but
not take part in the debate or vote.

In respect of Minutes 112 and 113 ClIr Val Pothecary advised that although
she chaired the Planning Committee at Gillingham Town Council she had not
pre-determined on either of the Gillingham applications being determined on
this agenda.

107. Minutes



108.

109.

The minutes of the meeting held on 14 May 2020 were confirmed and signed.
Public Participation

Representations by the public to the Committee on individual planning
applications are detailed below. There were no questions, petitions or
deputations received on other items on this occasion.

P186 Application to divert part of Footpath 6, Gussage St Michael

Clir Jon Andrews withdrew from the meeting for this item.

The Committee received a report which considered representations received
to the Dorset Council (Part of Footpath 6, Gussage St Michael at Ryalls)
Public Path Diversion Order 2020, whether or not to submit it to the Secretary
of State for confirmation and the stance that the Council should take if
submitted.

The Senior Definitive Map Technical Officer explained that as objections had
been received the Order the Council could not confirm, the Order itself and
had to come before the Committee. A presentation was given to members
showing the current and the proposed new route of the Path. 16 objections to
the Order had been received. The maijority of the objectors felt there would be
a negative impact on the enjoyment of the Path. Those in support of the Path
felt the new proposed route was a more enjoyable and accessible route.
Members would need to decide if the application should be submitted to the
Secretary of State, either supporting the Order or taking a neutral stance. The
Senior Solicitor explained to members the reason for the Council taking a
neutral stance instead of supporting the Order would mean the Council would
not take an active part in any Public Inquiry that may arise and therefore
reduce the burden of resources on the Council.

A number of written submissions in support and one objection of the proposal
and a statement by the applicant were read out at the meeting and are
attached to these minutes.

The Senior Definitive Map Technical Officer felt that the points raised by
members of the public had all been covered in the report. There were a
couple of suggestions that the Path was being altered to go over the
packhorse bridge which was not the case as the current route already ran
over it. The safety of the bridge was mentioned in some statements and
paragraphs 5.5 and 5.6 in the report clarified that the accessibility of the
structure should be balanced against the enjoyment that it brings to those who
have objected to the Order. The use and availability of the current footpath
was also raised in some statements which was dealt with in paragraphs 4.22
to 4.33 of the report which stressed that the use of the current footpath was
not a pre-requisite for diverting a path and any obstructions should be
disregarded. The issue regarding incorrect search information being provided
to the applicant by East Dorset District Council when he bought the property
was dealt with in the report at paragraphs 6.1 to 6.4 which stated that these
circumstances could not be taken into account.
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Members comments and questions

Clir Taylor sought clarification on the view being maintained with the path
going past the packhorse bridge. The Senior Definitive Map Technical Officer
advised that it was not possible to protect the view but those in support of the
Order preferred to see the packhorse bridge from the new path whilst those
opposing the Order preferred to walk over it on the definitive route, but if in the
future the landowner wanted to put in a hedge or something to obscure the
bridge the Council could not do anything about that.

ClIr Les Fry asked if there was any compromise on the routes of the 2 paths.
The Officer advised that with a diversion order there was no scope to
recommend that a permitted path be created and conditions could not be put
in place. The current position was that this was a legal Order that had been
made and that was what had to be worked with. The Secretary of State would
review the Order and consider whether to confirm or not should members
decide this course of action. Following a question about responsibility for any
injury on the bridge, the officer advised that it would be either the Council or
the landowner. Accessibility was more of a secondary issue.

CliIr Bill Pipe queried that if Dorset County Council had agreed this Order 3
years ago, why does it still not stand. The Officer advised that Order making
was a 2 part process, and the Council is unable to confirm an Order when
there are objections. The delay had been due to a backlog of Orders. Clir
pipe felt that the new route protected the privacy of the landowner.

Clir Belinda Ridout advised that she was aware that there would be some
impact on the public but felt that the Order should be submitted to the
Secretary of State on a neutral stance.

Clir Cook felt that what was being proposed was a safe and sensible solution
and hoped that property owners in the future would have regard for looking at
historic monuments.

Proposed: Clir Ridout
Seconded: Clir Fry

Decision

That:

The Order be submitted to the Secretary of State for determination; and
The Council take a neutral stance in the proceedings.

Reasons for Decision

As there have been objections to the Order Dorset Council cannot confirm it
itself but may submit it to the Secretary of State for an Inspector to be
appointed to consider confirmation; and

The representations received to the Order challenge its compliance with the
legal tests for the confirmation of a diversion order under the Highways Act. If
the Council takes a neutral stance in the matter, the burden on the resources
of the Council is substantially reduced and the matter could be progressed
more swiftly.




110. Traffic Regulation Order

111.

One-Way System for Vehicular Traffic at Sheeplands Lane, Sherborne

a) Clir Penfold withdrew from the meeting for this item.

Clir Matt Hall spoke as the Local Member and did not participate in the vote.

The Committee received a report which considered the objections made in
relation to a Traffic Regulation Order which was required in to give effect to

the one-way system for vehicular traffic at Sheeplands Lane, Sherborne.

The Development Team Leader for Highways explained this Order had
been brought forward as a condition in relation to a recent planning
application. The Order had been advertised in the Western Gazette and
notices had been erected on Sheeplands Lane. Members were advised
that 12 responses had been received in support of the Order. 3 objections
had been received, 2 of which were from the same household and were

therefore counted as 1.

Local Members Clir Matt Hall and Clir Jon Andrews

Clir Hall made reference to the planning permission for the Barton Farm
development and the Order that had been made as a result. The road was
very narrow and was not suitable for 2 way traffic. The residents on the
new estate were effectively turning on a blind bend. Part of the new estate
was employment land and therefore there was an increase in HGVs using
the road. He felt this was an excellent scheme which would improve safety

and was much needed.

Clir Andrews agreed with the previous comments that had been made. He
made reference to the climate impact slide from the presentation and noted
that the new road did actually go a bit further. This scheme was part of
planning permission that had been granted and the visibility of junction was
dangerous. Following a question about Give Way signs, the Development
Team Leader advised that there would not be a Give Way sign itself but
there would be road markings to show this. Other signage had been

detailed in the officer’s report and presentation.

Following discussion members could see the benefits and the need for this

Order.

Proposed: Clir Andrews
Seconded: Clir Fry

Decision

That having considered the representations received in response to public
advertisement and the officers report, that the Portfolio Holder be

recommended to implement the Traffic Regulation Order as advertised.
Planning Applications
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Members considered written reports submitted on planning applications as set
out below.

2/2019/1649/REM, Land East of Barnaby Mead, Gillingham

The Area Manager for Planning and Community Services introduced the
application to erect 50 No. dwellings, form vehicular and pedestrian access.
(Reserved matters application to determine access, appearance, landscaping,
layout and scale; following grant of Outline Planning Permission No.
2/2016/0149/0OUT).

The Area Manager explained the reasons for the previous refusals and
described the revised plans. The proposed layout was highlighted and
explained to members.

The proposal was considered to protect the amenity of the neighbours to the
site. The proposed bungalows would have no permitted development rights
for roof alterations. No harm was identified in relation to heritage assets.

The Transport Development Liaison Manager advised members that the
outline application had fully considered the traffic impact and highways were
content with it. The road layout had been restricted to a 20mph speed limit.
The application was fully compliant with the guidance provided and car
parking had also been provided within the plans. A refuse vehicle could drive
around the site with ease, therefore there were no objections from the
Highways department.

A number of written submissions objecting to the proposal and a statement by
the applicant were read out at the meeting and are attached to these minutes.

The Area Manager for Planning and Community Services responded to
comments from members of the public in respect of drainage which had been
dealt with in the outline consent, so therefore had been addressed. In respect
of access, highways safety was looked at during the outline stage and no
objections had been raised.

In respect of the solar panel, some harm was identified as there would be
partial shading. However, the weight attached to this was for members to
decide, and officers did not consider it would amount to demonstrable harm
that would outweigh the benefits in terms of housing provision against the
current shortfall.

In respect of a question raised by an objector relating to the low traffic levels
identified by the outline application’s transport assessment, the Transport
Development Liaison Manager advised that the assessment had provided a
future year scenario for 2020 which predicted a realistic traffic level.

Local Members for Gillingham

Clir David Walsh supported the application and believed that the applicant
had worked hard to mitigate measures. This was the first time bungalows had
been incorporated into a development to alleviate concerns by local residents.
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Clir Belinda Ridout had followed this application for a long time and was
satisfied that material concerns had been addressed. She felt that the impact
on the character of Bay had also been addressed. This was a highly
sustainable location with a good mix of housing.

Clir Val Pothecary noted that although objectors felt there was
overdevelopment of the site she felt the scheme was far improved from the
last one with the inclusion of bungalows. She recognised that the addition of
flats was not welcomed by everyone. However, she was concerned about the
planting and the solar array. The Area Manager felt that these concerns had
been addressed with Condition 14. Clir Pothecary felt that the developer had
done their best to address the concerns of the people in the town.

Members comments and questions:

Clir Tim Cook was concerned about the solar array and asked if a condition
could be included that certain properties of the development had an
equivalent number of solar panels to bring back the power that would be lost.
The Area Manager advised that officers were restricted by council policies
and although officers had tried to mitigate harm arising from schemes, the
report sought to address the harm that would be caused. There has to be
demonstrable harm to refuse a scheme so it was felt officers were unable to
add a condition about the solar panels and extra solar panels were not part of
this application. The Chairman added that there were no planning policies
available to enable members to insist on solar panels on other buildings. In
respect of measures to mitigate the loss, the Area Manager advised that a
condition had been put in place to ensure no planting was undertaken that
would hinder the panels.

Clir Jon Andrews was in favour of supporting the application and was pleased
to see the inclusion of flats. The Area Manager confirmed the configuration of
the flats were for smaller 2 bedroom properties.

Clir Les Fry felt that council policies were not quite in step in respect of
climate change and this was a missed opportunity. Following a question
about the existing trees the Area Manager advised that Condition 14 sought to
ensure there was a planting schedule that would not lead to tall trees that
would not overshadow the solar panels more.

Clir Carole Jones felt the layout looked very well throughout. She asked
about the density in the local area. The Area Manager advised that this
scheme was slightly lower than 25%, officers would usually expect to see
35%. Bayfields reflected the more house type density of 35% per hectare but
there were a transition of densities across Bay. ClIr Jones felt that the
environmental concerns could be taken forward through the Local Plan.

Clir David Taylor asked if the drainage problems raised by the objectors had
this been accounted for. The Area Manager confirmed they had been
addressed and this scheme should increase the robustness of drainage going
forward.



113.

CliIr Bill Pipe felt this was a more realistic application. He was concerned
about sewage and drainage services and asked if there would be new
provision. The Area Manager confirmed the development would be connected
to the existing infrastructure and there was a condition in place to cover this.

Clir Matt Hall made reference to trees and shrubs having a positive effect and
asked who would be looking after all the green space. The Area Manager
confirmed that Condition 14 was looking for more shrub based plants with less
maintenance. The usual 5 year maintenance was included in Condition 7, but
this could be extended if members felt this was appropriate.

Following a discussion, members agreed to extend Condition 7 to 15 years.

Proposed: Clir Ridout
Seconded: Clir Pothecary

Decision
That the application be approved subject to the amended conditions outlined
in the appendix to these minutes.

2/2019/1554/FUL, Bleet Farm, Bleet Lane, Gillingham

The Planning Officer introduced the application to erect a replacement
dwelling and retain 3 No. parking spaces.

This application followed a previous application which had been refused and
was then dismissed at appeal. This revised scheme now proposed a 2
storey element but with a reduction in width and was set back further from the
edge of the field. The Planning Officer highlighted a full landscaping plan
which was also available on the website

The Transport Development Liaison Manager advised that there was no
objection from highways as the application was a like for like replacement
dwelling.

A statement from the applicant was read out at the meeting and is attached to
these minutes.

Local Members for Gillingham

Clir Val Pothecary made reference to the objections and noted that there
seemed to be some confusion of existing farmhouse in comparison with the
new development. The Planning Officer explained that the 50% increase was
not a policy requirement but assists in the assessment of the application, this
was not a key policy requirement. The Inspector in the appeal decision
advised that the outbuilding could be deemed part of the dwelling. Following
a question about whether the enclosed covered balcony had been included in
the calculations, the Planning Officer advised it had not, only the external
habitable floor space was calculated. Clir Pothecary felt that any large building
on the ridgeline was bound to be controversial and feared there would be light
pollution. Her main in concern was the increase in scale on the existing
farmhouse and was unable to support application.
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Clir Belinda Ridout noted that this proposed dwelling was in a very elevated
position overlooking the Stour Valley and was a contemporary design which
would not suit everyone. She had a few concerns:

e Landscaping a good mix listed but in respect of a future maintenance
scheme (Condition 5) could this be made more robust, maybe protect
the planting and number of years for maintenance. The Area Manager
advised that the standard condition was for 5 years but this could be
extended to 15 years.

e Glazing, concerned about glare. The Area Manager advised that this
would need to be amended on the Plan but a condition for anti glare
glazing could be included. A condition could be added to require
submission of detail of automatic blinds to come down outside of
daylight hours.

e Future maintenance of exterior cladding, can a condition be added to
this effect. With reference to the materials there was a need to ensure
the property was nestled into the hills and this would need to be a
neutral palette. The Planning Officer advised that Condition 8 could be
amended to remove permitted development rights by stating this would
include any rendering or cladding of the walls to address any long term
concerns.

Members comments and questions:

Clir David Taylor asked where the balcony would look over to and that it could
be rather imposing if it looked over the village. The Planning Officer advised
that the views were looking over the valley and the roof would overhang. The
property was a significant distance from the village and was not looming over
any other properties.

Clir Matt Hall made reference to the trees listed in the landscape plan and
was concerned they were not the appropriate types and that there were better
alternatives that could be used. He felt the whole application seemed to be
about blending the building in using the planting.  The Planning Officer
advised that the Tree Officer had been consulted on the mix of species and
supported the proposal. Clir Hall felt that any tree planting must be of a
minimum size when planted to ensure coverage. The Planning Officer
undertook to look to amend the condition to address this. The Area Manager
added that Condition 5 supplied the exact landscaping element and species
could perhaps be dealt with by conditions. A paragraph could be added to
say all planting shall be ..... and then specify the size, minimum of 3 metres.
The number of years was part of the maintenance condition and could be
extended to 15 years.

Clir Bill Pipe felt that this was a right and proper application and members’
should move to the vote. He was not convinced the Committee should be
putting stipulations on planning applications with regard to the height of trees.

Clir Carole Jones was very pleased with the design but despaired of people
who were afraid of a contemporary new look. She also felt the owner’s views
should not be obstructed.
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Clir Jon Andrews, feel contemporary plan complements the views and would
like to approve the application.

Clir Tim Cook, supported the proposals submitted. He felt the view should not
be obstructed for the householders and that members needed to be bold in
allowing this type of development.

Following discussion and confirmation of the amendments members wished
to make to the Conditions, the proposal with amended Conditions was put to
the vote:-

Additional condition — non reflective glazing

Additional condition — automated blackout blinds on NW elevation
Amended Condition 5 — soft landscaping

Amended Condition 6 — extend maintenance period to 15 years
Amended Condition 8 — removal of PD rights to include any changes to
the external finishes of the dwelling house.

The proposal to include the amended conditions was carried, 6 members for
and 4 members against.

Proposed: Clir Ridout
Seconded: Clir Andrews

Decision
That the application be approved subject to the amended conditions outlined
in the appendix to these minutes.

2/2018/0372/0OUT, Land at E373160 N117864, Pond Walk, Stalbridge

The Area Manager for Planning and Community Services introduced the
application to develop land by the erection of 9 No. dwellings. (Outline
application with all matters reserved). Looking at the principle of
development. Members were advised there was no affordable housing
requirements with this application due to the number of units reducing to 9,
and that no Neighbourhood Plan had been developed for this area.

The Transport Development Liaison Manager advised that the existing section
of Pond Walk was adopted for the majority of its length. Final remedial works
were being carried out on last piece in readiness for adoption. In principle
Highways were supportive of the application.

An objection to the proposal was read out at the meeting along with a
statement from the applicant, both are attached to these minutes.

Following discussion members were content with the proposal.

Proposed: Clir Andrews
Seconded: Clir Taylor

Decision



That the application be approved subject to the amended conditions outlined
in the appendix to these minutes.

115. 2/2019/1678/FUL, Yewstock College, Sturminster Newton
The Area Manager for Planning and Community Services introduced the
application to erect a perimeter security fence and matching gates, 2.33

metres high with Exempla welded steel wire mesh panels.

Members were advised that the purpose of the fence mainly was to keep the
children safe and to keep intruders out.

Clir Les Fry, was content to propose the recommendation. He advised
members that in his previous occupation he had on numerous occasions had
to recommend such a fence and felt this application was both sensible and
practical.

Proposed: Clir Fry
Seconded: Clir Taylor

Decision
That the application be approved subject to the conditions outlined in the
appendix to these minutes.

116. Urgent items

There were no urgent items of business.

Duration of meeting: 10.00 am - 3.51 pm

Chairman
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Minute Item 108

Written Submissions

Tuesday 23 June 2020

Item 5 - P186 Application to divert part of Footpath 6, Gussage St Michael
Julian Grazebrook — Support

In support | have been using the footpath since living in the village for 13
years, and prior to that when my parents lived in the village for 25 years.
The amended route for the footpath, which covers a distance of little
more than 100 meters, is a more suitable route than the original
footpath; it is marginally shorter than the original footpath, is easier to
follow, is much safer (see below) and is less obtrusive to the owner of
Ryalls Farmhouse.

The original footpath is routed over two bridges — one is an old
packhorse bridge which, although very attractive and unusual, is very
small, steep and by modern standards would be considered completely
unsafe by any HS officer. Photographs of this bridge should be viewed
by the members of the Committee to allow them to determine whether
they consider it a safe route, particularly for the elderly and very young.
There is no room for a second person to easily assist crossing, and no
handrails on what is a bridge made out of stone. On those grounds
alone | believe that the footpath should be moved.

There are arguments that the bridge is unusual and therefore people
should be allowed to use it. As the proposed footpath deviates only a
few metres from the original footpath (but avoids having to cross two
bridges) it is quite possible for all walkers to be able to view the original
bridge without having to risk crossing it.

Being an objective and independent user of the footpath, | believe that
there is very good reason to divert the path. | therefore urge the
Committee to take a supportive stance for the diversion and submit such
recommendation to the Secretary of State.

Sydney Still — Support

On my frequent visits to Gussage in the past 25 years | have walked the
path past Ryalls many times. The views of the house and the packhorse
bridge are delightful. It was something of a shock to find that the route of
the footpath has now been altered to cross the packhorse bridge thus
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depriving one of the view and making it more perilous particularly when
one is in ones eighties. The alternative route preserves the view of the
bridge and is so much safer.

Sue Judd - Support

| am writing to support the alternative footpath route. I've had the
pleasure of visiting the Gussages for over 30 years & always enjoyed
the views of the packhorse bridge from the path, | was therefore
surprised when the path | had got used to walking was altered to actually
go over the packhorse bridge, especially as | had small children with me
& | found it extremely hazardous. So | was delighted when this
alternative route was opened - so much easier to walk, safe & a
delightful view of the old bridge.

Jonny Haughton — Support

| support the new footpath route. | have never seen anyone use the
definitive path in the 5 years | have been a neighbour.

If you had seen the winterbourne in spate earlier this year, you would be
out of your mind to use the bridge, extremely unsafe particularly for the
older generation and children.

Jane Stiller — Support

I’'m writing to support the alternative footpath route in the matter of
footpath 6 - Gussage St Michael. I've been visiting and walking in the
Gussages all my life and find the new path and route is much better than
the old one. The small bridge is really difficult to walk over and it feels
uncomfortable walking through someone’s garden. | much prefer the
new path which is much safer. You also get a lovely view of the old
bridge and the house without feeling you’re intruding.

Simon Tong - Support

| write as a resident of Gussage St Michael for the past 26 years, a
regular walker and the former District Councillor for the area. | strongly
support the Order to divert, as agreed by Dorset County Council’s
Regulatory Committee on 6 September 2018.
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The applicant has provided a superior alternative path which offers
excellent views of the packhorse bridge in its garden context. Its
aesthetic is appreciated more fully as a consequence.

It allows appropriate privacy for the applicant while providing a
safe and accessible route through his property.

The former Authority considered this issue in depth and detail at
the relevant meeting, which | attended and addressed, on 6
September 2018. The Regulatory Committee approved the Order
after full debate.

The objections since received simply reiterate the previous
assertions considered then, and add nothing to the issues debated
thoroughly at that meeting.

| can see no reason why that decision should not now be
implemented by the Secretary of State. Nothing has changed,
except that an increasing number of walkers have been able to
enjoy the many advantages of the new route.

It is to be hoped that today’s meeting will see the wisdom of its
predecessor’s decision. The Secretary of State must now weigh
the evidence and determine the outcome.

Rosemary Tong — Support

| strongly support the proposed diversion of the footpath. | have lived in
the village for 26 years and am a keen and regular walker of local
footpaths.

My emphatic support is based on the following points:

The diversion offers a pleasant, flat and accessible path, safe in all
weathers, with an excellent view of the packhorse bridge and Ryalls
Manor.

It is without question a substantially more convenient route and
therefore adds greatly to public enjoyment.

Its accessibility encourages healthy lifestyles, while enabling walkers
to enjoy the views of the bridge and the natural assets of the area.

It offers protection for the ancient monument, potentially endangered
by walkers

It benefits both the whole community and the landowner

As Clerk to the Parish Council for many years | have been well aware of
the background to this matter. This is a small, village community of
approximately 200 people. As a long-standing resident | am well
acquainted with many regular walkers in this area. Equally, many of the
objectors are known personally to me, and from my own daily footpath
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walking over many years | have serious doubts about the veracity of
their statements. | wrote in support when the matter was first debated
by the County Council. Members considered the matter very carefully
and thoroughly at the time and decided to agree the application to
divert. There is absolutely nothing in the recent submissions which is
different from any consideration in the earlier meeting. Therefore | most
strongly urge the Council to take due note of that earlier, careful and
well-considered decision made by its predecessor body and submit the
application to the Secretary of State.

Susan Hanstead (Councillor for Gussage St Michael (footpath lead
officer, Vale of Allen Parish Council) — Support

| have lived in Gussage St Michael for 13 years and became a Vale of
Allen councillor in May 2019 when our village joined the Parish Council
in April 2019. At that point, the “Village Meeting’ and that committee
ceased to exist.

| have walked both routes and here are my comments on both:

e The current route over the packhorse bridge has a general
signpost with the undefined route crossing a lawn to the packhorse
bridge. Walking over the bridge is not a pleasurable experience as
it is steep, extremely uneven and a big trip hazard. There is no
handrail and it would be fairly easy to trip and fall off the bridge,
causing injury. The drop is not substantially high, but with the
winterbourne running, would not be a pleasurable experience.

e The proposed path is signposted and is a defined route which is
wide, even and much much safer. The path does go between a
building and a hedge, but not for very long, and then it opens out
to see the bridge from the side, which is a much better view than
the one when walking over it.

o | support that the route be diverted to the present permitted path

These are my comments on reading the whole application:

e The objections to the change citing ‘lack of views’ can be applied
to most walks as parts of footpaths usually pass between hedges.

e The distance in the “corridor” (the path behind the building) is
minimal compared to the lovely views gained from the walk from
our village to the bridge.

e The accessibility is not an issue because part of this walk is
crossing two wooden bridges with a style at each end, so that
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would exclude some users. These bridges do have a handrail on
one side though.

e The packhorse bridge is part of the village history, which should be
preserved and not have people and animals walking across it.

e Walking through a garden is not ideal.

e The view of Ryalls is still maintained from the proposed footpath.

e The proposed footpath maybe on the boundary, but it does not
pass near to anybody else’s house, so | do not think there is an
issue with lack of privacy.

| took some photographs recently of the area, but the ones included in
the application show it as it is, so | have not included them here.

Anthony Fortescue — Support

| have received notification of the Order regarding Part of Footpath 6,
Gussage St Michael at Ryalls as | live in one of the adjoining properties
Ryalls Lodge.

| am familiar with the proposed order as my neighbour, David Hall has
discussed it with me. | support it because it makes good sense.

By way of background | have lived at Ryalls Lodge with my family since
summer 1993, so 27 years this summer. The footpath goes past our
kitchen window and so we notice the volume and frequency of walkers
who use the path. Both are quite modest, no more than a handful on a
weekday and perhaps double that at weekends. The regular users are a
couple of keen walkers from the village; the occasional rambler following
the Cursus and the most regular users are my neighbour Steve Mills
(from Morar) and my family.

Over the past 27 years it has been noticeable users of the path have not
walked over the bridge but rather walked to the side roughly along part
the route of the proposed diversion. | suspect this is due to people
naturally not wanting to invade the occupier’s privacy plus, and more
significantly, it is much easier not to walk over the bridge due to its size
and form. Walking over the bridge adds little to the enjoyment of that
part of the walk, particularly for the 6+ months of the year when the
winterbourne is dry.

It has been very noticeable how much more the path has been used
during Covid-19 lockdown, not least by my family, and | have not seen
anyone choosing to use route over the bridge.
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| hope the proposed order will be approved.

Stephen Mills - Support

| am writing to inform you that | am in favour of the footpath diversion to
use the permissive footpath instead of using the original footpath which
navigates you across the packhorse bridge. | have lived in Gussage St
Michael since 1986, & | use this footpath twice a day everyday walking
my dog, & on occasion also with my grandchildren & other family
members. The new permissive path has all the advantages over the
existing footpath, it has easy access, is level, so making it ideal for those
that have a mobility problem, easy & safe to use for young children, &
from the path gives you a good view of the packhorse bridge & Ryalls
Farmhouse.

On my daily walks | have encountered a lot of ramblers & those from the
village who have said to me that they would rather walk this new
permissive path because of the benefits already mentioned, rather than
try to navigate the slippery uneven packhorse bridge, they also mention
that they feel uncomfortable actually walking through someone's garden,
which | can understand. All of my time of walking the footpath, | have
never seen anyone actually walk over the packhorse bridge, every time
they would use the new permissive footpath. Personally | find this new
path a win win situation for both walkers & the landowner.

Mary Mills — Support

| have been walking the footpath at Ryalls for over 30 years with my
husband my children and now with my grandchildren. We now use the
new proposed foot path which is so much more accessible for everyone
especially for very young children and is safer than walking over the very
narrow and at times very slippery Pack Horse Bridge. We get a really
lovely view of the Pack Horse Bridge. All the time | have walked the
permissive footpath | have not seen one person using the Pack Horse
Bridge.

Kate Mitchell, Parish Councillor, Gussage St Michael - Supporting

With the previous application being approved by the Regulatory
Committee in September 2018, | am surprised to read that Dorset
Council are now proposing to stay neutral in respect of the footpath
being moved.
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The situation has not changed since then, and therefore the Council
should stand by the previous decision to approve the diversion.

| am supporting the proposed change to the footpath, based on the facts
as | see them.

Current path:

1) The bridge should be preserved for future generations to enjoy.
Sustained use will continue to cause wear and tear to it. It will be
very sad if the bridge were to fall into disrepair.

2) The current route over the bridge is imposing on the homeowner
and prevents them from quiet enjoyment of their own garden.

3) The homeowner was misled in respect of the footpath route when
he purchased the property.

4) The route through the garden isn’t clearly defined, which may
lead to users wandering over more of the garden.

5) Actually walking over the bridge takes care and attention due to
the narrowness, gradient and surface not being ideal.

6) The bridge is steep and uneven, with nothing to hold onto for
support nor balance.

Proposed alternative path:

7) The new route is clearly marked and easy to identify.

8) The new route is wide and fairly flat with no obstacles, which
makes it easy to move through.

9) Using the alternative route allows users to view the bridge from a
short distance away, giving a more dramatic view of the arch and
stones. The view from the side is more impressive than viewing it
from above.

10) The house can still be seen, but at a more respectful distance.

11) The new route improves security for the homeowner.

Mary Jones — Support

| write regarding the above disputed footpath .

| have been using the footpath for 20 years and | have always walked
on the path next to the hedge , never across the pack horse bridge . |
have to say that | had never seen the packhorse bridge until the recent
dispute and certainly never walked over it . Having now seen it across
the garden , | notice that it is steep , narrow and uneven and very unsafe
for older or less physically able walkers to cross . It is however an
attractive feature of times past which should not be eroded by use , but
can be seen and enjoyed from the other alternative footpath , which
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has been created by David Hall which is safe , flat and accessible to all
walkers in all seasons .

| hope the committee will view this with sympathy .
Sarah Kennedy — Supporting

| am contacting you to offer my support to the proposed alternative
footpath route at 6 Gussage St Michael. I've visited the Gussages a
number of times and it has never occured to me to walk across the
packhorse bridge. The path - so you can see the view of the bridge - is a
much more sensible route. | would be nervous about having my toddlers
walk across that bridge.

| very much hope the Council will come to the right decision and approve
the alternative footpath route.

Kim Gray — Supporting

I’m writing to you in support of the alternative footpath route in the matter
of footpath 6 - Gussage St Michael.

I've been a regular visitor to the area for the last 5 years and have
enjoyed the surrounding countryside and warm welcome that | have
received.

My observation is that the alternative path and route is significantly
better option over the old one which requires traversing an extremely old
and small pony bridge through someone’s garden.

It is clear to me that the alternative path has been created with care,
seemly at some expense, and represents a sensible, pragmatic and
most importantly safer route. Walkers can still visually enjoy the small
bridge from a short distance and in my opinion get a much better view of
the arch which gives us a fascinating insight into its construction.

Secondly, there seems little to be gained and much to be lost by
persisting in signalling a route which is through what is ostensibly private
property - an uncomfortable experience for all I'm sure. Whilst |
recognise balancing our intrinsic rights to roam it doesn’t seem proper
when there is a superior route available.
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Finally, We must also consider our duty to make exploring the
countryside as accessible as possible which includes assisting where we
can people who may have reduced mobility. The small pony bridge has
a very steep ascent and decent across an narrow uneven and slick
surface with no access to a hand or guard rail. Exclusionary but also an
accident waiting to happen.

Interestingly and perhaps because of the points above I've never seen a
single person actually use the old route through the garden!

| know these matter can be emotive but as I've already said | think the
alternative route that has been created is the best solution and should
therefore be ratified.

Clarice Hine — Supporting
I'm writing in support of the alternative footpath at Gussage St Michael.

My family and | have enjoyed the footpaths of the Gussages for now
three generations. The newer footpath that appeared some years ago
was an improvement for us, as it avoided the section over the bridge,
which was often quite treacherous for the elder members of our party -
and likely would be once the smallest ones are walking without reins and
piggybacks! The new path was a safer option.

Anna Thomson — Supporting

| am writing to support the alternative footpath route. As a family, we
enjoy walking the footpaths around the Gussages during our holidays
and short breaks, and have for many years. The path we had been using
is apparently an alternative, which is highly surprising because the route
over the packhorse bridge is rather perilous, especially when walking
with a young child. It also feels very intrusive to walk into someone’s
beautiful garden and this has put us off using the path at all.

The alternative route is much better thought out, much safer and affords

views of a lovely house and the old bridge without being dangerous or
making you feel like a trespasser!
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Dr Janet Davis (Area Countryside Secretary) and Jan Wardell
(Footpath Secretary), Ramblers, Dorset Area - Objecting

Dorset Area of the Ramblers objects to this order on the grounds that it
is incapable of confirmation because the proposed diversion would have
a significant detrimental effect on public enjoyment of the path or way as
a whole (section 119(6)(a) of the Highways Act 1980). Concerns about
the impact on public enjoyment of the path are the main thrust of the
other objections to the order.

This view was shared by the officer who prepared the report on the
application to the Dorset County Council Regulatory Committee on 6
September 2018. Paragraph 3.11 of that report states:

“Based on objections received, officers consider that the diversion would
have a significant effect on the enjoyment by the public of the route as a
whole.” That report recommends that the order should not be made
because it does not fully meet the tests for confirmation in the Highways
Act but the Committee rejected this view and went on to make the order.
Public enjoyment of the path as a whole is impacted in the following
ways:

The definitive route makes use of a Grade 2 listed pack horse bridge.
This unusual feature adds considerably to the attraction and interest of
the route. There are also extensive views of the listed Ryalls farmhouse.
The proposed alternative route is narrow and enclosed, passing
between a fence and outbuildings. It takes three sharp turns, and in
places is less than Dorset Council’'s two metres recommended minimum
width. When visited in January 2020 it was waterlogged in places. This
part of the route changes the character of the path completely.

At the consultation stage the Ramblers did not object to the proposal but
because of concern about the potential of proposed route section | — J,
between two hedges, to become overgrown suggested that a
maintenance condition be included in the order to ensure its long-term
availability. Because the East Dorset Footpath Secretary who submitted
that response is no longer in post, and because no such condition was
included in the Order, two members of the Area Footpath Committee
made a further site visit to ensure that response was still appropriate.
Our conclusion was that the existing route, (A-B-C-D) was far more
enjoyable than the proposed diversion (A-E-F-G-H-I-J-K-D). The
differences between the routes are only truly apparent on a site visit as
the plan does not capture the situation on the ground.
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One of the pleasurable effects of recreational walking is the awareness
of walking in the steps of previous generations, who have used routes,
perhaps over hundreds of years, connecting ancient settlements.
Features such as the pack horse bridge are an integral part of that
pleasure and the unique legacy that is the public rights of way network.
We therefore urge Dorset Council to resolve to abandon this order.

David Hall, Applicant , Support

1. My purchase of Ryalls in September 1989 was contingent on the
footpath going through the adjacent property Hawneferne. Mr
Pigdon owner of both properties had persuaded the Council in the
late 70s that the definitive path went through Hawneferne. [Letter
from the County Council in September 1979 confirming sent to Mrs
Pigdon and the Ramblers Association] The East Dorset District
Council confirmed this at the time of my purchase. The proposed
diversion is an attempt to right the wrong Mr Pigdon did me
compounded by the error by the District Council.

2. The objectors to the diversion make statements that are not true. It
was in 2016 that it was possible to walk the definitive path
following the installation of the bridge on to Ryalls. 13 of the 17
objectors in 2018 claimed to have walked the path regularly for
many years, this was not possible. [The majority of these objectors
were not on the electoral roll of Gussage St Michael and were not
therefore ‘local’]. 11 of the 16 objections on the most recent
consultation also claim to have walked the route ‘regularly’ ‘for
many years’, again this is not true. 3 of the remaining objections
refer to me as being ‘selfish’ and ‘disgusting’ in what | am
proposing.

3. | have made an enormous effort and gone to considerable
expense to create a footpath that is enjoyable, safe and with better
access than the definitive path. [see Impact Assessment] | have
consulted widely with users including my local District and County
Councillors, taken professional advice and created a path that is
used more frequently than any of the various paths that have been
used across Hawneferne and/or Ryalls in the last 30 years.

4. The public clearly prefers to walk the diversion rather than the
definitive path. | put up a small Permissive Path sign indicating the
diversion, this has been removed/broken on at least three
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occasions . In spite of there being no clear sign at one end of the
path the use of the definitive path over the packhorse bridge by the
public has been virtually nothing., Between January 2017 and
June 2017 there was a team of builders working at Ryalls, on no
occasion did they see anybody walk the definitive route over the
packhorse bridge. Since March 14" | have worked in my study
overlooking the definitive path, one person has used it. A
neighbour who walks the diversion twice a day has never seen
anybody use the definitive path over the packhorse bridge since
the diversion was created in 2017.

In light of the above | urge the Committee to make a positive
recommendation.
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Item 7a - Planning application 2/2019/1649/REM - Land East of
Barnaby Mead, Gillingham

Anne Hicks - Objecting

| would like the committee to take into account the following points and
reject the proposed plan.

The inclusion of the bungalows on the south side shows a great deal of
consideration and respect for the existing residents. The developers
should be thanked for this. But :-

the roof pitches are not in keeping with those in Barnaby Mead. They are
much higher and should be reduced but the exclusion of permitted
development is a move in the right direction.

Flats are not in keeping with the area. Whilst the flats are only 2 storey,
they are higher than any of the houses. Add to this their elevated
position on the plot and they would totally dominate the development.
Why can't they be changed to cluster houses. You would get the same
amount of residences without the domination. | have seen it done.

The town council, by a large majority, rejected this plan. | will not list
their reasons here because they are many and on file. The committee
will doubtless know them and they will be raised elsewhere today. They
represent us and it would be a travesty if their views were not fully
appreciated be the committee. They live there. They know the area.
They know what the area needs.

What we, the residents, are asking for, is consideration and common
sense. Both of these are within the ability of the committee to exercise.

Jo Kelliher — Objecting

I live in Bay Farm, adjacent to a part of the housing development south
of my property known as “The Orchard”, where it is proposed to build 6
new houses, namely plots 8 to 13.

| have confined my comments to this area of the site.
The Bay Farm Solar Array is one of the most productive domestic solar

arrays in Dorset. It even supplies excess electricity back to the Grid
throughout the year.
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| commissioned a study by a local architect to determine in detail what
the impact of new housing would be.

The survey data clearly indicates that the proposal to build the tall
houses on The Orchard will result in significant shading to the Bay Farm
solar array. The array will be disabled by loss of direct sunlight for a
significant portion of the year.

Survey data can be applied to the empirical yield data from 2011.

The loss of generating capacity, particularly in the winter months, is
significant and is calculated to be in excess of 25% per annum.

Whilst Gillingham TC acknowledged the validity of my objection, the
current report by Hannah Smith attempts to dismiss this as insignificant.
The loss of 25% of the electricity generated by this installation cannot be
anything other than significant.

| object to the planting of three trees directly adjacent to my solar array.
These include 1No. Alnus Glutinosa, height 5 to 5.5 metres and 2No.
Acer Campestre height 3.5 to 4 metres. Planted in the positions shown,
this tree planting would result in the array being almost completely
shaded and hence rendering the array disabled throughout the entire
year.

The Council is considering a bespoke landscaping condition relating to
the boundary between the site and Bay Farm. If this condition were to be
so worded that the planting scheme both now and in the future, must not
impact the performance of the solar array, then this would go some way
to alleviating my objections on landscaping terms alone.

Climate Emergency

Sustainability is a priority in the North Dorset Local plan and the National
Policy Planning Framework.

In June 2019 Dorset Council declared a climate emergency, which
included a statement. The council now must regard this statement
alongside policy on sustainable development and climate emergency.

Summary

Building tall houses to the South of Bay Farm in the area of land known
as The Orchard will partially shade the Bay Farm Solar Array. Loss of
light will be significant and independent survey data provided supports
this prediction.
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In addition the current landscaping plan by the developer includes a tree
planting plan which would completely shade and significantly impair the
performance of this array.

Karl Goatley — Objecting

| won’t waste anybody’s time by regurgitating the many objections made
in respect of this application, but | would like to take the liberty of
highlighting two overarching considerations...

e The density and type of housing (particularly the incredulous
introduction of flats) is entirely inappropriate, which is lucidly
emphasised through the scale of objection and the passion exuded
therein

e Sadly, Gillingham residents feel detached from the planning
decisions made on their behalf having witnessed first-hand the ad-
hoc and often inappropriate development of our small town, and
with their views and feelings often ignored. It is truly heart-
warming to hear our Town Mayor speak up at local planning
meetings in relation to always having to accept “second best”, and
| beg you to ALWAYS ensure such feedback is fully considered.

The development at Barnaby Meads is generally supported by
local people, along with our Neighbourhood Plan, but providing it's
not just another ‘second best'.

Many thanks in anticipation for demonstrating integrity in action today -
whilst discharging your duties - and with a focus on the people who have
to live with your decisions for many years to come.

Ivan Faulkner, Objecting

| would like to make a formal representation against the above planning
application which is due to be heard on Tue 23 Jun 20. | object to the
proposed development on the following grounds:

Density of the development site - 50 dwellings is far too many for such a
small site it is not in keeping with the local surroundings or the Local
Town Plan, it was agreed by Gillingham Town Council that this is over
development on the site.
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Style of the dwellings - all new developments are to be in keeping with
the local estates (Gillingham Town Plan) to allow the erection of a two
storey block of flats is not in keeping with the existing dwellings in
Bayfields and Bay Lane, final planning permission should not be granted
based on the current proposal.

Increased traffic through the Town High Street and through Barnaby
Mead and Bayfields is a risk to the local residents Health and Safety and
based on this planning permission should not be granted.

Please forward my concerns to the Committee for consideration.

Randy Coldham — Objecting

| refer you to my objections date 5 June 2019 and 19th January 2020. |
live at Honeymead (formally Bauhinia) Bay Lane. | am concerned with
the threat of surface water flooding from the SE corner of the
development as the land slopes towards my boundary and surface water
ingress can be seen on photographs contained in my objection dated
19th January.

The SW drain ends some 20 metres away from my boundary with the
land from the drain sloping 0.6metres to my boundary. Throughout this
planning process | have raised objections, at one time the developer's
agent agreed to extend the drainage further to the East, this was
subsequently removed. Although the developer states that they have
consulted us at no time have they directly addressed this nor have the
council officers offered any support.

| would remind you that some years ago after Council development work
this property was affected by severe SW flooding with the result that the
Council were required to underpin a corner of the property. The
Environment Agency state that the area between my house and the
corner of the development is subject to SW flooding which is now
exacerbated by the slope of the land without any drainage protection.

Ben Moore — Objecting

| object yet again to this persistent planning application as a resident that
will be affected by this proposal. There are so many reasons for
objecting, which can't all be put in a 450 word statement. This has been
voted against at all stages by the councillors of this town, our Mayor and
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ALL residents. | have strong reason to believe that the one councillor
(that is keen for this to be approved) is doing it for personal gain.

The development cannot house 50 homes safely. It is grossly out of
character with the neighbouring houses and this area does not have any
flats nearby. This proposal will cause flooding to the nearby homes. The
entrance to this plot cannot safely accommodate 50 houses worth of
vehicles as the entrance is onto a very narrow high street (end of
Gillingham high street) of which the traffic report was produced at a time
of low traffic which gives an unrealistic result of what the High Street can
actually cope with.

This has been turned down at all stages yet the developers continue to
pursue without lowering the number of homes (50). They have not met
with us (residents) directly and have not attempted to accommodate
feedback throughout this process. The 'planting proposal sheet' shows
more evidence of incompetence from the developer; the tree's proposed
to be planted next to Bay farm and Banisters will destroy these historic
buildings as their roots grow underneath the current buildings. The entire
property at Banisters has also not been shown on the maps provided by
the developer throughout the planning application to make it appear that
the boundary is bigger, which it is not. This demonstrates yet

more malicious lies from the developers; or it could be

sheer incompetence.

| beg the committee to do the right thing and decline this
proposal, again. Thank you for your time.

Suzy Moore - Objecting

There remains serious neglect for remaining issues at hand. Serious
consideration is required to ensure that National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) and Gillingham Neighbourhood Plan is taken into
account as it states the land should be designated as a conservation
area. There remains clear conflict with the NPPF para 12 and as a result
the application shouldn’t be granted but instead should lapse and be re-
reviewed.

It's respectfully and strongly urged for councillors to refrain from granting
such application as a tickbox for the housing quota as the Local Plan
already lists 3 year+ supply of deliverable housing sites up to the year
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2031. This application vastly surpasses the quota, is superfluous and
should be disregarded.

Nevertheless, the applicant still fails to address the most salient,
significant, detrimental and material considerations which remain in
issue. Councillors are strongly urged to view the site and read the full
objections which appear, so far, to have been deliberately and unfairly
disregarded without explanation.

Safety: The location is unsuitable for development of 50 dwellings and
100+ vehicles. With high housing quota, lack of employment
opportunities would be saturated, leaving people forced to travel by car
for work (This is also against the Gillingham Neighbourhood Plan (para
7.13) and NPPF (paras 109-110). The only entrance/exit leads directly
onto tight Gillingham high street resulting in unsafe amount of
congestion to the area. Up to date traffic reports should be undertaken to
assess current impact of the local highway as previous reports are now
significantly out of date.

Drainage: The site’s on a floodplain, heavily flooded this year covering ¥4
of the area (evidence available). There'’s been little to no attempt to
address continuing drainage concerns and issues. Transport and
Drainage Consultees have failed to address significant risks or
review/approve any proposed drainage strategy. This is critical and must
be considered for the sake of neighbouring properties. The application
must significantly reduce the number of properties and keep remaining
plot on higher ground.

Environmental: There’s no indication to retain the character of the area
or support sustainability whatsoever. The application fails to address
using sustainable materials or support neighbouring solar array. The
Neighbourhood Plan specifically addresses that the 50 proposed
dwellings should ‘retain the qualities and character of nearby buildings’
and be a transition. There’s no such transition here with red brick and a
large block of flats which detrimentally contrasts the character of the
area including historical stone farmhouse and barn which sits on the
boundary line. With no sustainable and in-keeping materials used,
immediate amendments should be made.
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Chris Haugvik - Objecting

| write in connection with Planning Application Ref No:
2/2019/1649/REM - East of Barnaby Mead, Gillingham, Dorset, to which
| wish to strongly OBJECT to the proposed development.

Despite the recent Case Officer’s report (published 15 Jun 20) | believe
that in line with the circa 200+ well founded and comprehensive
Objections raised, which have been spread over the last three years, the
primary rationale for objecting to this proposal has not been answered.

The over-development of such a small site; its scale and proportion will
have an overwhelming negative effect for the habitants of Barnaby
Mead, Bay Lane and Gillingham's town centre. The builder’s proposed
changes to design, layout and appearance have not overcome the
material reason to the large number of houses identified for the site.

The inordinate amount of extra traffic heading directly into a busy town
centre will create unacceptable levels of noise, pollution, over parking
and is a serious risk to pedestrians alike. The visual impact on the
landscape from such a high-density build is undeniably out of character
with the historic Bay area of Gillingham. Sky lining and overshadowing
on the extant houses on both the east and west side of the development
is unavoidable with this application, which clearly contravenes the
Gillingham Neighbourhood Plan.

In short, the residential amenity impact would be not be acceptable, the
impact to local highway safety is not acceptable and the increased
potential for flooding of the surrounding houses in not acceptable. These
factors are all linked to over development and have been realised in
many other poorly developed new homes and estates witnessed
throughout the UK.

This application must be rejected once gain so that the builder can
rethink the design and layout of the site to ensure that only an
acceptable number of dwellings are developed in line with Gillingham’s
neighbourhood plan.

Nigel Jarvis — Agent, Supporting

| would like first to commend the report and thank the officer for her
consistent work assessing this application. | am grateful you will
consider this statement.
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Outline planning permission was granted by the Council in October 2017
and the site was sold to my client. Aster are a Registered Provider
whose mission is to deliver affordable housing and, as a charity, it re-
employs any profits back into meeting that objective. Their main goal is
to maximise affordable housing provision from this site, while delivering
a sympathetic and high quality development.

After the previous reserved matters refusal Aster reflected thoroughly on
the council’s reasons for refusal and took note of the level of local
response to that application. Aster reacted positively, undertaking a
contextual analysis of surrounding development, holding a series of
meetings with neighbouring residents at their homes to better
understand their concerns, and continuing discussions with officers and
local representatives.

These proposals fully overcome the prior reasons for refusal.
Firstly through revisions to unit siting and the incorporation of three
bungalows they comprehensively improve the relationship of the
development to existing Barnaby Mead properties.

Secondly the mix and configuration of dwelling types in the scheme has
changed dramatically. This enabled opportunities for greener more
spacious streetscenes and, the much more comprehensive landscape
buffer to the eastern boundary with Bay. As a consequence the
perceptible density has greatly reduced compared with the previous
scheme. The total number of dwellings remains the same, however, as
officers advise this is not a high density scheme in and of itself. As the
NPPF sets out, it is important to make effective use of land and meet
housing needs on sustainable sites so far as possible.

Significant attention has also been paid to lifting the quality of design
through numerous improvements to the use of materials and elevational
detailing. We recognise, with sympathy, the site will continue to be
unpopular with some as a location for housing, but it has outline
permission. Some persistent objections lie with the principle of
development or other matters resolved by the outline planning
permission and cannot be solved by the detailed matters.

Statutory consultees raise no objection such as to drainage or highway
matters. The proposals before you would deliver a high quality scheme
that will complement the character of existing development and a
significantly better development than was illustrated at the outline stage,
or in the previous reserved matters. In this case as the proposals will
not cause any significant adverse effects there are significant grounds in

Page 30



the applications favour, including the weight to be given to securing
housing from the site in this instance. We therefore hope the committee
will endorse the recommendation.
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Item 7b - 2/2019/1554/FUL, Bleet Farm, Bleet Lane, Gillingham
Matt Williams — Agent — Support

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this written statement in support
of application 2/2019/1554/FUL for the Applicants.

Main Issue

The only issue with this application is whether the proposal addresses
specific concerns raised by the Inspector who dismissed the previous
appeal on the grounds of visual impact.

Assessment

We commend the Case Officer’s report and recommendation which
provides a very thorough and impartial review of the proposed
development in the context of relevant policies and the previous appeal
decision.

The proposal has been the subject of extensive pre-application advice
which is encouraged by the Council and the scheme design has been
refined with some helpful feedback from the Case Officer.

Visual Impact

Both the Inspector and Case Officer confirm that a proposed
replacement dwelling with a contemporary design on this site complies
with Policy 28 as a matter of principle.

The Inspector decided that the previous proposal would be harmful
because of the cumulative impact of the size of the replacement dwelling
(a 70% increase), the bulk of development being positioned on the site
boundary and across the ridge, and the extensive glazing.

In response, the size of the proposed dwelling has been significantly
reduced to represent a 47% enlargement (therefore within the 50%
policy guideline), the bulk of the dwelling has been stepped and is set
back 5 and 15 metres from the boundary so that it does not run across
the ridge, and the extent of glazing has been reduced.

Light Pollution

The Inspector was concerned about the extent of glazing but did not
dismiss the appeal on the grounds of light pollution from this glazing.
Local Plan Policy 25 only relates to light pollution from external artificial
lighting. Nevertheless, a combination of curtains/blinds for privacy and
the limited hours when indoor lights are switched on will ensure that

Page 32




there will be no light pollution, and there is very limited activity in this
area at night time when any lighting may be perceived.

Reflection

There is some local concern about the visual impact of reflection from
windows although, once again, this was not a specific concern raised by
the Inspector. In any case, there will not be any impact from window
reflection because the windows are set behind a 3 metre covered
balcony and will face north-west.

Conclusion

The Applicants and their Architect have fully engaged with the Council’s
Planning Service to ensure that the proposed replacement dwelling
addresses the Inspector’s concerns and complies with the Local Plan.

The appeal was not dismissed on the grounds of light pollution or
reflection from windows, and we therefore respectfully ask the
Committee to agree with your Case Officer’s impartial and professional
analysis by granting planning permission for this development.
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Item 7c - 2/2018/0372/OUT, Land at E373160 N117864, Pond Walk,
Stalbridge

Robert Sanger - Objecting

In opposition to the proposed development | would like to reiterate my
past objection letter in case it becomes overlooked.

Firstly pond walk is in effect a cul-de-sac which the residents enjoy a low
traffic flow The benefits of which provide a safe place for children to play
and ride their bikes etc.

This haven would be destroyed by increased traffic.

The new buildings would spoil the views across the Blackmore vale
enjoyed by the local residents.

The extra numbers of cars would further compromise the catastrophic
situation That presently exists in the Stalbridge high street area, and has
been considered in previous decisions of local building applications.

Stalbridge has few wild places left for people and wildlife, this would
disappear.

There are some large venerable horse chestnut trees on the site which
are apparently to be retained. | feel that the developers know that to
remove them would cause public uproar but to retain them is not
preferable to them.

In reality to have such large shading trees in the vicinity of the houses
shedding leaves and possibly causing problems with roots and falling
branches, the new residents will no doubt apply to have them removed
or butchered , or the developers would state that the trees are diseased
and must be removed. My experience in these cases know this to be
true.

Gregory Evans , Applicant - Supporting

This is a statement on behalf of North Dorset LLP, the applicant, in
support of the application at Pond Walk. We thank the Chairperson and
Members of the Planning Committee for considering this application
under the current unusual circumstances. We thank the Officer for their
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report and we welcome the recommendation that this outline planning
application for nine new homes should be approved.

The site is sustainably located within the settlement boundary of
Stalbridge, a larger village identified for growth. Local facilities can be
accessed by foot and it is served by public transport. Historically,
permission was granted at the site in 2015 for 20 units but this
permission has since lapsed. Importantly, the principle of residential
development at this site is accepted.

The applicant has worked closely with officers throughout the
determination process and is excited that the indicative layout of this
scheme, which includes six bungalows and three houses, is considered
by your officers to be appropriate at this location.

The nine new homes proposed will positively contribute towards the
Council’s housing supply, which should be welcomed as we note the
Council cannot currently demonstrate a five-year housing land supply. In
line with the NPPF, the presumption in favour of sustainable
development applies.

Existing residential amenity of surrounding residents is protected,
parking standards will be met, safe vehicular and pedestrian access is
provided, and Dorset Highways has no objection. No protected trees
would be lost, and ecological mitigation and enhancement will be
provided to achieve a net gain in biodiversity at the site. The Council’s
archaeologist has no objection. A planning condition will ensure homes
on the site are protected from surface flooding and foul water drainage
will comply with policy requirements.

Significantly, in line with guidance from the Conservation Officer, the
indicative layout includes a large swathe of open space in the eastern
part of the site which is closest to Grove Court and older trees which are
to be retained. We welcome that the Officer’s report concludes that the
Stalbridge conservation area and setting of listed buildings would be
preserved.

In summary, the proposal accords with local and national planning
policy. This application represents sustainable development of nine new
homes, at a site inside the settlement boundary, for which there is a
presumption in favour.

We welcome that the application is recommended for approval.
Accordingly, we respectfully request that the Committee follows the
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Officer’s positive recommendation and resolves to grant planning
permission. Thank you.
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Minute Iltem 111

APPLICATION NUMBER: 2/2019/1649/REM

APPLICATION SITE: Land East Of, Barnaby Mead, Gillingham, Dorset

PROPOSAL: Erect 50 No. dwellings, form vehicular and pedestrian access.
(Reserved matters application to determine access, appearance, landscaping, layout
and scale; following grant of Outline Planning Permission No. 2/2016/0149/OUT).

Decision: Approved, subject to conditions.

CONDITIONS:
1. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly and only
in accordance with the following approved drawings and details:

1100 B1, 1101 B2, 1400 A1, 1401 A2, 1820 A1, AHL.01 B, BML.01_B,
CSL.01_B, DML.01_B, RSL.01 B, ASTE190223 SS.19 A, P.13.EA, P.13.P A,
P.31-36.P2 A, P.37-38.E A, P.37-38.P A, P.39-41.E A, P.39-41.P A, P.4-5E A,
P.4-5.P A, P.42-43.E A, P.42-43.P A, P.44-45E A, P.44-45P A, P.46_48.E A,
P.46 48P A P47.EA PA47PA P6-7EA, P6-7PA ,P8EA,P8PA,
P.9-10.E A, P.9-10.P A, A108239_1100_P5, A108239_1101_A1, P.14-16.P A,
P.17.EA, P.17.P A P.18-19.EA P.18-19.P A, P.2-3.E A, P.2-3.P A, P.20-21.E
A, P.20-21.P A, P.22-23.E A, P.22-23.P A, P.24-25.E A, P.24-25.P A, P.26-
28.E A, P.26-28.P A, P.29-30_49-50.E A, P.29-30_49-50.P A, P.31-36.E1 A,
P.31-36.E2 A, P.31-36.P1 A P.31-36.P2 A, P.37-38.E A, P.37-38.P A, P.30-
41.E A, P.39-41.P A, PA-5EA, P.4-5P A P.42-43.E A, P.42-43.P A, P.44-
45.E A, P.44-45P A, P.46_48.E A, PAT.E,PAT.PA P.6-T.EA, P.6-T.P A,
P8.EA, P8PA, P.9-10.E A P.9-10.P A, A108239_1100_P5,
A108239_1300_P3, A108239 1301 A1, A108239_ 1322 Af,
A108239_1350_P2, A108239 1360 A1, A108239 1361 A1,
A108239_1400_T3 , A108239 1401 A1, A108239 1810 A1,
A108239_1820_A1, A278 LAO1, A278 PP02, ASTE190223 AHL.01_A,
ASTE190223 BML.01_A, ASTE190223 DML.01_A, ASTE190223 RSL.01_A,
ASTE190223 CSE.01_A, ASTE190223 CSL.01_A,
ASTE190223_CSL.01_A(1), P.1.EA, P.1.P A, P11-12.E A, P.11-12.P A, P.14-
16.E A

Forming the approved application.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to clarify the permission.

2. Prior to the construction of the development above foundation level,
large scale details of the chimneys, porches, eaves, plinths, lintels, windows
and external doors shall be submitted to the local planning authority for
approval in writing. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details.

Reason: To ensure that the development is appropriately detailed having regard
to the sites location on the edge of Bay.

3. Prior to the construction of the development above foundation level,
samples to be used in the constrEPcaigreoBt}ﬁe boundary walls, external walls of
the dwellings, and the roof of the dwellings shall be submitted to the local



planning authority for approval in writing. The development shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure that the development is appropriately detailed having regard
to the sites location on the edge of Bay.

4. Prior to the construction of any hard surface, details of the materials to
be used in the construction of the carriageways, shared surfaces and footways
shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval in writing. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the development is appropriately detailed having regard
to the sites location on the edge of Bay.

5. Prior to the construction of any external wall or brick enclosure, a sample
panel measuring at least 1m by 1m shall be erected on site to include the brick,
coursing, mortar and bond of the brickwork for approval in writing by the local
planning authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved sample panel. The sample panel shall remain on site until completion
of the dwellings to roof plate.

Reason: To ensure that the development is appropriately detailed having regard
to the sites location on the edge of Bay.

6. No works above foundation level shall commence on site until precise
details of all tree, shrub and hedge planting (including positions and/or density,
species and planting size) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Planting shall be carried out before the end of the first
available planting season following substantial completion of the development.
In the five year period following the substantial completion of the development
any trees that are removed without the written consent of the Local Planning
Authority or which die or become (in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority)
seriously diseased or damaged, shall be replaced as soon as reasonably
practical and not later than the end of the first available planting season, with
specimens of such size and species and in such positions as may be agreed
with the Local Planning Authority. In the event of any disagreement the Local
Planning Authority shall conclusively determine when the development has
been completed, when site conditions permit, when planting shall be carried out
and what specimens, size and species are appropriate for replacement
purposes.

Reason: In the interests of continued visual public amenity and to ensure that
there is a sufficient landscaped buffer between the site and Bay and that the
amenity area adjacent to the river is appropriately landscaped.

7. Prior to first occupation of the development hereby permitted, a schedule
of landscape maintenance covering a minimum period of five years following
substantial completion of the development (including details of the
arrangements for its implementation) shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The subsequent maintenance of the
development's landscaping shall accord with the approved schedule.

Reason: To ensure the provision of amenity afforded by the proper
maintenance of existing and/oHaeévelag%scape features.



8. Before any works commence on site, a full survey of the site as existing
shall be undertaken, submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The survey shall, by reference to site layout drawings of an
appropriate scale, include, as appropriate, the following information:

(a) The location, species, girth or stem diameter, accurately plotted crown
spread and a unique reference number of all trees with a stem diameter of
100mm or greater within or immediately adjoining the site.

(b) A numbered tree condition schedule together with proposals for surgery or
other works, where appropriate.

(c) Existing ground levels including, where appropriate, sufficient detail to allow
proper consideration of measures for the protection of existing trees and root
systems.

(d) The location, spread and other relevant details of existing hedgerows,
hedges and other significant areas of vegetation.

(e) The location and dimension of existing watercourses, drainage channels
and other aquatic features and bank levels as appropriate.

(f) Existing boundary treatments and means of enclosure.

(g) Existing structures, services and other artefacts including hard surfaces.

(h) An indication of land use, roads or other means of access, structures and
natural features on the land adjoining the site.

(i) The route of existing footpaths and public rights of way on land adjoining the
site.

(j) A north point and scale.

(k) A location map.

Reason: To allow the proper consideration of the impact of the proposed
development on the well-being of the existing trees and vegetation together with
the visual amenity and ecological value of the existing site.

9. Before any works commence on site, a detailed Arboricultural Impact
Assessment shall, by reference to site layout drawings of an appropriate scale,
be carried out, submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Based on the Tree Survey, the assessment will identify and assess
the impact of the proposed development on the existing trees on site, as well as
any appropriate measures to alleviate this impact. The measures identified to
alleviate impacts shall thereafter be implemented for the duration of the
construction programme.

Reason: To ensure thorough consideration of the impact of the development
and any mitigating measures on the existing trees.

10.  Before any works commence on site a detailed Method Statement shall
be produced, submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The statement will include details of how the existing trees are to be
protected and managed before, during and after development and shall include
information on traffic flows, phased works and construction practices near trees.
The development shall thereafter accord with the approved Statement.

Reason: To ensure thorough consideration of the impacts of development on
the existing trees.

11.  Before the instillation of a‘jy external lighting, a scheme showing precise
details of all external lighting (in u@ﬂ&a% earance, supporting columns, siting,
technical details, power, intensity, orientation and screening of the lamps) shall



be submitted to the Local Planning Authority. Any such scheme shall require
approval to be obtained in writing from the Local Planning Authority. The
approved scheme shall be implemented before the development is first
occupied and shall be permanently maintained thereafter. No further external
lighting shall be installed on site without the prior approval, in writing, of the
Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interest of the amenity of the area and the river corridor.

12.  Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 as amended (or any
order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no
additional window or other opening permitted by Schedule 2 Part 1 of the 2015
Order shall be made in the rear roof slope of plots 46, 47, and 48 (the
bungalows adjacent to Barnaby Mead), unless an application for planning
permission in that behalf is first submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To enable the Local Planning Authority to retain control over the
development of the site to safeguard amenity.

13. Prior to the construction of the development above foundation level, full
details of both hard and soft landscape proposals for the drainage basin shall,
by reference to site layout drawings of an appropriate scale, be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details shall
include, as appropriate, the following information:

(a) Proposed finished levels or contours.

(b) Means of enclosure.

(c) Hard surfacing materials.

(d) Proposed functional services above ground.

(e) Planting plans.

(f) Schedule of plants, species, size, proposed numbers and densities.

(9) Implementation and maintenance timetables. The development shall
thereafter accord with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the provision of amenity afforded by appropriate landscape
design of the drainage basin, within the public open space.

14. Notwithstanding the approved landscaping, prior to occupation of any of
plots 8-12 a scheme of planting for the shared amenity areas adjacent to those
dwellings and forming part of the landscape buffer to ‘Bay’, shall be submitted
to an approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the
additional planting approved shall be installed in tandem with the site wide
landscaping approved by this reserved matters scheme, and maintained in
accordance with the approved maintenance plan.

Reason: To ensure that the planting adjacent to Bay Farm shares a neighbourly
relationship.

Reasons for the Decision:
e The proposed changes, since the 2019 refusal, to the design, layout, scale and
appearance of the development has overcome the material reasons to object to
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The presumption in favour of sustainable development indicates that the
proposal should be granted. It would make a notable contribution to the housing
land supply through the provision of 50 dwellings, including affordable units.
The amenity of the surrounding land users would be safeguarded.

The proposal would not cause harm to the character of Bay, or to the setting of
Bay House, a non-designated heritage asset.

The proposal would have an acceptable impact on residential amenity, highway
safety, flooding and biodiversity.
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APPLICATION NUMBER: 2/2019/1554/FUL

APPLICATION SITE: Bleet Farm, Bleet Lane, Gillingham, SP8 5RG

PROPOSAL.: Erect replacement dwelling, retain 3 No. parking spaces.

Decision: Approved, subject to conditions.

CONDITIONS:

1.

The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the
expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.

Reason: This condition is required to be imposed by Section 91 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly and only in

accordance with the following approved drawings and details: 1707-L1C, 1707-
L3C, 1707-L4D, 0035-CMS-DR-GF-GA-LA-2000 B, 0035-CMS-DR-GF-GA-LA-
2002 A, 0035-CMS-DR-GF-SP-LA-2001; forming the approved application.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to clarify the permission.

Notwithstanding the materials schedule shown on the approved drawing 1707-L4D
and prior to the construction dwelling above damp proof course level, samples and
details of all external facing materials for the walls and roofs shall submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be
completed in accordance with the agreed details.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory visual appearance of the development.

Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a detailed
Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and detailed Tree Constraints Plan
prepared by a qualified tree specialist providing comprehensive details of
construction works in relation to trees that have the potential to be affected by the
development must be submitted to, and approved in writing by the Council. All
works must be carried out in accordance with the approved details. In particular,
the method statement must provide the following:

a) a specification for protective fencing to trees and hedges during both demolition
and construction phases which complies with BS5837 (2012) and a plan indicating
the alignment of the protective fencing;

b) a specification for scaffolding of building works and ground protection within the
tree protection zones in accordance with BS5837 (2012);

c) a schedule of tree work conforming to BS3998;

d) details of the area for storage of materials, concrete mixing and any bonfires;

e) details of any no-dig specification for all works within the root protection area for
retained trees:

g) details of the supervision to be carried out by the developers tree specialist.
Reason: This information is required to be submitted and agreed before any work
starts on site to ensure that the trees and hedges deemed worthy of retention on-
site will not be damaged prior to, or during the construction works.
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. Notwithstanding the details of the approved drawing 0035-CMS-DR-GFGA-LA-
2000 B, all tree planting shall be planted to a minimum height of 3 metres and must
be carried out in full during the first planting season (October to March) following
the substantial completion of the development. The planted scheme must be
maintained in accordance with the agreed details. Following the implementation of
the soft landscaping works, written confirmation of these works shall be submitted
to the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure the satisfactory landscaping of the site in the interests of
ensuring the long term visual amenity and character of the area.

. Prior to the commencement of development above damp course level, a schedule
of landscape maintenance covering a minimum period of fifteen years following
substantial completion of the development (including details of the arrangements
for its implementation) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The subsequent maintenance of the development's
landscaping shall accord with the approved schedule.

Reason: To ensure the provision of amenity afforded by the proper maintenance of
existing and/or new landscape features.

. The protected species mitigation proposals set out in the approved NET
Biodiversity Mitigation & Enhancement Plan, prepared by Enzygo Ltd, dated 18th
December 2019; shall be undertaken in full before the development hereby
approved is first brought into use and shall be maintained in the approved condition
permanently thereafter.

Reason: To ensure adequate habitat is provided and protected to accommodate
protected species

. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking and re-
enacting that Order) (with or without modification) no enlargements or alterations
including any changes to the external finishes of the dwellinghouse hereby
approved, permitted by Schedule 2 Part 1 of the 2015 Order, shall be erected or
constructed.

Reason: To protect amenity and the character of the area.

. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking and re-
enacting that Order) (with or without modification) no garages, sheds or other
outbuildings permitted by Class E of Schedule 2 Part 1 of the 2015 Order shall be
erected.

Reason: To protect amenity and the character of the area.

10.No external lighting shall be erected or installed at any time other than in

accordance with details that have been approved by the Local Planning Authority.
The details shall include drawings showing the appearance, siting, technical
details, orientation, intensity and screening of any lamps.

Reason: To protect the character of the surrounding landscaping.

11. Prior to the installation of the glazing.on theﬁéelling hereby approved, details of
the proposed glazing shall be subm approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Such details shall include a specification that the glass is non-



reflective. The development shall be completed out in accordance with the agreed
details and shall be permanently maintained thereafter with the non-reflective
glass.

Reason: To minimise light spill/pollution and protect the character of the
surrounding landscape.

12.Blackout blinds shall be installed and permanently maintained on the glazing in the
north-west elevation of the dwelling hereby approved. Each blind shall be fully
closed at dusk each day and remain fully closed during hours of darkness. The
blinds shall be operated by timed proximity sensors, which shall be kept in full
working order at all times. Details of all blinds, their material (which shall be fully
opaque) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority before any development is carried out above slab level.
Reason: To protect the character of the surrounding landscape.

Reasons for the Decision

e The proposed changes to the design, its re-siting away from the north western
boundary as well as the screen planting/landscaping would ensure that the
proposed replacement dwelling would appear no more visually intrusive in the
landscape than the existing dwelling

e |tis considered that the concerns of the previously refused application have
been overcome.

e Itis considered the amended proposal and accompanying landscaping scheme
would meet criteria a - f of Local Plan policy 28: Existing dwellings in the
countryside.

e The proposed replacement dwelling would not cause significant harm to the
character of the surrounding rural landscape and would comply with the North
Dorset Local Plan Policies 4, 24 and 28 and Gillingham Neighbourhood Plan
Policies 24 and 25.

e The proposal would have an acceptable impact on residential amenity, highway
safety and biodiversity.
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APPLICATION NUMBER: 2/2018/0372/0OUT

APPLICATION SITE: Land at Pond Walk, Stalbridge, Dorset

PROPOSAL: Develop land by the erection of 9 No. dwellings. (Outline application with
all matters reserved).

Decision: Approved, subject to conditions.

CONDITIONS:

1. Approval of the Reserved Matters (i.e. any matters in respect of which details
have not been given in the application concerning the layout, scale or appearance of
the building(s) to which this permission and the application relates, or to the means of
access to the building(s), or the landscaping of the site) shall be obtained from the Local
Planning Authority in writing before any development is commenced. Such development
shall be carried out as approved.

Reason: This condition is required to be imposed by Section 92 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

2. Application for the approval of any Reserved Matter must be made not later than
the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.

Reason: This condition is required to be imposed by Section 92 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

3. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of two
years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved.
Reason: This condition is required to be imposed by Section 92 of the Town and Country
Planning Act, 1990.

4. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly and only in
accordance with the following approved drawings and details: 2611-P-03 REV D forming
the approved application. Only the location plan part of this plan is approved.

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to clarify the permission.

5. Prior to commencement of any development on site a scheme for the disposal of
foul and surface water drainage must be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, no part of the development shall be occupied or
brought into use until the approved scheme has been fully implemented.

Reason: To minimise the risk of flooding and/or pollution.

6. The biodiversity mitigation measures set out in the approved Biodiversity
Mitigation & Enhancement Plan submitted by KJF Consultancy Ltd and signed off
11.10.2019 by Dorset Council Natural Environment Team; shall be implemented in full
in accordance with the timetable set out in the report, or in the absence of a specific
timetable, prior to the development hereby approved being first brought into use and the
site shall thereafter be maintained in accordance with the approved mitigation proposals.
Reason: To ensure adequate habitat is provided and subsequently protected to ensure
adequate protection for important habitats and species is secured.
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7. No development above damp proof course level shall take place until a detailed
scheme to enable the charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles in safe,
accessible and convenient locations within the development has been submitted and
approved in writing with the local planning authority. The scheme shall include a
timetable for implementation. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in
accordance with such details as have been approved by the Local Planning Authority
including the timetable for implementation.

Reason: To ensure that adequate provision is made to enable occupiers of and visitors
to the development to be able to charge their plug-in and ultra-low emission vehicles.

8. No development shall commence until details of the access, geometric highway
layout, turning and parking areas have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure the proper and appropriate development of the site

9. Before the development is occupied or utilised the first 15.00 metres of the
vehicle access, measured from the rear edge of the highway (excluding the vehicle
crossing — see the Informative Note 2 'Dorset Highways' below), must be laid out and
constructed to a specification submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

Reason: To ensure that a suitably surfaced and constructed access to the site is
provided that prevents loose material being dragged and/or deposited onto the adjacent
carriageway causing a safety hazard.

10. The development hereby permitted must not be occupied or utilised until a
scheme showing precise details of the proposed cycle parking facilities is submitted to
and approved in writing the Local Planning Authority. Any such scheme requires
approval to be obtained in writing from the Local Planning Authority. The approved
scheme must be constructed before the development is commenced and, thereafter,
must be maintained, kept free from obstruction and available for the purpose specified.
Reason: To ensure the proper construction of the parking facilities and to encourage the
use of sustainable transport modes

11.  Before the development hereby approved is occupied or utilised a Construction
Method Statement (CMS) must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The CMS must include:

* the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors

* loading and unloading of plant and materials

* storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development

* delivery, demolition and construction working hours

The approved Construction Method Statement shall be adhered to throughout the
construction period for the development.

Reason: to minimise the likely impact of construction traffic on the surrounding highway
network.

12.  Prior to the commencement of any development hereby approved, an
Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) prepared by a qualified tree specialist providing
comprehensive details of construction works in relation to trees that have the potential
to be affected by the development myst be ng itted to, and approved in writing by the
Council. All works must be carried o@9¢ g;rdance with the approved details. In
particular, the method statement must provide the following:



a) a specification for protective fencing to trees and hedges during both demolition and
construction phases which complies with BS5837 (2012) and a plan indicating the
alignment of the protective fencing;

b) a specification for scaffolding of building works and ground protection within the tree
protection zones in accordance with BS5837 (2012);

c) a schedule of tree work conforming to BS3998;

d) details of the area for storage of materials, plant, concrete mixing and any bonfires;
e) plans and particulars showing proposed cables, pipes and ducts above and below
ground as well as the location of any soakaway or water or sewerage storage facility;

f) details of any no-dig specification for all works within the root protection area for
retained trees:

g) details of the supervision to be carried out by the developers tree specialist.

Reason: This information is required to be submitted and agreed before any work starts
on site to ensure that the trees and hedges deemed worthy of retention on-site will not
be damaged prior to, or during the construction works.

Reasons for the Decision

e Absence of 5 year land supply

e Para 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that
permission should be granted for sustainable development unless specific
policies in the NPPF indicate otherwise

e The location is considered to be sustainable

e The principle of development for 9 dwellings would have an acceptable general
visual impact and preserve the character and appearance of the Stalbridge
Conservation Area and other heritage assets

e 9 dwellings can be developed on the site without any significant harm to
neighbouring residential amenity.

e There are no other material considerations which would warrant refusal of this
application
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APPLICATION NUMBER: 2/2019/1678/FUL

APPLICATION SITE: Yewstock College, Sturminster Newton, DT10 1EW

PROPOSAL: Erect perimeter security fence and matching gates, 2.33 metres high
Exempla welded steel wire mesh panels

Decision: Approved, subject to conditions.

CONDITIONS:

1.

The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than
the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.
Reason: This condition is required to be imposed by Section 91 of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly and only in
accordance with the following approved drawings and details forming the
approved application;

Additional Security Fencing - P101 A [Received 06/02/2020]
Fencing Elevations - P102 [Received 06/02/2020]

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to clarify the permission.

All existing trees and specimen plans shown on approved plan P101 A to be
retained, shall be fully safeguarded during the course of site works and building
operations. All trees to be protected on and immediately adjoining the site shall
be protected from damage for the duration of works in accordance with BS
5837:2012 (Trees in relation to construction - recommendations) or any new
Standard that may be in force at the time that development commences. No
unauthorised access or placement of goods, fuels or chemicals, soil or other
material shall take place within the tree protection zone(s). Any trees or
specimen plants removed without the written consent of the Local Planning
Authority, or dying or being severely damaged or becoming seriously diseased
before the completion of development shall be replaced with trees or specimen
plants of such size and species in a timescale and in positions as may be
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure that trees and specimen plants to be retained are
adequately protected from damage to health and stability throughout the
construction period and in the interests of amenity.

Reasons for the Decision

Para 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that
permission should be granted for sustainable development unless specific
policies in the NPPF indicate otherwise.

The proposal is acceptable in its terms of its siting and external appearance.
The proposed development would not compromise neighbour amenity.
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e There are no material considerations which would warrant refusal of this
application.
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