
NDDC Planning Committee 26 February 2019
Consolidated Addendum / Updates (dated 25 February 2019)

AGENDA ITEMS 4 & 5 - 2/2018/00077/OUT - Land at Park Fm Kingsmead 
Business Park Gillingham & 2/2018/00036/OUT – West of Shaftesbury Rd at 
Land South of Gillingham

Correspondence from Consortium 25 February 2019: 

On behalf of both applicants we are extremely disappointed at the position currently 
being taken by the local planning authority. Given this position both parties have no 
choice other than to seek deferral of both applications in their respective allotted 
public speaking slots at the Committee. In broad terms the reasons on which deferral 
will be sought are as follows:

1. In respect of both applications there are very significant unresolved matters 
relating to the viability appraisal which in turn impact on affordable housing provision 
both in terms of the proposed minimum provision of 15% within Phase 1 (which is 
unacceptable to both parties) and future phase provision based on an as yet 
unresolved review mechanism. Having clarity over this mechanism is pivotal to our 
understanding of the implications of the 15% threshold sought by the Council. 
Neither party would be willing to enter into a s106 Agreement on the terms presented 
in the Committee report (notwithstanding the errata already raised with you) such 
that any resolution on this basis would be quite frankly worthless as neither 
application would be implemented putting the HE funding that has been secured at 
risk.

2. This position is not only unacceptable to the applicants, but also to the 
respective landowners.

3. In respect of Welbeck Land’s application there are ongoing objections from 
both the EA and LLFRA. There is a lot of uncertainty as to how these can be 
resolved and we are concerned at the viability implications of this and also the 
potential grounds of challenge if a decision is proceeded at this time.

4. There is currently significant uncertainty over costs associated with 
infrastructure delivery and in particular how the required services can be brought 
under the railway line and river. Greater certainty on the solution for this and 
associated costings is required in order to properly factor this into the viability 
appraisal.

5. The recent change by Homes England in terms of funding conditions i.e. loan 
rather than grant, has not yet been properly factored into the viability appraisal. 
Furthermore, we have not yet modelled the HiF loan at £6.3m (as recently increased 
from £4m), nor do we understand any interest repayments that may be sought by the 
Council.



It is both applicants firm position that deferral for one month would afford all parties 
sufficient time to make the necessary progress on all the above matters such that the 
application could be reported to Members from a properly informed position. If the 
March Committee agenda is congested, it would be possible to arrange a special 
Committee meeting to consider the applications.

As you note this is the Councils largest strategic housing allocation and its timely 
delivery is critical.  It is therefore wholly appropriate that both applications are 
deferred for one month so that the Council can be asked to make a properly 
informed decision.

In the event that deferral is not agreed, the applicants will have no option but to 
consider withdrawal of the applications immediately after Committee.

Your Officers’ response/observations: 

We see no merit in a deferment merely to prolong debate further on viability matters. 
Notably the negotiating gap is actually only 4% i.e. Consortium’s stated position 11% 
and Officers’ recommendation 15%. We consider this to be a defensible position on 
the evidence to date. Consequently we are content that the Consortium use its 
opportunity for rebuttal for seeking a deferment when it comes to public speaking on 
the day of committee. It will then be a matter for the Planning Committee to decide 
how it wishes to proceed. 

As a matter of fact DCC Local Lead Flood Authority withdrew their holding objection 
to application 2/2018/0036/OUT.

Regarding S106 Agreement matters; these are outline applications and the report to 
Committee is not seeking to agree at this stage the precise detail of the S106 
Agreement. Rather, it seeks agreement to the broad heads of terms at this stage, the 
level of affordable housing in the first phase of development and principle of a 
viability review mechanism etc. The recommendation seeks delegated authority to 
be given to the Head of Planning to subsequently negotiate the detailed terms / 
wording of a bilateral S106 Agreement. The only point of detail we are asking the 
Committee to decide now is the recommended level of 15% affordable housing with 
a 50/50% tenure split (as opposed to a policy compliant 25% Affordable Housing 
with a 70/30% tenure split which the District Valuer says is viable).

Please also note that the Officers’ will also seek to modify the recommendations to 
include a further requirement; ‘in the alternative’, that states:

In the event that the Applicants subsequently do not agree to the terms of the 
Planning Committee resolution to APPROVE, or fail to complete the required Section 
106 Agreements within 6 months, then delegate to the Head of Planning to REFUSE 
OUTLINE planning permission for the failure to comply with relevant Adopted Local 
Plan Policy 8 – Affordable Housing and Policy 21 – Gillingham Strategic Site 
Allocation (infrastructure).



Dorset County Hospital NHS Foundation Trust – Late consultation response 
received 25 February, 2019, summarised: No objection in principle subject to 
financial contribution - As our evidence demonstrates, the Trust is currently 
operating at full capacity in the provision of acute and planned healthcare. It is 
further demonstrated that although the Trust has plans to cater for the ageing 
population and growth, it will not be able to plan for the growth in a piecemeal 
manner. The contribution is being sought not to support a government body but 
rather to enable that body to provide services needed by the occupants of the new 
homes. The development directly affects the ability to provide the health service 
required to those who live in the development and the community at large. Without 
contributions to maintain the delivery of health care services at the required quality 
standard and to secure adequate health care for the locality the proposed 
development will put too much strain on the said infrastructure, putting people at 
significant risk. 

This development imposes an additional demand on existing over-burdened 
healthcare services, and failure to make the requested level of healthcare provision 
will detrimentally affect safety and care quality for both new and existing local 
population. This will mean that patients will receive substandard care, resulting in 
poorer health outcomes and pro-longed health problems. Such an outcome is not 
sustainable. There will be a dramatic reduction in safety and quality as the Trust will 
be forced to operate over available capacity as the Trust is unable to refuse care to 
emergency patients. There will also be increased waiting times for planned 
operations and patients will be at risk of multiple cancellations. This will be an 
unacceptable scenario for both the existing and new population. 

The contribution is necessary to maintain sustainable development. Further, the 
contribution is carefully calculated based on specific evidence and fairly and 
reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. It would also be in the 
accordance with Council's Core Strategy. In the circumstances, without the 
requested contributions to support the infrastructure the planning permission should 
not be granted.  

Planning Conditions – both applications require some refinement of the wording of 
certain planning conditions, in particular those which require sub-phase and phasing 
requirements. 

In addition the Grampian Highway Authority suggested conditions require deletion of 
the wording “to the specification of the Local Planning Authority” and insertion of the 
wording “to a specification provided by the applicant to be submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.”

Additional surface water drainage conditions required for both applications as 
follows:



CONDITION: No buildings shall be constructed until a detailed surface water 
management scheme for the site, based upon the hydrological and hydrogeological 
context of the development, and including clarification of how surface water is to be 
managed during construction phases, has been submitted to, and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. The surface water scheme shall be fully 
implemented in accordance with the submitted details before the development is 
completed.

REASON

To prevent the increased risk of flooding & associated nuisance, to improve and 
protect water quality, and to improve habitat and amenity.

CONDITION

No buildings shall be constructed until details of maintenance & management of both 
the surface water sustainable drainage scheme and adjacent receiving system have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
scheme shall be implemented and thereafter managed and maintained in 
accordance with the approved details. These should include a plan for the lifetime of 
the development, the arrangements for adoption by any public body or statutory 
undertaker, or any other arrangements to secure the operation of the surface water 
drainage scheme throughout its lifetime.

REASON

To ensure future maintenance of the surface water drainage system, and to prevent 
the increased risk of flooding.

Delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning to make such 
refinements and amendments to planning conditions as listed.

AGENDA ITEM 4 - 2/2018/00077/OUT - Land at Park Fm Kingsmead 
Business Park Gillingham

1. DCC/LLFA Consultation – Surface Water Management consultation 
response 20 February, 2019 – Summarised: The amended FRA/DS 
document addresses the three main areas of concern:

• The submission confirms that the surface water attenuation will be located 
outside of the Environment Agency Flood Zone 2 classification

• A 10% betterment on greenfield flow rates provides a sufficient protection to 
ensure no local worsening effect downstream

• Areas of prevailing surface water risk are identified within the Flood Risk 
Assessment and that these areas will be considered further. At the Reserved 
Matters stage any natural valleys which are susceptible to surface water 
flooding should be re-profiled, or must otherwise incorporate appropriate 
exceedance pathways (i.e. green corridors or highway alignments), which aim 
to steer flows towards convenient holding points.



           On the basis of the additional information & clarification supplied DCC 
FRM withdraw our previous (Holding) Objection, subject to the 
attachment of the following pre-commencement conditions to any 
decision granted;

2. Correct Recommendation Summary – second bullet point should state 15% 
(NOT 20%) affordable housing in the first phase of development – consistent 
with the rationale in Part 1 report: Viability & Affordable Housing and Appendix 
C – Case Officer Conclusion.

AGENDA ITEM 5 - 2/2018/00036/OUT – West of Shaftesbury Rd at Land 
South of Gillingham 

1. One additional representation (2/2018/0036/OUT) objecting to the limited 
           access off Woodpecker Meadow – points of concern summarised as: 

• The recommendation of the county highway authority dated 14 February 2019 
is wholly inconsistent with what they were advocating in September 2017 and 
February 2018

• Neither the applicant’s advisers nor the county highway authority have 
properly considered the impact of increased vehicular activity on the safety of 
the children attending the nearby primary school via Woodpecker Meadow, a 
material safety concern

• The applicant seeks to minimise the impact of the volume of additional traffic 
resulting from the 100 new homes; but most homes have two vehicles each 
and the additional traffic could well total some 200 vehicles

• As respects Woodpecker Meadow, the transport statement dated 8 December 
2017 relies on the stage 1 road safety audit

• An analysis of this audit is at paragraphs 17 to 26 of my letter dated 15 
February 2018

• i-Transport makes no attempt to defend the audit in their letter to NDDC dated 
11 February

• The county highway authority in its recommendation appears to accept the 
audit without analysing it

• The planners must apply the NPPF, and because what is proposed is a major 
development, the ‘lighter touch’ transport statement that the applicant has 
produced as respects extending Woodpecker Meadow is inadequate for the 
purpose of fully considering the transport and safety implications.

2. Correct Recommendation Summary – second bullet point should state 15% 
(NOT 20%) affordable housing in the first phase of development – consistent 
with the rationale in Part 1 report: Viability & Affordable Housing and Appendix 
C – Case Officer Conclusion 

3.       Delete conditions listed as 12, 13 & 26; Correct condition 17 and reason to 
reference “634” dwellings.  

4. Missing Appendix A : NDLP Policy 21: Gillingham Southern Extension: 

Refer following pages



Appendix A:

Adopted North Dorset Local Plan Policy 21: Gillingham Strategic Site 
Allocation










