
THREE RIVERS DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning   Committee held in the Penn Chamber, Three Rivers House, Northway, Rickmansworth,   on Thursday 22 June 2017   from 7.30pm to 10.10pm.
Present:
Councillors Chris Whately-Smith (Chairman), Sarah Nelmes (Vice-Chairman), Phil Brading, Marilyn Butler, Peter Getkahn, Stephen Giles-Medhurst (sub for Cllr Chris Lloyd), Alex Hayward, Stephen King, David Major, Debbie Morris and Reena Ranger.
Officers:
Joanna Bowyer, Claire Westwood, Suzanne O’Brien, Kimberley Grout and Sarah Haythorpe.
Also in attendance: Councillors Diana Barber, Paula Hiscocks, Ralph Sangster, David Sansom and Roger Seabourne and Parish Councillors Patrick Heanen (Batchworth Community Council), Anthony Soothill, John Gell (Sarratt Parish Council).
About 150 members of the public.
Councillor Chris Whately-Smith wished to remember those who had died or were injured in recent events in London last week.  The Chairman asked the Committee to honour the victims with a minute’s silence.

P  C12/17
MINUTES


The Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on 25 May 2017 were confirmed as a correct record and were signed by the Chairman.
P  C13/17
NOTICE OF OTHER BUSINESS

There was none.
P  C14/17
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor David Major declared a registrable non-pecuniary interest in agenda items 10 and 11 (17/0695/FUL and 17/0717/FUL) as a Member of the Abbots Langley Parish Council Planning Committee (as detailed under item 4 on the agenda) but would be entitled to stay and vote as he:
·  has an open mind about the application

·  is not bound by the views of the Parish Planning Committee and

·  can deal with the application fairly and on its merits at Committee
Councillor David Major declared a registrable pecuniary interest in agenda item 8 (17/0643/FUL and 17/0646/LBC) as he was lived near to the church and would leave the meeting during the consideration of this application.
Councillor David Major declared a registrable non-pecuniary interest in agenda items 5 and 6 (17/0695/FUL and 17/0717/FUL) as a Member of the Abbots Langley Parish Council Planning Committee (as detailed under item 4 on the agenda) but would be entitled to stay and vote as he:
·  has an open mind about the application

·  is not bound by the views of the Parish Planning Committee and

·  can deal with the application fairly and on its merits at Committee
PC15/17
17/0416/FUL - Demolition of existing hall and provision of 17no. units of temporary residential accommodation with associated car parking and landscape works, at WRVS BURY HALL, BURY LANE, RICKMANSWORTH, HERTFORDSHIRE, for Three Rivers District Council
The Planning Officer reported that 9 further objections had been received.  These largely reiterated objection points set out in the Committee report.  In summary, the main points reiterated are:

· Object to loss of community hall, proposal contrary to policy;

· Negative impact on Conservation Area;

· Negative impact on residential amenity;

· Impact on local services including schools;

· Lack of outdoor space;

· Does not meet TRDC standards;

· Insufficient parking and cycle provision;

· Residents should not be able to obtain parking permits;

· Works suggested by highways should be secured in detail with application and not left to condition;

· Inadequate refuse storage;

· Negative impact on trees, do not consider trees to be accurately represented on submitted drawings;

· Concerns regarding flooding and drainage;

· In relation to sustainability, a condition requiring a 5% improvement over Building Regulations is inadequate;

· Negative impact on value and saleability of both commercial and residential units in locality;

· Anti-social behaviour and increase in crime;

· Local residents do not want this development.

An objection had also been received from Batchworth Community Council.  The Officer advised that they were aware that this objection had been circulated in full to Members of the Planning Committee. In summary the objection stated:

· Negative impact on Conservation Area.

· Objection to loss of existing hall.  The hall is an important community asset and should be protected.

· Proposal does not have regard to local context.

· Note comments of Herts Constabulary regarding designing out crime and consider these important considerations.

· Concerns regarding welfare of residents noting that no communal areas or amenity space proposed.

· Inadequate parking provision.

· Request that the Committee consider a site visit.

The Officer response was that material planning considerations were addressed in the Committee report.  Impact on property value or saleability was not a material planning consideration.

Councillor Debbie Morris made the following comments on the application:

· Rickmansworth was the principal town in the District and included at its heart a Conservation Area designated in 1974. At the historic medieval core of the town and within the Conservation Area was the application site.  Bury Lane contributed positively to the Conservation Area with Grade II listed buildings in the vicinity.  In the Conservation Area appraisal, the concluding remarks were “a policy of tighter restrictions on development should be put in place to safeguard what was left of the character of Rickmansworth.”

· The WRVS Hall pre-dated the Conservation Area designation. It was an unattractive building with little to commend it architecturally and clearly did not make a positive contribution to the area.

· Proposed scheme

Demolishing the hall not only gave the Council a wonderful opportunity to replace it with something that made a positive contribution but imposed a requirement to do so. What was proposed was a bland two-storey building in place of the existing single storey one, said to be largely on the footprint of the existing building but actually over 150% bigger.  At a height that was 10.3 metres against the current 3-4.7m. The substantial height increase along with the greater footprint meant that what was proposed would have an increased volume of 4,085 cubic metres against the current 610 an astonishing 569% increase!
· The building would have external walkways/stairs of a type previously unseen on buildings in the immediate vicinity, although there was something comparable on the High Street, these were on the rear of the buildings and were unseen. The High Street had a different architectural context to this site.
· In the analysis of the character/street scene impact detailed on page 30 at Paragraph 7.2.13 the proposal would not appear significantly out of character.  Not being significantly out of character was not the test here. The test to be applied had been laid down in Policy CP12 which stated the Council would expect development proposals to conserve or enhance the character or appearance of the area. This application did neither.  The report stated that it did not appear to be significantly out of character. There was no suggestion that it preserved or enhanced the area.
Heritage asset

· The Conservation Area was a designated heritage asset which meant that the Council had a duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of it. This was over and above the more general policy guidelines.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was relevant with paragraphs quoted in the report.  Looking at Paragraph 132 on page 4, it stated that great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The Court of Appeal had reiterated this and stressed that there was a strong presumption against granting planning permission for development which would cause harm. Not substantial harm but any harm.

· Paragraph 137 of the NPPF required planning authorities to look for opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas to enhance or better reveal the significance of heritage assets. There was no suggestion in the report that the development would enhance the area - just not too much loss of character.

· What the NPPF did was require local authorities to be the guardians of the heritage assets. We are here to protect and enhance – not destroy and diminish.
· The other relevant policy was DM3 which again repeated the requirement that a proposal must preserve or enhance the character or appearance of an area. Additionally though, it stressed that the application must not harm important views into, out of or within the Conservation Area.
· On page 32 at paragraph 7.3.13 it stated that the increase in height and mass may have some impact on views of The Bury from Bury Lane.  If the building mass was increasing over five-fold and by 6 or 7 metres in height, it surely would have an impact on views and that impact would not be a positive one!
· The report stated that the proposed development would not encroach onto the open space and would not have a detrimental impact on the air of seclusion provided by the Bury open space. That very air of seclusion was specifically mentioned in the Conservation Area appraisal as being a feature of the area and implicitly, a feature worth protecting. The open space would be used as leisure or amenity space for the residents of this development; because they had not got any indoor amenity space – just bedrooms, a tiny kitchen and a bathroom and definitely no private outdoor space. So whilst the building may not encroach on the open space, the 64 people who could be living there most certainly would.  It was hard to imagine how the air of seclusion could be maintained. 

· This proposal would cause harm to the heritage assets. The provisions in paragraphs 133 and 134 of the NPPF at page 31 and paragraph 7.3.4 and 7.3.5 of the report permit harmful developments if the harm was outweighed by substantial public benefits.  What were the benefits? On page 33, paragraph 7.3.16 it stated “There was a significant need for affordable housing for the homeless within the District and the proposal would help meet this need”.

· The Committee were not considering an application for affordable housing this was for temporary accommodation for the homeless. I do not think they are one and the same.  What was the current unmet need for temporary housing in the District? It was 53 households, most of whom required family accommodation.  Was that a significant need in the context of the 38,000 households in the District, definitely not.

· It was the Rickmansworth Conservation Area that was being harmed by this scheme and not the District as a whole.  Any public benefit justification should be centred on Rickmansworth – where the harm was actually being caused. If only one part of the District was being damaged by the scheme, then the scheme can only be supported if substantial public benefits accrue to that part. Where was the public benefit for Rickmansworth? What was being proposed was not a school, a medical centre or a leisure facility. It was temporary accommodation for a small proportion of the District’s homeless people and there was no suggestion that all or even most of the people came from Rickmansworth. 

· It was questionable whether cramming the homeless people into this wholly deficient modular unit would be of any benefit to them.  Temporary accommodation in this District was not actually temporary.  Most residents who left temporary accommodation between 1 June 2016 and 31 May 2017 were in that accommodation for virtually a year. The shortest stay was 20 days but the longest was 815 days. Objections and petitions had been lodged from amongst others, our local MP, the newly- created Batchworth Community Council, two residents’ associations and hundreds of residents themselves. The community were outraged that this Council were proposing this scheme.  Where were the swathes of public support that might show there was a public benefit?
· This scheme failed the public benefit test.  I am unable to see any adequate justification – and the application failed because of the harm that would be caused to the Conservation Area could not be outweighed by any substantial public benefits.
Other issues

· There were also failings in this scheme relating to the sizeable parking shortfall and the total failure to provide an on-site manager in accordance with the Police recommendations. 

The Planning Officer said that in terms of the placement of the building within the site, the proposed building would largely be sited on the footprint of the existing building.  The measurements of both the existing and proposed buildings were detailed on page 29 of the report, at paragraph 7.2.7.  Paragraph 7.3.11 on page 32 of the report acknowledged that the footprint of the building would be greater and there would be an increase in the upper massing due to the introduction of the first floor level.  However, the report set out why officers considered the proposal acceptable in this regard.  The lack of provision of private amenity space was not uncommon in a town centre location and examples had been provided in the report of other sites where there was little or no amenity space provision.  It was acknowledged there was a lack of public open space provision but it was not considered this could justify a reason for refusal of this application.  The Council was required to plan for the District as a whole.
The Head of Housing Services advised that there were currently 92 households in temporary accommodation with only 20 in designated temporary accommodation available to the Council. The other 72 households were in private sector temporary accommodation that could be ended at any point by the provider. These households were living in various locations including Slough, Luton, Watford and Harlow.  It is important for the Council to give local people temporary homes in the District.

Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said in paragraph 4.1.2 the Conservation Officer had concluded they did not object to the new building and it would be an improvement on the existing hall.  The roof materials would be dealt with by condition but he asked for clarification on the changes to the roof to minimise the effect on the Conservation Area.  The Planning Officer advised with regard to the materials which were to be used on the roof, that they had originally been grey concrete roof tiles but had since been amended to clay roof tiles.  The Planning Officer confirmed that a condition would require the submission of further details.
Councillor Reena Ranger said it was evident that the Council needed to provide more social housing within the District and there should be a commitment to undertake this.  In paragraph 3.3 it stated that the building would have a door and window to the west elevation and a single window on the east elevation but no provision to let out the heat or smells from the building.  There would only be 8 car parking spaces provided and 1 disabled car parking space.  Although the site was near to Rickmansworth Railway station the residents needed to park their cars.  Where would family and friends visiting the residents park their cars?
Was this the best possible siting for this accommodation.  In Paragraph 4.1.2 the Conservation Officer had stated the site was within the Conservation Area and was a designated heritage asset. The design of the building needed to be complementary to the area.  Paragraph 4.1.3 stated the site was within a flood zone and in paragraph 4.1.7 an objection had been raised with regard to the potential flood risk which had not been overcome.  On page 15 the Highways Authority had raised the issue on the lack of a footway and safety concerns arising from this.  In paragraph 4.1.28 concerns had been raised with regard to the landscaping.  The development needed to make a positive contribution to the character of the area and be sustainable for the future.  Policy DM3 stated that the design needed to enhance the character and appearance of the area.  Paragraph 7.3.9 stated that the demolition was not in dispute as anything would be better than what was currently there.  Was this the best the Council could build?  There would be no amenity space for the people living in the building and no windows in certain areas of the building.  These were vulnerable people in our society and the Council needed to protect their wellbeing.  The residents would have to eat in their bedrooms.  In paragraph 7.4.16 it stated that there was no amenity space for some other schemes in the District but should the Council be comparing this with other schemes?  There were standards that the Council needed to set and people who would live in this building deserved better.

Councillor Phil Brading agreed with the comments made by Councillor Ranger with regard to social housing for the most vulnerable people in the District.  This proposed accommodation was not being provided for a significant period of time it was temporary accommodation.  Residents of the District who had been made homeless, by no fault of their own, were being accommodated in bed and breakfast accommodation or outside the District.  The space being provided here may not meet the standards required for permanent accommodation but would be far better than hotel accommodation which was where Members opinions differed.

Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said the internal layout allowed space for a table, chairs and a bed.  He asked if the indicative layout proposed could be changed? Highways had raised no objection and the issue of the footway had been addressed.  Although the development would have no private external amenity space this accommodation was not going to be permanent and he reminded Members of the decision at Boundary Way where the whole Committee voted to approve permission for permanent accommodation which did not provide any amenity space for some dwellings. As detailed in paragraph 7.4.18 in Rickmansworth applications had been granted with no amenity space.  There would be access to the open space in Bury Way.  He raised concern that it had been suggested that some homeless people were not Three Rivers residents although thorough checks were made to confirm people were. There was a shortage of temporary accommodation for all Councils across the country.
The Planning Officer advised that with regard to the amenity space each application was considered on its own individual merits.  As previously noted, there were other developments in the town centre with limited or no amenity space.  Herts Highways had raised no objection, subject to conditions, with regard to the footway.

The Head of Housing Services reported that around half the homeless people on the list currently had a car or access to a car.  If people had a car they had the ability to drive to accommodation further away.  On the internal layout, the larger room was similar to bedsit arrangements and the residents could use the rooms as they wished.
Councillor Sarah Nelmes said the proposed accommodation was for the homeless families of Three Rivers.  The Council needed this type of accommodation for local families so that they could continue to live within the District where their support network was and enable their children to stay at their local school.
Councillor Debbie Morris asked what was proposed with regard to the weekly inspection and clean.  There would be no caretaker or on-site manager (probably because there was nowhere for them to sit).  This contradicted the Herts Constabulary advice set out on page 17, point f which stated “Hostel type accommodation would need a site manager”. Not “may benefit from” but would actually “need”. This was not only for the protection of the properties but also the residents and to deal with any problems.  The Council’s failure to follow police advice was negligent and exposed the Council, its insurers and ultimately the taxpayers to unnecessary and costly risk of litigation but more importantly, put the health, safety and welfare of all the residents in jeopardy.  If this scheme went ahead, there had to be a manager on site.

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith reminded Members that this was not a hostel nor was it a container home.

Councillor Reena Ranger said the development would not sustain the residents lives and the Council should build the accommodation to the DCLG space standards.  The Planning Officer advised that the DCLG standards were not adopted in Three Rivers and did not apply to temporary accommodation. They provided guidance only.
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Ms Marilyn Burn spoke against the application and Mr Adrian Barker spoke in support of the application.

Councillor Debbie Morris stated that the Coach House development was comparable in scale to the proposed building.  The proposed development was not comparable to the existing hall. There would be an increase in the height, depth and footprint and it would have a harmful effect on the character and appearance of the area.
The Planning Officer stated that the Herts Constabulary comments on page 16 were neither for or against the application.  Safety and security was addressed from page 45 of the report.  Whilst Herts Constabulary had requested an informative be added, officers felt that it was also appropriate to include conditions.  Condition C11 addressed the management and maintenance of the building.  Condition C12 required details of CCTV and lighting to be submitted.  With regard to parking standards, there are not specific standards in relation to temporary accommodation, however, the report had set out a full assessment in relation to parking.
The Head of Housing Services said the people using the units would be local families.  The management agent would respond to any queries from the residents.

All the Local Ward Councillors Ralph Sangster, Paula Hiscocks and David Sansom all spoke against the application.  In addition, Batchworth Community Parish Councillor Patrick Heanen also spoke against the application.

Councillor Alex Hayward said whilst in principle she supported the accommodation being provided, the Committee were only being asked to agree the application as the Council were the applicant.  The 17 units being provided would be 15 x 2 bedroom and 2 x 1 bedroom units with a family of 6 being accommodated in a 2 bedroom unit.  The development appeared to be about the Council balancing the budget and did not best serve the homeless people or the residents of Three Rivers.  The children would not be able to study and it would be detrimental to the residents’ health causing depression, anxiety and stress.
Councillor Phil Brading moved, seconded by Councillor Chris Whately-Smith, that the decision be delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services to consider any further representations received from HCC the Lead Local Flood Authority and subject to the resolution of the drainage matters and Condition C11 to be amended to refer to maximum occupancy of the units no objection being raised, planning permission be granted subject to the following conditions and any additional conditions/informatives as requested by HCC Lead Local Flood Authority.

Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said decisions were not taken on a financial basis but on the planning merits of the application. It was not 100% perfect but it would enhance the Conservation Area.  No highways objection had been raised.  There was an overriding need for temporary accommodation in the District.  The Council did not have set standards for this type of accommodation and there were no Government standards.  Other applications had been granted permission with no amenity and parking.  The internal layout could be reconsidered to minimise the potential issues regarding the overcrowding in the units.

Councillor Reena Ranger asked if the occupancy rate could be conditioned?  The Planning Officer advised that Condition C11 could require details on the occupation of the units.
On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 5 For, 4 Against and 2 Abstentions.


RESOLVED:

That the decision be delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services to consider any further representations received from HCC  Lead Local Flood Authority and that subject to no objection being raised, PLANNING PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions and any additional conditions/informatives as requested by HCC Lead Local Flood Authority:

C1
Time Limit


The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.




Reason: In pursuance of Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.


C2
Plans


The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans: 


CSA-T355-PA.01 A


CSA-T355-PA.02 A


CSA-T355-PA.03 D


CSA-T355-PA.04 B


CSA-T355-PA.05


CSA-T355-PA.06 E


CSA-T355-PA.07 A


CSA-T355-PA.08 B


CSA-T355-PA.09


CSA-T355-PA.10 B


Reason: For the avoidance of doubt, in the proper interests of planning and to safeguard the character and appearance of the Conservation Area and amenity of neighbouring occupiers; in accordance with Policies PSP1, CP1, CP2, CP3, CP4, CP6, CP8, CP9, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1, DM3, DM4, DM6, DM8, DM9, DM10, DM11, DM12, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area Appraisal and Character Assessment (1993).

C3
Materials


Before any building operations above ground level hereby permitted are commenced, samples and details of the proposed external materials shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and no external materials shall be used other than those approved.


Reason: To prevent the building being constructed in inappropriate materials in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 201


C4
Access Design


The development shall not commence until full details of the proposed access arrangements onto the existing highway network have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details are to include all kerbing, footway, drainage and street lighting works adjacent to the existing highway access on the north-west corner of the site to deliver safe vehicular and pedestrian movements between the site and the main road network. 



Reason: This is a pre commencement condition in order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C5
Construction Management


The development shall not begin until full details of all proposed construction vehicle access, movements, parking arrangements and wheel washing facilities have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Details should be submitted in the form of a Construction Management Plan and the approved details should be implemented throughout the construction period.


Reason: This is a pre commencement condition in order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


C6
Arboricultural Method Statement
No development or other operation shall commence on site until a scheme (herein called the Approved Method Statement of Arboricultural Works Scheme) which indicates the construction methods to be used in order to ensure the retention and protection of tree, shrubs and hedges growing on or adjacent to the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

No operations shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) until the tree protection works required by the approved scheme are in place on site.

The fencing or other works which are part of the approved scheme shall not be moved or removed, temporarily or otherwise, until all works including external works have been completed and all equipment, machinery and surplus materials removed from the site.

Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition to ensure that the protected trees are not affected during construction of the development hereby permitted, in the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


C7
Tree Protection Scheme - Details
No operations (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved until the branch structure and trunks of all trees shown to be retained and all other trees not indicated as to be removed and their root systems have been protected from any damage during site works, in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The protective measures, including fencing, shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the site. Nothing shall be stored or placed within any area fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation be made. No fires shall be lit or liquids disposed of within 10.0m of an area designated as being fenced off or otherwise protected in the approved scheme.

Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition to prevent damage to trees during construction and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


C8
Ecological Recommendations



The development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the approved Ecology Report (prepared by Lindsay Carrington Ecological Services and dated February 2017).




Reason: To ensure that any protected species are safeguarded and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1, CP9 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


C9


Landscaping – Details

Prior to commencement of the development hereby permitted, a scheme of hard and soft landscaping shall be implemented in accordance with details which have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The submitted details shall include the location of all existing trees and hedgerows affected by the proposed development, and details of those to be retained, together with a scheme detailing measures for their protection in the course of development, and details of replacement planting.

All hard landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be carried out and completed prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted. All soft landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be carried out in accordance with a programme to be agreed before development commences and shall be maintained including the replacement of any trees or plants which die are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased in the next planting season with others of a similar size or species, for a period for five years from the date of the approved scheme was completed.
Reason: This is a pre commencement condition in the interests of visual amenity in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


C10
Sustainability
Prior to commencement of the development hereby permitted, an Energy Statement demonstrating energy saving measures for the development to achieve 5% less carbon dioxide emissions than Building Regulations Part L (2013) subject to feasibility and viability, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved details shall be implemented prior to occupation of the development and permanently maintained thereafter.

Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition in order to ensure that the development will meet the requirements of Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM4 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and to make as full a contribution to sustainable development principles as possible.
C11
Management & Maintenance Plan – Details

Prior to occupation of the development hereby permitted, an Operational Management Plan including details of how the development would be effectively managed shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The Operational Management Plan should include details of the operation and management of the laundry room, refuse storage area and wider site and should provide details of how occupancy of the units would be managed, including to limit total occupancy levels which should not exceed 64 people (across the 17 units) at any one time.  The development shall be operated and managed in accordance with the approved Operational Management Plan.
Reason: In the interests of the local environment and residential amenity in accordance with Policies CP1, CP9 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM6, DM9, DM10 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C12
CCTV & Lighting – Details & Management
Prior to first occupation of the development hereby permitted, details of security measures including CCTV and external lighting shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The measures shall be installed in accordance with the approved details prior to occupation of the development.

Reason: In the interests of designing out opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour and in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM6 and DM9 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C13
Cycle Storage - Details
Prior to occupation of the development hereby permitted, details of provision for the secure storage of bicycles shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The storage shall be provided prior to occupation of the building(s), in accordance with the approved details and shall be permanently retained as such thereafter. 

Reason: To ensure that secure and appropriate bicycle storage facilities are provided to encourage use of sustainable modes of travel in accordance with Policies CP1, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C14
Housing Details
The accommodation hereby permitted shall only be occupied by persons that have an open homeless application with the Local Authority.
Reason: To meet local housing need within the Three Rivers district and to comply with Policies CP1, CP2, CP3 and CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).
C15
Refuse & Recycling – Details

The development shall not be occupied until a scheme for the separate storage and collection of domestic waste has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Details shall include siting, size and appearance of refuse and recycling facilities on the premises. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the approved scheme has been implemented and these facilities should be retained permanently thereafter. 

Reason: To ensure that satisfactory provision is made, in the interests of amenity and to ensure that the visual appearance of such provision is satisfactory in compliance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3, DM10 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies document (adopted July 2013).
C16
Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP)


Prior to the commencement of development, including any demolition, a Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The SWMP should aim to reduce the amount of waste being produced on site and should contain information including types of waste removed from the site and where that waste is being taken to.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved SWMP.  

Reason: This is a pre commencement condition to promote sustainable development and meet the requirements of Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policy DM10 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and Policy 12 of the adopted Hertfordshire County Council Waste Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Development Plan Document (2012).


C17
Protection of Boundary Wall



Prior to commencement of the development herby permitted, detail of steps to be taken to secure the safety, stability and retention of the front boundary wall to Bury Lane which is to be retained shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the agreed details. 



Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition to prevent damage and in the interests of visual amenity in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM3 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C18
Parking Management Plan
A parking management plan, including details of the allocation and management of vehicle parking spaces and cycle storage spaces within the development; and long term management responsibilities and maintenance schedules for the parking area, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved. The parking management plan shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure that adequate off-street parking and manoeuvring space is provided within the development so as not to prejudice the free flow of traffic and in the interests of highway safety on neighbouring highways in accordance with Policies CP1, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C19
In Accordance with Flood Risk Assessment




The development permitted by this planning permission shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) prepared by Peter Brett Associates LLP, reference 40523/4001 Revision C, dated June 2017 submitted and the following mitigation measures detailed within the FRA:



1.
Limiting the surface water run-off rates to maximum of 5l/s with discharge into the ordinary watercourse.



2.
Provide attenuation to ensure no increase in surface water run-off volumes for all rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 year + climate change event.



3.
Implementing the appropriate drainage strategy based on attenuation and discharge, with the outfall to be located above 46.15m AOD to ensure free flow during the 1 in 30 year fluvial event.




The mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and subsequently in accordance with the timing/phasing arrangements embodied within the scheme.
Reason: To ensure that sufficient floodplain storage is provided to ensure no increase in off-site flood risk and that residents are protected from flooding and have safe access to and from the site during a flood event in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM8 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).



Informatives


I1

 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT General Advice:


With regard to implementing this permission, the applicant is advised as follows:



All relevant planning conditions must be discharged prior to the commencement of work. Requests to discharge conditions must be made by formal application. Fees are £97 per request (or £28 where the related permission is for extending or altering a dwellinghouse or other development in the curtilage of a dwellinghouse). Please note that requests made without the appropriate fee will be returned unanswered. 


There may be a requirement for the approved development to comply with the Building Regulations. Information and application forms are available at www.hertfordshirebc.co.uk. Alternatively the Council's Building Control section can be contacted on telephone number 01923 727130 or email building.control@hertfordshirebc.gov.uk.


Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) - If your development is liable for CIL payments, it is a requirement under Regulation 67 (1) of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (As Amended) that a Commencement Notice (Form 6) is submitted to Three Rivers District Council as the Collecting Authority no later than the day before the day on which the chargeable development is to be commenced. DO NOT start your development until the Council has acknowledged receipt of the Commencement Notice. Failure to do so will mean you will lose the right to payment by instalments (where applicable), lose any exemptions already granted, and a surcharge will be imposed.


Care should be taken during the building works hereby approved to ensure no damage occurs to the verge or footpaths during construction. Vehicles delivering materials to this development shall not override or cause damage to the public footway. Any damage will require to be made good to the satisfaction of the Council and at the applicant's expense.


Where possible, energy saving and water harvesting measures should be incorporated. Information on this is also available from the Council's Building Control section. Any external changes to the building which may be subsequently required should be discussed with the Council's Development Management Section prior to the commencement of work.


I2
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Construction Hours:

The applicant is reminded that the Control of Pollution Act 1974 stipulates that construction activity (where work is audible at the site boundary) should be restricted to 0800 to 1800 Monday to Friday, 0900 to 1300 on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays and Bank Holidays.


I3
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Positive & Proactive:

The Local Planning Authority has been positive and proactive in its consideration of this planning application, in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. The applicant and the Local Planning Authority engaged in pre-application discussions and amendments were submitted during the application, which result in a form of development that maintains/improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.


I4
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Highways – Advisory Note:
Construction standards for works within the highway: The applicant is advised that in order to comply with this permission it will be necessary for the developer of the site to enter into an agreement with Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority under Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 to ensure the satisfactory completion of the access and associated road improvements. 


The construction of such works must be undertaken to the satisfaction and specification of the Highway Authority, and by a contractor who is authorised to work in the public highway. Before works commence the applicant will need to apply to the Highway Authority to obtain their permission and requirements. Further information is available via the website http://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/transtreets/highways/ or by telephoning 0300 1234047.



I5
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Thames Water – Advisory Note:
Where the developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water Developer Services will be required. 

Should the proposed building work fall within 3 metres of pipes that are within Thames Water's ownership you are advised to contact developer.services@thameswater.co.uk to determine if a building over / near to agreement is required.


I6
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Guidance to be read in conjunction with Condition 9 (Landscaping):
It is requested that the applicant has regard to the comments of Hertfordshire Ecology who have requested that consideration be given to the use of native trees and shrubs.



I7
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Secured By Design:
The applicant is referred to the comments of Hertfordshire Constabulary regarding designing out crime requiring that the development be built to Secured by Design part 2, which is the police approved minimum security standard and also achieves ADQ (Building Regulation regarding security).   
Post meeting note:
Following the receipt of comments from HCC as Lead Local Flood Authority, two further conditions (C20 and C21) and one additional informative (I8) were added.

C20
Drainage Scheme

No development shall take place until the final design of the drainage scheme based upon the approved FRA is completed and has been submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The scheme shall also include;

1.
Detailed engineered drawings of the proposed SuDS features including their, location, size, volume, depth and any inlet and outlet features including any connecting pipe runs and all corresponding calculations.

2.
Final design of the attenuation tank should incorporate silt traps and appropriate pollution prevention methods.

3.
The use of source control measures such as permeable paving and lined swales to ensure surface water run-off from the proposed car parking and roads can be treated in a sustainable manner and reduce the requirement for maintenance of underground features.


Reason: This is a pre commencement condition to prevent flooding by ensuring the satisfactory storage of and disposal of surface water from the site in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM8 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C21 SuDS Management

No development shall take place until details of the implementation, maintenance and management of the Sustainable Drainage Scheme approved in accordance with condition C20 have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented and thereafter managed and maintained in accordance with the approved details. Those details shall include:

i.a timetable for its implementation, and

ii.
a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development which shall include the arrangements for adoption by any public body or statutory undertaker, or any other arrangements to secure the operation of the sustainable drainage scheme throughout its lifetime.

Reason: This is a pre-commencement condition to prevent pollution of the water environment and provide a sustainable system of water drainage and management to meet the requirements of Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM8 and DM9 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
Informative 8

HCC Lead Local Flood Authority Guidance:

As it proposed to discharge into ordinary watercourse, any works proposed to be carried out that may affect the flow within an ordinary watercourse will require the prior written consent from the Lead Local Flood Authority under Section 23 of the Land Drainage Act 1991. This includes any permanent and or temporary works regardless of any planning permission.

Please note that the maintenance of the ordinary watercourse lies with the riparian owner. Regular maintenance of the watercourse should be carried out in order to ensure that the drainage system will work properly.
PC16/17
17/0488/FUL – Erection of agricultural workers dwelling with associated curtilage at The Mulberry Bush, Dawes Lane, Sarratt, WD3 6BQ for Mr Norris
The Planning Officer reported that as previously advised at the May Planning Committee Meeting, to ensure a continuous functional need of the agricultural enterprise, it is considered necessary to remove Permitted Development rights in relation to Part 3 Class R (agricultural to flexible commercial use) and Class S (agricultural to state-funded school). A neighbour called today to advise that they had only received notification of the committee meeting today and are unable to attend.  They object to the application on a number of grounds, particularly inappropriate development, impact on traffic/highways and would set a precedent.

Councillor Sarah Nelmes asked if the need for temporary accommodation would disappear on the site if permission was granted for the permanent accommodation? The Planning Officer advised that the temporary permission expired in July and that was the reason for this application for a permanent dwelling.  There was a legal obligation to remove the existing temporary dwelling by October.  Prior to the occupation of the permanent dwelling a condition could be included requiring the temporary accommodation to be removed with similar wording used to that at Bullsland Farm.

Councillor Phil Brading said with regard to Condition C3 on the occupancy of the dwelling if the application was approved, could this be limited to one person and could this be age restricted?  The Planning Officer advised that the applicant could appeal any condition, and it would be unreasonable to condition this and age restrict the person living there.


Councillor David Major said if the application was granted would the property be tied to the land to ensure it was not be divided from the site in the future.  The Planning Officer advised that this was covered by Condition C3.


Sarratt Parish Council opposed the application as it was inappropriate development in the Green Belt and there were no special circumstances for the dwelling.  The previous application was refused and upheld by the Inspector.  The financial information stated it was a retail and agricultural business.  The Parish Council had no confidence in the consultant’s information and asked the Committee to consider refusing the application or deferred for 12 months to investigate the agricultural business to satisfy the financial need.


The Planning Officer advised that the viability advice from the professionals was that the existing use had recorded a profit and was viable. The previous was upheld at appeal but further information had been submitted on the agricultural business and there was a financial need for the dwelling on the site.


Councillor Peter Getkahn queried the retail element on the site as this was not evident at the site visit.  The Planning Officer reported that with the poultry farm there was a requirement to have a person on site to look after the livestock.  The retail element was off site.  There was a functional need to care for the chickens.

Councillor Alex Hayward said there had been various planning applications on this site.  With regard to the financial test the Inspector had disagreed previously that this was met.  On Page 16 it stated the proposed development met all the financial requirements as detailed in paragraph 5.1.1.  Having visited the site the dwelling would not be within sight or sound of the chicken sheds.  In the Inspectors report it showed there was a fluctuation in the number of birds on the site and the stock levels.  An Accountant should look at the financial details.  She would want to see the temporary accommodation continued rather than permanent accommodation approved.  A viable business plan was required to establish the use of the site and whether the viability could be achieved. It was very marginal and she was not convinced about allowing a permanent dwelling within the Green Belt.

The Planning Officer advised that the report indicated a profit of £35k.  The siting of the building was the best site with regard to protecting the openness of the Green Belt and the AONB and the applicant had demonstrated a need for someone to be on the site.

Councillor Alex Hayward said if the dwelling was not in sight or sound of the chickens how could it fulfil its function.  She moved, seconded by Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst, that planning permission be refused on the grounds that the functional and financial need had not been adequately demonstrated and therefore the development was inappropriate in the Green Belt and there were no very special circumstances to outweigh the harm the final wording to be circulated to the Committee after the meeting.

Councillor Sarah Nelmes agreed it did not meet the financial or functional need and would not be in sight or sound of the chickens.


On being put to the Committee the motion that planning permission be refused was declared CARRIED the voting being 8 For, 0 Against and 3 Abstentions.


RESOLVED:


That Planning Permission be REFUSED for the following reason:

R1
The proposed agricultural worker's dwelling would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt and would cause harm to the openness of the Green Belt. It has not been adequately demonstrated that there is a proven need for the dwelling in accordance with the requirements of Policy DM2 and Appendix 3 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and there would be no very special circumstances to outweigh this harm. The development would therefore be contrary to Policies CP1, CP11 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM2 and DM7 and Appendix 3 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
Informative
I1.
The Local Planning Authority has been positive and proactive in considering this planning application in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. Whilst the applicant and the Local Planning Authority discussed the scheme during the course of the application, the proposed development fails to comply with the requirements of the Development Plan and does not maintain/improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.
PC17/17
17/0643/FUL – Erection of timber framed detached outbuilding and creation of new vehicular access from St Lawrence Close at ST LAWRENCE CHURCH VICARAGE, 6 HIGH STREET, ABBOTS LANGLEY, HERTS, WD5 0AS for St Albans Diocesan Board of Finance    

17/0646/LBC – Listed Building Consent: Erection of timber framed detached outbuilding and creation of new vehicular access from St Lawrence Close at ST LAWRENCE CHURCH VICARAGE, 6 HIGH STREET, ABBOTS LANGLEY, HERTS, WD5 0AS for St Albans Diocesan Board of Finance 


Councillor David Major left the meeting during the consideration of these applications.


Councillor Phil Brading asked about access to the site as detailed on Page 103, paragraph 8.4.2.  The access crossed over the green owned by the Council.  He wanted to understand what the surfacing material would be. Also with regard to crossing over Council land did the easement need to be brought to the relevant officers’ attention.  The Planning Officer said Condition C6 could be amended  to require the details of the materials for the hardstanding and access to be submitted and an informative added regarding the ownership of the verge.  
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Gardner spoke against the application and Mr Woodgate spoke in support of the application.

With regard to the visibility splays for mobility scooters Condition C7 covered this.
Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said the access needed to be tarmac not a bonded material.


Councillor Phil Brading moved, seconded by Councillor Sarah Nelmes, that planning permission be granted for application 17/0643/FUL and for Listed Building Consent 17/0646/LBC subject to the following conditions and subject to Condition C6 of 17/0643/FUL being amended to require details of the materials for the hardstanding to be submitted and an additional informative regarding land ownership of the verge.


On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 10 For, 0 Against and 0 Abstentions.

That Planning Permission for application 17/0643/FUL BE   GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

C1
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.


Reason: In pursuance of Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

C2
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans: 1799.01A, 1799-02, 1799-03/B1799-04, 1799-05. 


Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the proper interests of planning and in the interests of the Grade II Listed Building, visual amenities of the Abbots Langley Conservation Area and residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in accordance with Policies CP1, CP9, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1, DM3, DM6, DM9, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the Abbots Langley Draft Conservation Area Appraisal (July 2014).

C3
No development shall take place until there has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority a scheme of hard and soft landscaping, which shall include the location of all the trees and hedgerows which are to be retained. 

All hard landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be carried out and completed prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted. All soft landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be carried out in accordance with a programme to be agreed before development commences and shall be maintained including the replacement of any trees or plants which die are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased in the next planting season with others of a similar size or species for a period for five years from the date of the approved scheme was completed.

Reason: In the interests of visual amenity in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM3 and DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C4
The building shall not be erected other than in the materials as have been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority as shown on Drawing Numbers 1799-03/B and 1799-04 and no external materials shall be used other than those approved. 

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance of the development and to maintain the character and appearance of the area and Grade II Listed Building in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C5
No operations (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved until the branch structure and trunks of all trees shown to be retained and all other trees not indicated as to be removed and their root systems have been protected from any damage during site works, in accordance with SAL/KMA/18475 prepared by S.A. Lanigan dated 16th April 2017.

The protective measures, including fencing, shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the site.  Nothing shall be stored or placed within any area fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation be made. No fires shall be lit or liquids disposed of within 10.0m of an area designated as being fenced off or otherwise protected in the approved scheme.

Reason: To protect the visual amenities of the trees, area and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C6
Prior to the commencement of works, details of the proposed surface materials of the access and drive shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Prior to the first use of the drive and parking area arrangements shall be made for surface water from the site to be intercepted and disposed of separately so that it does not discharge in to highway.  The access and drive shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and convenience in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM3, DM6 and DM9 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C7
A 2mx2m pedestrian visibility sight splay, free from obstruction between a height of 600mm and 2.0m relative to the back of the footway shall be provided on both sides of vehicular access prior to the first use of the access and shall be permanently retained as such thereafter.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and convenience in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).
C8
The existing vehicular access to the site not incorporated in the development hereby permitted shall be closed and the soft landscaping works to be implemented in accordance with the hard and soft landscaping scheme agreed under Condition 3 within 3 months of the first use of the new access hereby permitted.
In the interests of visual amenity in accordance with Policies CP1, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM3 and DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
Informatives:
I1
With regard to implementing this permission, the applicant is advised as follows:

All relevant planning conditions must be discharged prior to the commencement of work. Requests to discharge conditions must be made by formal application. Fees are £97 per request (or £28 where the related permission is for extending or altering a dwellinghouse or other development in the curtilage of a dwellinghouse). Please note that requests made without the appropriate fee will be returned unanswered. 

There may be a requirement for the approved development to comply with the Building Regulations. Information and application forms are available at www.hertfordshirebc.co.uk. Alternatively the Council's Building Control section can be contacted on telephone number 01923 727130 or email building.control@hertfordshirebc.gov.uk.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) - If your development is liable for CIL payments, it is a requirement under Regulation 67 (1) of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (As Amended) that a Commencement Notice (Form 6) is submitted to Three Rivers District Council as the Collecting Authority no later than the day before the day on which the chargeable development is to be commenced. DO NOT start your development until the Council has acknowledged receipt of the Commencement Notice. Failure to do so will mean you will lose the right to payment by instalments (where applicable), lose any exemptions already granted, and a surcharge will be imposed.

Care should be taken during the building works hereby approved to ensure no damage occurs to the verge or footpaths during construction. Vehicles delivering materials to this development shall not override or cause damage to the public footway. Any damage will require to be made good to the satisfaction of the Council and at the applicant's expense.

Where possible, energy saving and water harvesting measures should be incorporated. Information on this is also available from the Council's Building Control section. Any external changes to the building which may be subsequently required should be discussed with the Council's Development Management Section prior to the commencement of work.
I2
The applicant is reminded that the Control of Pollution Act 1974 stipulates that construction activity (where work is audible at the site boundary) should be restricted to 0800 to 1800 Monday to Friday, 0900 to 1300 on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays and Bank Holidays.
I3
The Local Planning Authority has been positive and proactive in its consideration of this planning application, in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. The Local Planning Authority suggested modifications to the development during the course of the application and the applicant submitted amendments which result in a form of development that maintains/improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.
I4
The applicant is advised that storage of materials associated with the development should take place within the site and not extend into the public highway without authorisation from the highway authority, Hertfordshire County Council.  If necessary further details can be obtained from the County Council highways via either the website http://www.hertsdirect.org/services/transtreets/highways/ or telephone 0300 1234047.

I5
Where works are required within the public highway to facilitate access, the highway authority require the construction of such works to be undertaken to their specification and by a contractor who is authorised to work in the public highway. In relation to the crossover the applicant is advised to see the attached website. Vehicle crossover guidance http://www.hertsdirect.org/docs/pdf/d/vxo.pdf and to apply for vehicle crossover http://www.hertsdirect.org/services/transtreets/highways/hhonlineservices/vxo/

I6
The developer should be aware that the required standards regarding the maintenance of the public right of way and safety during the construction. The public rights of way along the carriageway and footways should remain unobstructed by vehicles, machinery, materials and other aspects of construction works.

I7
Please be advised that the land required to facilitate the access is owned by Three Rivers District Council.  Please contact the Asset and Property Team on 01923 776611 to discuss the release of the land to facilitate the development.
That Listed Building Consent 17/0646/LBC BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

C1
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.


Reason: To comply with the requirements of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

C2
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans: Drawing Numbers: 1799.01A, 1799-02, 1799-03/B1799-04, 1799-05. 


Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the proper interests of planning and to safeguard the character and appearance of the Listed Building in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C3
The building(s) shall not be erected other than in the materials as have been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority as shown on Drawing Numbers 1799-03/B and 1799-04 and no external materials shall be used other than those approved.

Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the development does not impact on the character or setting of the Grade II Listed Building and is satisfactory in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

Informatives:

I1
With regard to implementing this permission, the applicant is advised as follows:

All relevant planning conditions must be discharged prior to the commencement of work. Requests to discharge conditions must be made by formal application. Fees are £97 per request (or £28 where the related permission is for extending or altering a dwellinghouse or other development in the curtilage of a dwellinghouse). Please note that requests made without the appropriate fee will be returned unanswered. 

There may be a requirement for the approved development to comply with the Building Regulations. Information and application forms are available at www.hertfordshirebc.co.uk. Alternatively the Council's Building Control section can be contacted on telephone number 01923 727130 or email building.control@hertfordshirebc.gov.uk.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) - If your development is liable for CIL payments, it is a requirement under Regulation 67 (1) of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (As Amended) that a Commencement Notice (Form 6) is submitted to Three Rivers District Council as the Collecting Authority no later than the day before the day on which the chargeable development is to be commenced. DO NOT start your development until the Council has acknowledged receipt of the Commencement Notice. Failure to do so will mean you will lose the right to payment by instalments (where applicable), lose any exemptions already granted, and a surcharge will be imposed.

Care should be taken during the building works hereby approved to ensure no damage occurs to the verge or footpaths during construction. Vehicles delivering materials to this development shall not override or cause damage to the public footway. Any damage will require to be made good to the satisfaction of the Council and at the applicant's expense.

Where possible, energy saving and water harvesting measures should be incorporated. Information on this is also available from the Council's Building Control section. Any external changes to the building which may be subsequently required should be discussed with the Council's Development Management Section prior to the commencement of work.

I2
The applicant is reminded that the Control of Pollution Act 1974 stipulates that construction activity (where work is audible at the site boundary) should be restricted to 0800 to 1800 Monday to Friday, 0900 to 1300 on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays and Bank Holidays.

PC18/17
17/0653/OUT Outline Application: Erection of 8 affordable dwellings with associated access, parking and landscaping (appearance, landscaping & scale reserved) at LAND TO THE REAR OF FIR TREES, DAWES LANE, SARRATT, HERTS WD3 6BG for Whiteacre Ltd

Councillor Debbie Morris asked if the application could be deferred to the next meeting so that information could be provided on the affordable housing.

The Planning Officer reported to the Committee that the Crime Prevention Design Advisor has commented advising that there is no reference to Crime Prevention of Security within the Design and Access Statement and encouraging that any development is built to Secured by Design standard. While there are concerns regarding surveillance of the amenity area, the comments note that this may be resolved once more details were available at a later stage.


The Parish Council said they could provide details to officers of affordable housing need for the next meeting if the application was deferred.  They supported the planning application. The reason for refusal that there was no genuine need for affordable housing in Sarratt.  The Parish Council had undertaken a local housing needs survey for the Parish plan which had reached all the homes in the Parish and they believed that evidence existed there was a need for affordable housing.  The survey had received over 800 responses which was over 50% response rate with 69% in favour of providing more affordable housing.

The Planning Officer advised that the survey conclusions had been noted.  Green Belt policy required the need for the accommodation to be demonstrated and but they were not satisfied it had currently been demonstrated there was a requirement.  The Parish Council survey results were several years out of date and were not specific and it would require a new survey to be undertaken.  Members needed to determine this application before the Committee tonight.  
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr McCellan spoke against the application and Mr Lipinski spoke in support of the application.


Councillor Peter Getkahn reluctantly moved, seconded by Councillor Phil Brading, the recommendation that outline planning permission be refused as there was a need for affordable housing in the District but it was not demonstrated that there was a need in this area.

On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 7 For, 2 Against and 2 Abstentions.


That OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION IS REFUSED for the following reason:

R1
The site is not a designated Rural Exception Site and it has not been demonstrated that there is a genuine need for affordable housing in the locality of Sarratt. In the absence of a Local Housing Needs Survey, the proposal constitutes inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The proposal would conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt and would result in actual harm to the openness of the landscape. As such the proposal is contrary to Policies PSP4, CP2, CP4 and CP11 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policy DM2 of the Development Management Policies Local Development Document (adopted July 2013) and the Affordable Housing SPD (approved June 2011). It has not been demonstrated that very special circumstances exist to outweigh the harm to the openness of the Green Belt.


Informative:


I1
The Local Planning Authority has been positive and proactive in considering this planning application in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. Whilst the applicant and the Local Planning Authority discussed the scheme during the course of the application, the proposed development, as amended, fails to comply with the requirements of the Development Plan and does not maintain/improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.
At 10.10pm the Chairman closed the meeting due to the lateness of the hour and the Committee agreed to reconvene on Tuesday 4 July 2017 to deal with the remaining items of business on the agenda.

THREE RIVERS DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a Reconvened meeting of the Planning   Committee held in the Penn Chamber, Three Rivers House, Northway, Rickmansworth,   on Tuesday 4 July 2017   from 7.30pm to 9.06pm 
Present:
Councillors Chris Whately-Smith (Chairman), Rupert Barnes (for Cllr Debbie Morris), Phil Brading, Marilyn Butler, Stephen Cox (for Cllr Stephen King), Peter Getkahn, Stephen Giles-Medhurst (sub for Cllr Sarah Nelmes), Alex Hayward, Stephen King, Chris Lloyd, David Major, and Reena Ranger.
Officers:
Joanna Bowyer, Jane Rodens, Jake Shiels and Sarah Haythorpe.
Also in attendance: Councillor Diana Barber and Parish Councillors Patrick Heanen (Batchworth Community Council), Parish Cllr Liz Burns (Abbots Langley Parish Council)
About 40 members of the public.
P  C19/17
NOTICE OF OTHER BUSINESS

There was none.

P  C20/17
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor David Major declared a registrable non-pecuniary interest in agenda items 5 and 6 (17/0695/FUL and 17/0717/FUL) as a Member of the Abbots Langley Parish Council Planning Committee (as detailed under item 4 on the agenda) but would be entitled to stay and vote as he:
·  has an open mind about the application

·  is not bound by the views of the Parish Planning Committee and

·  can deal with the application fairly and on its merits at Committee
PC21/17
17/0695/FUL – Construction of two detached two storey dwellings on land to the rear of No.10 Gypsy Lane with associated parking and landscaping and alterations to existing access at 10 Gypsy Lane, Hunton Bridge, WD4 8PR for Hobbs Developments Ltd.
The Planning Officer reported that the agent had confirmed that the decking had been removed as it was installed without the owner’s permission.
In addition the agent had confirmed that the boundary fence currently in situ on site would be taken down and re-erected as shown on the submitted drawings together with the relevant landscaping.
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Stafford spoke in support of the application.


Councillor Peter Getkahn said it would be overdevelopment and there was no evidence the buildings would fit on the site.  It would be a contrived form of development.  Two buildings that size would have issues with regard to access and amenity space and did not seem viable. It looked very different on plan from what the Committee saw on the site visit.


Councillor Alex Hayward could not see how the Committee could make a valid decision.  The fences were in different positions and the measurements did not stack up.  Having no new plans submitted was frustrating.  The trees looked different on the site visit with more trees cut down when compared with the original plan.  The decking had been built without the owner’s permission and she could not understand how that had happened.

Councillor Phil Brading referred to page 8 and the 5 points raised in the criteria needed to support the application.  Four points had not been demonstrated as being overcome including it being tandem development, behind No10 and it would have an awkward access which would be steep and would not be 4m wide. There would be a significant reduction in residential amenity space and this would not comply with our policies.  The ground floor level of No10 would be in line with the 1st floor of the two new properties.  Nowhere in the report did it define what was meant by vicinity.  Was it the general locality?  There had been confusion on the site visit where the houses would be sited as there were no markings of the plots on the site and the boundary position had not been marked out.  To the west of the site the boundary sloped away and it was difficult to see where the plot ended.


The Planning Officer advised that the development was not tandem development as it benefitted from its own access. At page 8, paragraph 8.2.4 it was acknowledged that the proposal was backland, however for the reasons as set out in the report it was considered that it would not be inappropriate development in the area.  There was no specific guidance as to what would be considered the ‘vicinity’ of the site. However, in another appeal locally the Inspector had commented on the issue that it was not defined by the road the site was on but on the wider suburban context of the area.  There was a significant difference in the land levels but there would be no unacceptable effects on the privacy at No10.


With regard to the decking, any raised decking in the future above 0.3m from ground level would require planning permission.

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith said the character of the area in Hunton Bridge Close off of Hunton Bridge Hill was different to the character of Gypsy Lane.  This development would change the feel of the road and harm the character of the road.


Councillor Reena Ranger said the report contradicted Policy DM1.  In paragraphs 8.2.5 and 8.2.7 it referred to the plot sizes in the area with the two new houses and that the existing houses being on smaller plots than those in Gypsy Lane.  She also had concerns on the layout, density, design and appearance. The Planning Officer stated that the plot sizes when compared to properties to the south west of the site in Fernhills and to the north on Hunton Bridge Hill were comparable in plot size although the proposed plots would be smaller than other plots in Gypsy Lane.


Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said the overall plan showed the plot had halved in size.  Gypsy Lane was unique and there was a judgement to be made if it would be detrimental or not.  He felt it would be detrimental but not significantly detrimental.  He was concerned about the four conditions required prior to the pre-commencement of the build but there were no plans here today.  He was mindful to approve if those details were before the Committee.  He asked if tracking movements for the refuse vehicles had been undertaken?  The Planning Officer referred to Paragraph 8.6.2 where details of refuse provision had been provided.

Councillor Alex Hayward had concerns regarding the dimensions.  The boundary was not clear and she wondered how the parking could be abutting the boundary when there was a steep drop off of some 6ft.  The Planning Officer stated that it was not unusual to have the parking at the back of the properties.

Councillor Chris Whatley-Smith said the laurel hedge when it had grown would take out two of the parking bays. The Planning Officer advised that and asked if Condition C9 could be amended to require boundary treatment details to ensure there was no obstruction of the parking bays in the future.

Councillor Peter Getkahn moved, seconded by Councillor Alex Hayward, that planning permission be refused on the grounds of it being out of character, overdevelopment of the site and overlooking to future occupiers the final wording to be circulated to the Committee after the meeting.

On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 8 For, 1 Against and 2 Abstentions.

RESOLVED:


The Planning Permission be REFUSED for the following reason:

R1
The proposed development by reason of its design, density, layout and resulting plot sizes would result in an out of character form of overdevelopment to the detriment of the character of the surrounding area, and there would be overlooking to the proposed dwellings from 10 Gypsy Lane which would be detrimental to the residential amenity of future occupiers. The development would therefore be contrary to Policies CP1, CP3 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
Informative

I1 
In line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, the Local Planning Authority has considered, in a positive and proactive manner, whether the planning objections to this proposal could be satisfactorily resolved within the statutory period for determining the application. Whilst the applicant and the Local Planning Authority engaged in pre-application discussions, the proposed development fails to comply with the requirements of the Development Plan and does not maintain/improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.
PC22/17
17/0717/FUL – Two storey rear extension and conversion of public house to five flats, conversion of detached outbuilding to residential to provide one flat, and associated works to parking, refuse and amenity and alterations to landscaping at THE DOG AND PARTRIDGE PUBLIC HOUSE, OLD MILL ROAD, HUNTON BRIDGE, WD4 8RB for Raj Shah
The Planning Officer reported that Officers would propose that Condition C12 be updated to also remove permitted development rights under Part 2 Class A which relates to installation of gates, walls or other means of enclosure.

The Landscape Officer had no objection to the proposal, commenting that the trees to be removed were of low value. Conditions were suggested to require works in accordance with the tree protection details and submission of a landscaping scheme which was included at Conditions 5 and 6.
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Hayes spoke against the application.


The Planning Officer advised that the site was not within a flood zone but was close to a flood zone.  There would be a reduced level of hardstanding and the gates initially proposed had been removed from the application.  Permitted development rights for installation of gates were also proposed to be removed.


Councillor Phil Brading was reluctant to see another public house lost.  Public houses were part of our local community and heritage, the speaker had spoken to keep the public house but the car park showed it was not being used and there was a case as to whether it was economically viable.  There was a need to ensure that there was no economic future as a public house.  The Planning Officer advised that the viability report included confidential information, but as referred to on page 27, paragraph 8.1.6,  Policy DM12 point 4 referred to alternative provision and as stated there were two other public houses nearby and the proposal therefore complied with the criteria of the policy.


Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst stated that the Conservation Officer objection did not appear to have been overcome with regard to the rear of the site and the harm to the Conservation Area.  Could the scheme be reduced to overcome the objection, reduce the parking and reduce the scale of the development and could the front be enhanced.

The Planning Officer reported there would be a reduction in the vehicle movements and the application met the parking standards and amenity space requirements for this scale of development.  There was no objection to the impact of the development on the streetscene and the front elevation.

Councillor Peter Getkahn asked about the viability of the business and whether the public house and been closed recently or for a number of years.  Councillor Chris Whately-Smith said it was now run as a function room. The public house had not been busy since about 2008.


Councillor Reena Ranger said the Conservation Officer had stated that the development would have an adverse effect on the rural feel of the site.  The Planning Officer advised that the greenery would be retained and the hardstanding had been reduced and the unsympathetic extension would be removed. There would be benefits through ensuring the use of the building in future and provision of additional housing which would outweigh harm.

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith moved, seconded by Councillor Alex Hayward, that planning permission be granted subject to conditions and subject to Condition C12 being amended to restrict the installation of gates, walls and other means of enclosure and an additional informative to highlight the relation to Condition C3 that there should be no construction parking on Old Mill Road.

On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 8 For, 1 Against and 2 Abstentions.

RESOLVED:


That PLANNING PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions: -

C1
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.

Reason: In pursuance of Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

C2
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans:


TRDC 001 (Location Plan)

TRDC 002 (Block Plan)

1007-001 Existing Floor Plans Rev B

1007-002 Existing Elevations Rev B

1007-004 Existing Site Plan (Ground) Rev A

1007-100 Proposed Site Plan (Ground) Rev B

1007-101 Proposed 1st Floor & Roof Plan Rev D

1007-102 Proposed GA Elevations Rev C

37754-3 Revision 0

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the proper interests of planning and in the interests of the visual amenities of the locality and residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in accordance with Policies PSP2, CP1, CP2, CP3, CP4, CP8, CP9, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1, DM3, DM4, DM6, DM8, DM10, DM12 and DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013), Policy SA1 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) and the Hunton Bridge Conservation Area Appraisal (July 2008).

C3
The development shall not begin until full details of all proposed construction vehicle access, movements, parking arrangements and facilities for mud and dust control have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The relevant details shall be submitted in the form of a Construction Management Plan and the approved details shall be implemented throughout the construction programme.

Reason: This is a pre commencement condition in order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the adjacent highway in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C4
The development shall not be occupied until a scheme for the separate storage and collection of domestic waste has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Details shall include siting, size and appearance of refuse and recycling facilities on the premises. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the approved scheme has been implemented and these facilities should be retained permanently thereafter. 

Reason: To ensure that satisfactory provision is made, in the interests of amenity and to ensure that the visual appearance of such provision is satisfactory in compliance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3 and DM10 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C5
The development shall not be occupied until a scheme of hard and soft landscaping has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

All landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be carried out and completed prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted. All soft landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be maintained including the replacement of any trees or plants which die are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased in the next planting season with others of a similar size or species, for a period for five years from the date of the approved scheme was completed.

Reason: In the interests of visual amenity in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C6
Prior to the first occupation of the dwellings hereby approved a plan indicating the positions, design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be erected shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The boundary treatment shall be erected in accordance with the approved details prior to first occupation of the dwellings hereby approved. 

Reason: To safeguard the visual amenities of neighbouring properties and the character of the locality in accordance with Policies CP1, CP11 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C7
No operations (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved until the branch structure and trunks of all trees shown to be retained and all other trees not indicated as to be removed and their root systems have been protected from any damage during site works, in accordance with approved drawing no. 37754-3 Revision 0.

The protective measures, including fencing, shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the site. Nothing shall be stored or placed within any area fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation be made. No fires shall be lit or liquids disposed of within 10.0m of an area designated as being fenced off or otherwise protected in the approved scheme.

Reason: To prevent damage to trees during construction and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C8
The development shall not be occupied until the energy saving and renewable energy measures detailed within the Energy Statement submitted as part of the application are incorporated into the approved development. 

Reason: To ensure that the development meets the requirements of Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM4 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and to ensure that the development makes as full a contribution to sustainable development as possible.

C9
Unless specified on the approved plans, all new works or making good to the retained fabric shall be finished to match in size, colour, texture and profile those of the existing building.

Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1 and DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C10
Before the first occupation of the building/extension hereby permitted the bathroom window(s) in the first floor of the north flank elevation shall be fitted with purpose made obscured glazing and shall be top level opening only at 1.7m above the floor level of the room in which the window is installed. The window(s) shall be permanently retained in that condition thereafter.

Reason: To safeguard the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring residential properties in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C11
The parking spaces shall be constructed in accordance with the approved plans prior to the first occupation of any part of the development hereby permitted. The parking spaces shall thereafter be kept permanently available for the use of residents and visitors to the site.

Reason: To ensure that adequate off-street parking is provided within the development so as not to prejudice the free flow of traffic and in the interests of highway safety on neighbouring highways in accordance with Policies CP1, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C12
Immediately following the implementation of this permission, notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any other revoking and re-enacting that order with or without modification) no development within the following Classes of Schedule 2 of the Order shall take place.

Part 1

Class A - enlargement, improvement or other alteration to the dwelling

Class B - enlargement consisting of an addition to the roof

Class C - alteration to the roof

Class E - provision of any building or enclosure
Part 2

Class A - erection, construction, maintenance, improvement or alteration of a gate, fence, wall or other means of enclosure.
No development of any of the above classes shall be constructed or placed on any part of the land subject of this permission.

Reason: To ensure adequate planning control over further development having regard to the limitations of the site and neighbouring properties and in the interests of the visual amenities of the site and the area in general, in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1 and DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

Informatives:
I1
With regard to implementing this permission, the applicant is advised as follows:

All relevant planning conditions must be discharged prior to the commencement of work. Requests to discharge conditions must be made by formal application. Fees are £97 per request (or £28 where the related permission is for extending or altering a dwellinghouse or other development in the curtilage of a dwellinghouse). Please note that requests made without the appropriate fee will be returned unanswered. 

There may be a requirement for the approved development to comply with the Building Regulations. Information and application forms are available at www.hertfordshirebc.co.uk. Alternatively the Council's Building Control section can be contacted on telephone number 01923 727130 or email building.control@hertfordshirebc.gov.uk.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) - If your development is liable for CIL payments, it is a requirement under Regulation 67 (1) of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (As Amended) that a Commencement Notice (Form 6) is submitted to Three Rivers District Council as the Collecting Authority no later than the day before the day on which the chargeable development is to be commenced. DO NOT start your development until the Council has acknowledged receipt of the Commencement Notice. Failure to do so will mean you will lose the right to payment by instalments (where applicable), lose any exemptions already granted, and a surcharge will be imposed.

Care should  be  taken  during  the  building  works  hereby  approved  to  ensure  no  damage occurs to the verge or footpaths during construction. Vehicles delivering materials to this development shall not override or cause damage to the public footway. Any damage will require to be made good to the satisfaction of the Council and at the applicant's expense.

Where possible, energy saving and water harvesting measures should be incorporated. Information on this is also available from the Council's Building Control section. Any external changes to the building which may be subsequently required should be discussed with the Council's Development Management Section prior to the commencement of work.

I2
The applicant is reminded that the Control of Pollution Act 1974 stipulates that construction activity (where work is audible at the site boundary) should be restricted to 0800 to 1800 Monday to Friday, 0900 to 1300 on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays and Bank Holidays.

I3
Bats are protected under domestic and European legislation where, in summary, it is an offence to deliberately capture, injure or kill a bat, intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat in a roost or deliberately disturb a bat in a way that would impair its ability to survive, breed or rear young, hibernate or migrate, or significantly affect its local distribution or abundance; damage or destroy a bat roost; possess or advertise/sell/exchange a bat; and intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to a bat roost.

If bats are found all works must stop immediately and advice sought as to how to proceed from either of the following organisations:

The UK Bat Helpline: 0845 1300 228

Natural England: 0300 060 3900

Herts & Middlesex Bat Group: www.hmbg.org.uk

or an appropriately qualified and experienced ecologist.

(As an alternative to proceeding with caution, the applicant may wish to commission an ecological consultant before works start to determine whether or not bats are present. A list of bat consultants can be obtained from Hertfordshire Ecology on 01992 555220).

I4
The Local Planning Authority has been positive and proactive in its consideration of this planning application, in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. The applicant and the Local Planning Authority engaged in pre-application discussions which result in a form of development that maintains/improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.

I5
Best practical means shall be taken at all times to ensure that all vehicles leaving the development site during construction of the development are in condition such as not to emit dust or deposit mud, slurry or other debris on the highway.

I6
The applicant is advised that storage of materials associated with the development should take place within the site and not extend into within the public highway without authorisation from the highway authority, Hertfordshire County Council.  If necessary further details can be obtained from the County Council Highways via either the website: http://www.hertsdirect.org/services/transtreets/highways/ or telephone 0300 1234047 to arrange this. 

I7
The developer should be aware that the required standards regarding the maintenance of the public right of way and safety during the construction. The public rights of way along the carriageway and footways should remain unobstructed by vehicles, machinery, materials and other aspects of construction works. 
I8
With regard to Condition 3 of this planning permission, the applicant is advised that Old Mill Road should not be used for the parking of construction vehicles.
PC23/17
17/0806/FUL - Change of use of ground floor from retail (Use Class A1) to restaurant and hot food takeaway (Use Classes A3/A5) with installation of extractor duct to rear at 8 MONEYHILL PARADE, UXBRIDGE ROAD, RICKMANSWORTH, WD3 7BE Mr Eric Louis Barnaby
The Planning Officer reported that as previously circulated by email to Members of the Committee, there was an error in that paragraphs 8.6-8.10 at pages 46 and 47 did not include the existing Wimpy restaurant. This altered the percentages quoted in the report, and paragraph 8.10 on page 47 should read:

“As demonstrated above the amount of A1 use classes on the north side of the street is currently 60% this is would be reduced to 53% if the change of use was to occur. The total of the A3, A3/A5 and A5 categories adds up to 33%, if the change of use is to take place this would increase to 40%. As a whole it is considered that the loss of the use would not be substantial as it is still above 50% of the north side of the street. The A1 use class within the whole of Moneyhill Parade would reduce from 54% to 51%, and the A3, A3/A5 and A5 categories adds up to currently 40%, if the change of use is to take place this would increase to 43%. As this was less than 50% for the whole of the area it was considered that the change of use would not impact on the overall provision of A1 uses within the Moneyhill Parade area.”

Further to Condition 4 at page 51, a noise report had been submitted. The Environmental Health Officer has reviewed the submitted details and advises that the proposal would be appropriate. It is therefore recommended that Condition 4 is updated to require that the equipment is installed in accordance with the proposed details. 

There was also an error in Condition 5 on page 52 which should refer to storage and collection of commercial waste rather than residential.

In relation to neighbour comments, there had been 46 objections and 28 in support (rather than the 36 objections and 27 support referred to in the report). These raised points as already referred to at section 5 of the report on pages 43 and 44.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Rowena Meades spoke against the application and Valenya Gribana spoke in favour of the application.

Councillor Reena Ranger said the change of use was for a seated restaurant with a capacity for 64 people to dine there.  This would create excess vehicles in the neighbouring roads and in addition there would be a takeaway element.  You would not take public transport to pick up your takeaway.  There would be inadequate parking and it would mean customers would park illegally and would make the current parking problems even worse.

Councillor Marilyn Butler said she could imagine more vehicles parking on the junction and restrictions would not be enforced.  

Councillor Alex Hayward said she had driven down this road many times and often a vehicle was parked on the corner on the double yellow lines sometimes by parents pulling up and parking.  With regard to the design and access statement detailed in paragraph 8.12 the unit was not marketed for A1 use although it was profitable on the site.  A1 use could operate there and asked if this could be reconsidered.
The Planning Officer advised that to reject the application on ensuring the premises remained as A1 use could not be substantiated in accordance with the policy.  There was a variety of uses of the shops in the parade and the change of use would be complementary to the existing units in the area and there had been no objection to the loss of the A1 use from Planning Policy.

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith said the parking situation as it exists currently needed to be addressed.  Whatever decision was made by the Committee tonight this needed to be addressed by the appropriate Committee.

Councillor Alex Hayward said at paragraph 8.30 it stated that A3 use required 25.7 parking spaces within the curtilage of the site.

The Planning Officer advised that at paragraph 8.30, the table stated the spaces needed were 25.7 but this requirement would be reduced as detailed in paragraph 8.32.  The standards in Appendix 5 regarding accessibility to the site showed a reduction in the parking required for the restaurant to be at the lower end of the spectrum.  The application did not provide for any parking.  This was existing, and comparable to other units in the parade and refusal on these grounds in the officers opinion would not be justified.  The Highways Authority had not objected.

Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said if the unit remained as A1 use it would not be open at 11pm at night and would close around 5pm/6pm. This would make the parking worse at night when there was already an issue at these times. There would be no new parking spaces provided.  Looking at the plans, would the entrance be to the side in the residential road?  The Planning Officer advised that the entrance would remain at the front of the building.  The bin store and storage area were at the side of the building in Elm Way.
Councillor Phil Brading said there was no existing parking on the site and he was amazed that the Council as the parking authority for the District were satisfied with the parking arrangements.  There had been no response to the application from the parking officer.  The parking was a problem which must be dealt with by the appropriate Committee.  He moved that the application be refused, seconded by Councillor Alex Hayward, on the grounds of inadequate parking and that the development would not be complementary to the Local Centre the final wording to be circulated to the Committee after the meeting.

Councillor Stephen Cox asked where the customer’s cars would be parked?

Councillor Chris Lloyd said as the parking authority the Council should have commented on the parking.  He asked if it would be possible to defer the application to allow for information to be provided from the parking officer. The Planning Officer advised that the use was complimentary to the local centre.  The parking officer was aware of the application and had not commented to raise concern.  
Councillor Debbie Morris stated that a food outlet would be detrimental on the amenity of the neighbouring properties and the parade needed to have diversity.  She asked who owned the ramp. The Planning Officer advised that the ramp was outside of the application site boundary.  On the extract details, Environmental Health said it was acceptable and would not impact on the neighbours.  On the neighbouring amenity the operation of the facility late at night would not have a detrimental effect on the residents’ amenity.  The Planning Officer said it would be difficult to refuse the application on the grounds of impact on the neighbouring amenity given the existing commercial parade that the site was in and other uses nearby.
Both the proposer and seconder agreed to include within the reason for refusal the detrimental impact it would have on the neighbouring amenity.
On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being unanimous.
That PLANNING PERMISSION BE REFUSED for the following reason:

R1
There would be inadequate parking to serve the proposed development resulting in a significant increase in parking in the surrounding area exacerbating existing parking pressures to the detriment of the safe movement and free flow of other highway users. The lack of parking, together with noise, odour and disturbance arising from the proposed use would also result in nuisance and harm to the amenity of neighbouring occupiers. The proposal would not therefore be complementary to the Local Centre and the development would be contrary to Policies CP1, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM9, DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013), and Policy SA4 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014).


Informative

I1
The Local Planning Authority has been positive and proactive in considering this planning application in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. The Local Planning Authority encourages applicants to have pre-application discussions as advocated in paragraph 188 of the NPPF. The applicant did not have formal pre-application discussions with the Local Planning Authority and the proposed development fails to comply with the requirements of the Development Plan and does not maintain/improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.

CHAIRMAN

- 38 -

