
THREE RIVERS DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning   Committee held in the Penn Chamber, Three Rivers House, Northway, Rickmansworth,   on Thursday 17 August 2017   from 7.30pm to 9.05pm.
Present:
Councillors Sarah Nelmes (Vice-Chairman in the Chair), Diana Barber (substitute for Cllr Alex Hayward), Sara Bedford (substitute for Phil Brading), Marilyn Butler, Peter Getkahn, Steven Giles-Medhurst (substitute for Chris Whately-Smith) Chris Lloyd, David Major, Debbie Morris and Reena Ranger.
Officers:
Joanna Bowyer, Areas Team Leader

Claire Westwood, Major Projects Team Leader


Lauren Edwards, Planning Officer


Daniel Monk, Arboricultural and Landscape Officer


Sarah Haythorpe, Principal Committee Manager


Charlotte Taffel, Committee Manager
Also in attendance: Councillors Alison Scarth and Andrew Scarth and Sarratt Parish Councillor David Rees.
About 30 members of the public.
PC35/17
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Phil Brading, Alex Hayward, Stephen King and Chris Whately-Smith. Councillors Sara Bedford, Diana Barber and Stephen Giles-Medhurst were the respective substitute Members.

P  C36/17
MINUTES


The Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on 20 July 2017 were confirmed as a correct record and were signed by the Chairman.
P  C37/17
NOTICE OF OTHER BUSINESS


There was none.
P  C38/17
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations.

PC39/17
Consideration of Objections and Confirmation of Three Rivers (18 Thornhill Road Moor Park Northwood) Tree Preservation Order 2017
The Arboricultural and Landscape Officer reported that the Tree Preservation Order was being made in respect of a Section 211 notice which intended to fell the mature Oak Tree.
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) the homeowner spoke against the Tree Preservation Order.

Councillor Debbie Morris asked if there was space for a tree to be planted where the objector was suggesting although it looked like this would be very close to the road.

The Aboricultural and Landscape Officer advised to the left of the tree was an avenue of Plane Trees, and planting an Oak Tree adjacent to these trees would suppress the crown of the tree and the roots would still impact on the driveway.
Councillor Marilyn Butler said felling this important Oak tree would be a great loss to the area and she was unsure whether you could buy a replacement tree as substantive or as attractive.  She asked what the health of the tree was.
The Aboricultural and Landscape Officer said on inspection, the tree was in reasonably good health and he estimated the tree was 40 to 50 years old.  He advised that Oak Trees lived to between 300 to 500 years.

Councillor Sarah Nelmes said the plans showed a substantive amount of space to park a car without it being under the tree.

Councillor Debbie Morris said the tree was in prominent position and made an excellent contribution to the road, especially being on the corner.  She moved the recommendation that the Tree Preservation Order be confirmed, seconded by Councillor Sara Bedford who could see no reason to remove the tree.

On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 9 For, 0 Against and 1 Abstention.

RESOLVED:


That the objection is noted but that the Three Rivers (18 Thornhill Road Moor Park Northwood) Tree Preservation Order 2017 is confirmed without modification.

PC40/17
Consideration of Objections and Confirmation of Three Rivers (Poplars 27 Sandy Lodge Lane Moor Park Northwood) Tree Preservation Order 2017
The Arboricultural and Landscape Officer reported that the Tree Preservation Order was made in response to a Section 211 notice to undertake drastic works to the trees, hence the proposal for a Tree Preservation Order.
Councillor Debbie Morris asked how much of the trees would be lost if the works were undertaken. The Arboricultural and Landscape Officer advised that if the works were undertaken the trees would be same height as the vegetation just above the break/union of the trees.
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Cohen spoke against the Tree Preservation Order.

Councillor Debbie Morris asked if any applications had been received since 2007 and what the outcome was.  The Arboricultural and Landscape Officer stated that approval had been granted in 2007 and no further applications had been received between then and now.  In 2007, a decision letter was issued to reduce the crown by 10m which he felt was too drastic.  A reduction of 2-3 metres was more reasonable.
Councillor Peter Getkahn asked what the impact on the owner would be.  The Arboricultural and Landscape Officer said it was a long garden and the trees had further growth.  The trees could be viewed from Merchants Taylors School and if they were felled, this would impact on the public amenity value.
Councillor Reena Ranger asked if the branches could be reduced on the lower half of the trees to let sunlight into the garden.  The Arboricultural and Landscape Officer said you could remove certain elements of the trees including the ivy, reduce the epicormic growth and thin the crown of the trees to let in more sunlight.

Councillor Debbie Morris asked what the growth of the trees was each year.  The Arboricultural and Landscape Officer advised there could be good growth after a reduction of 2-3 metres and it would take 5 to 7 years to grow back.  A reduction of half of the tree would render it a ‘pollard’ and no longer full trees.
Councillor Chris Lloyd moved the recommendation that the Tree Preservation Order be confirmed without modification, seconded by Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst.  If the works the Officer suggested were undertaken it would provide more sunlight into the garden.  He acknowledged that the trees could be seen from the school grounds.
On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 9 For, 0 Against and 1 Abstention.

RESOLVED:


That the objection is noted but that the Three Rivers (Poplars 27 Sandy Lodge Lane Moor Park Northwood) Tree Preservation Order 2017 is confirmed without modification.

PC41/17
17/0793/FUL – Single storey side and rear extensions and increase in ridge height to create two storey dwelling at 120 OAKLANDS AVENUE, OXHEY HALL, WD19 4LW for Mr S Patel
The Planning Officer reported that amended plans had been submitted which include two octagonal windows within the ground floor of the east flank and a solid front door with sidelights.  The amendments added features which were characteristic to the existing house and Conservation Area.  No additional impact would occur to neighbouring amenity.

The approved plan numbers listed at Condition 2 on page 15 should be updated to reflect these plans. 

One further neighbour objection had been received, the contents of which reflect the previous objections which were summarised at page 9, paragraph 5.1.4.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr D Hall spoke against the application.  
The Planning Officer advised that the Officer report did not refer to every paragraph detailed in the Conservation Area Appraisal but had provided an assessment against the Appraisal document as a whole.  As stated in paragraph 8.1.10 of the report it was considered that the structure to be demolished made no material contribution to the special character or appearance of the area.  The long garden and rural feel would still be maintained.
Councillor Peter Getkahn asked about the materials to be used and whether they would match the existing building and sought clarification on the specific changes to be made.  The Planning Officer advised that the building was currently covered in pebble dash which was not reflective of the characteristic materials of  the Conservation Area.  The Conservation Area Appraisal required the use of traditional materials which was proposed with this application.  Alterations had been made to the plans to include 2 octagonal windows on the ground floor of the east flank and a solid front door with side light panels.  
Councillor Peter Getkahn said given the changes made since the site visit he would support planning permission being granted.

Councillor Debbie Morris asked if there had been any other bungalows subject to considerable alteration since the Conservation Area designation.  The Planning Officer said they were not aware of any.

Councillor Debbie Morris said the proposed alterations to the bungalow had received objections from local residents, local Councillors and the Oxhey Hall Residents Association.  This was one of only three original bungalows on corner plots out of a total of eight that existed and was worthy of preservation.  There were a mix of styles in the Conservation Area and this bungalow contributed positively to the Conservation Area.  The bungalow was an integral part of the estate which enhanced the character of the area and she could not support approval of the application.
Councillor Chris Lloyd said the rear of the property looked like a featureless box.  He asked for clarification with regard to the materials to be used.  He asked why on balance were Officers were recommending approval of the application.  The Planning Officer said the rear of the property was brick and Condition C4 would require details of the materials to be used to be submitted.  An Informative could be added asking for alternatives to be suggested for that element of the development.  Officers considered that the change in the Conservation Area would not be harmful and would enhance the character of the property in the Conservation Area.

Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst sought clarification on the possible reason for refusal.  The front of the bungalow looked acceptable but the rear of the proposal was stark and appeared to have been modernised since the bungalow was built.  Other dwellings in the road were of a mock Tudor style.  With regard to the retention of the bungalows in the Conservation Area, Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst asked what did the appraisal state and what were the permitted development rights for the applicant.  The Planning Officer said the appraisal did not specifically refer to bungalows.  Permitted development could potentially be undertaken with regard to rooflights, the rear of the property or outbuildings but would need to be subject to formal consideration.
Councillor Debbie Morris proposed that the application be refused due to the harm to the Conservation Area arising from its scale and design, seconded by Councillor Marilyn Butler.  It would also be harmful for the bungalow to match with the other properties.  The beauty of the area was the mix of properties and designs. Although there was no reference to bungalows in the appraisal document, on page 5 paragraph 1.9 of the appraisal document it stated there was no exhaustive record of every building.  In paragraph 5.1 it stated that a more detailed audit would be undertaken but this had not been done.

Councillor Sarah Nelmes said she had attended the site visit and drove around the area.  This corner location was the only junction with a bungalow.

Councillor Chris Lloyd asked if any work had been done under permitted development to the rear of the property.  The Planning Officer advised that there were no records of works being undertaken.  

Ward Councillor Andrew Scarth said the bungalow was a significant feature in the Conservation Area and contributed to the mix of housing in the avenue.

Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said the most important aspect was the view from the road.  The bungalow was prominent on the junction and this would be lost with the development.  This bungalow was a key feature in the Conservation Area.

Councillor Sara Bedford asked on what grounds was the application being refused.  The Planning Officer clarified that the reason for refusal proposed was on the grounds that the existing property made a positive contribution but the scale and design of the development and loss of the bungalow would have an adverse impact on the Conservation Area.  

On being put to the Committee the motion that planning permission be REFUSED was declared CARRIED the voting being 7 For, 1 Against and 2 Abstentions.


RESOLVED:


That PLANNING PERMISSION BE   REFUSED for the following reason:
R1
The existing dwelling makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the street scene and the Oxhey Hall Conservation Area. By reason of the scale and design of the extensions and alterations, the proposed development would significantly alter the form of the existing bungalow and its front elevation resulting in the loss of this asset on a prominent corner plot location and reducing the variety of built form in the area. It would therefore adversely affect the character and appearance of the dwelling, streetscene and the Oxhey Hall Conservation Area. There is not considered to be public benefit to outweigh the harm to this heritage asset and the development would be contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1, DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013), the Oxhey Hall Conservation Area Appraisal (adopted 2007) and the NPPF.

PC42/17 
APPLICATION A:  

  

  

  

  17/1013/OUT - Outline Application: Part demolition of existing building and erection of replacement building to include 120 residential units and parking (all matters reserved), at 3 WOLSEY BUSINESS PARK, TOLPITS LANE, RICKMANSWORTH, WD18 9BL for Mr Shamir Budhdeo


APPLICATION B:


17/1015/OUT - Outline Application: Part demolition of existing building and erection of replacement building to include 60 residential units and parking (all matters reserved), at 4 SYMBIO PLACE, WOLSEY BUSINESS PARK, TOLPITS LANE, RICKMANSWORTH, WD18 9BL for Mr Shamir Budhdeo

APPLICATION C:

17/1179/OUT - Outline Application: Demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park). Construction of replacement building to include 643 flats with underground parking for 1176 cars (all matters reserved), at SYMBIO POINT, UNITS 3 AND 4 WOLSEY BUSINESS PARK, TOLPITS LANE, RICKMANSWORTH, HERTFORDSHIRE, WD18 9BL

The Planning Officer reported that in relation to the planning history at section 1, that six further applications have been validated since the publication of the Committee agenda.  These did not affect the report or recommendations before the Committee.
Further correspondence had been received from the applicant following the publication of the Committee agenda.  This provided responses to the reasons for refusal, requesting that the LPA reconsiders their recommendations and also highlights that the applicant was willing to work with the LPA to provide additional information to overcome objections.  Whilst the comments are noted, having considered them in light of the relevant policy and the nature of the proposed development, Officers are not minded to alter the recommendations.

In relation to R4 of application 17/1013/OUT, R5 of application 17/1015/OUT and R6 of application 17/1179/OUT, should a satisfactory Section 106 agreement be completed then these reasons for refusals would be overcome, however given the overall recommendation for refusal this could be dealt with as part of any appeal process.  In relation to R4 of application 17/1015/OUT, if a Section 106 agreement was competed to secure a level of affordable housing in accordance with the viability evidence this part of the reason would be overcome, however the issue regarding the mix of housing proposed would remain.

Councillor Reena Ranger said the setting of the development, the scale of all three buildings, the insufficient mix of housing, the lack of infrastructure and footpaths, the fact that the bus route would only be subsidised for a limited time, the shortfall in parking, no transport links and a significant lack of amenity space all demonstrated that these applications should be refused.  Paragraph 7.6.5 of the report acknowledged the impact on the neighbours including the local commercial activities.
Councillor Sarah Nelmes said this was an employment area for the future, and these applications if approved would mean the loss of the business facilities.

Councillor Peter Getkahn said building a development of this size would be unsustainable and would not provide the amenities families required. There should be a mix of homes for families.

Councillor Chris Lloyd moved, seconded by Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst, that planning permission be refused for all three applications A, B and C.
On being put to the Committee the motion that planning permission be refused for applications A, B and C was declared CARRIED the voting being unanimous for all three applications.


RESOLVED:


That PLANNING PERMISSION 17/1013/OUT (APPLICATION A) BE REFUSED for the following reasons:


R1
The application site is within an allocated Employment Area and the proposal would result in a net loss of Class B1 (office) floor space.  The site would be an unsustainable location for housing and the development would undermine the Spatial Strategy for the district.  The proposal would therefore be contrary to Policies CP1 and CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014). 

R2
The site is remotely located with regard to services and access and is not within an existing sustainable location and it has not been demonstrated that the location could be made sustainable.  The NPPF seeks to ensure that patterns of growth make the fullest possible use of public transport and that developments that generate significant movement are located where the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised.  The proposal is contrary to these strategic aims which seek to achieve a sustainable pattern of development and would undermine the Spatial Strategy of the Core Strategy.  The development would accordingly fail to comply with Policies CP1, CP2, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and the NPPF.


R3
The proposed development would fail to provide sufficient and usable amenity space to the detriment of the residential amenities of future residential occupiers.  This is contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1 and DM11 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the NPPF.

R4
The proposal would generate a requirement for a Travel Plan and Construction Management Plan, and these would require monitoring to ensure effectiveness.  In the absence of a signed agreement to provide for this monitoring under the provisions of Section 106 of Town and Country Planning Act 1990, it has not been demonstrated that the development would not adversely affect the highway.  The proposal would also result in a requirement for fire hydrant provision.  The application therefore fails to meet the requirements of Policies CP1, CP8 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).



Informative:


I1
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 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 have engaged in pre-application discussions regarding the development of the site and further information has been submitted through 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.


That PLANNING PERMISSION 17/1015/OUT (APPLICATION B) BE REFUSED for the following reasons:


R1
The application site is within an allocated Employment Area and the proposal would result in a net loss of Class B1 (office) floor space.  The site would be an unsustainable location for housing and the development would undermine the Spatial Strategy for the district.  The proposal would therefore be contrary to Policies CP1 and CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014).

R2
The site is remotely located with regard to services and access and is not within an existing sustainable location and it has not been demonstrated that the location could be made sustainable.  The NPPF seeks to ensure that patterns of growth make the fullest possible use of public transport and that developments that generate significant movement are located where the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised.  The proposal is contrary to these strategic aims which seek to achieve a sustainable pattern of development and would undermine the Spatial Strategy of the Core Strategy.  The development would accordingly fail to comply with Policies CP1, CP2, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and the NPPF.


R3
The proposed development would fail to provide sufficient and usable amenity space to the detriment of the residential amenities of future residential occupiers.  This is contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1 and DM11 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the NPPF.

R4
The proposed development fails to meet the requirements of Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and SPD: Affordable Housing (approved June 2011) in that the scheme would not provide policy compliant affordable housing and the level of provision proposed has not been adequately justified on the basis of viability evidence.  The proposed housing mix would also fail to meet the requirements of Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and no evidence or justification has been provided to support the proposed housing mix.

R5
The proposal would generate a requirement for a Travel Plan and Construction Management Plan, and these would require monitoring to ensure effectiveness.  In the absence of a signed agreement to provide for this monitoring under the provisions of Section 106 of Town and Country Planning Act 1990, it has not been demonstrated that the development would not adversely affect the highway.  The proposal would also result in a requirement for fire hydrant provision.  The application therefore fails to meet the requirements of Policies CP1, CP8 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).




Informative:


I1
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 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 have engaged in pre-application discussions regarding the development of the site and further information has been submitted through 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.

That PLANNING PERMISSION 17/1179/OUT (APPLICATION C) BE REFUSED for the following reasons:


R1
The application site is within an allocated Employment Area and the proposal would result in a net loss of Class B1 (office) floor space.  The site would be an unsustainable location for housing and the development would undermine the Spatial Strategy for the district.  The proposal would therefore be contrary to Policies CP1 and CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014).

R2
The site is remotely located with regard to services and access and is not within an existing sustainable location and it has not been demonstrated that the location could be made sustainable.  The NPPF seeks to ensure that patterns of growth make the fullest possible use of public transport and that developments that generate significant movement are located where the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised.  The proposal is contrary to these strategic aims which seek to achieve a sustainable pattern of development and would undermine the Spatial Strategy of the Core Strategy.  The development would accordingly fail to comply with Policies CP1, CP2, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and the NPPF.


R3
The proposed development, by reason of its excessive height, width, scale, bulk and building-to-plot ratio which would not allow adequate provision for amenity space, would be cramped, excessively dominant in the street scene and surrounding locality and would have an adverse impact on the landscape.  It would represent overdevelopment of the site on these grounds, to the detriment of the visual amenities, appearance and character of the street scene and the area as a whole.  This is contrary to Policies CP1, CP3 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1 and DM7 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies (adopted July 2013) and the NPPF.

R4
The proposed development, by reason of its excessive scale, bulk, height and close proximity to existing buildings, would result in an overbearing and overdominant form of development and overlooking to the detriment of the visual and residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers at The Dell, Glendale and The Oaks, contrary to 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).

R5
The proposed development, by reason of its excessive scale, height and indicative design (including layout/arrangement of flats) incorporating extensive glazing and balconies and relationship with existing development, would result in unacceptable levels of overlooking of a number of the proposed residential units and would create an overbearing sense of enclosure that would be experienced by a number of the residential units to the detriment of the residential amenities of future residential occupiers.  The proposed development would also fail to provide sufficient and usable amenity space.  This is contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1 and DM11 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the NPPF.

R6
The proposal would generate a requirement for a Travel Plan and Construction Management Plan, and these would require monitoring to ensure effectiveness.  The proposal would also generate a requirement for a Sustainable Transport Contribution.  In the absence of a signed agreement to provide for this monitoring/contribution under the provisions of Section 106 of Town and Country Planning Act 1990, it has not been demonstrated that the development would not adversely affect the highway.  The proposal would also result in a requirement for fire hydrant provision.  The application therefore fails to meet the requirements of Policies CP1, CP8 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).


Informative:


I1
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 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 have engaged in pre-application discussions regarding the development of the site and further information has been submitted through 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.

PC43/17
17/1207/FUL – Proposed single storey rear extension at SILFIELD HOUSE, THE GREEN, SARRATT, HERTS, WD3 6BP for Mrs Brenda Goodwin


17/1217/LBC – Proposed single storey rear extension at SILFIELD HOUSE, THE GREEN, SARRATT, HERTS, WD3 6BP for Mrs Brenda Goodwin
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Rose spoke in support of both the applications.

Councillor Debbie Morris said the speaker had said that the extension would not be apparent from the lane but the Officer had advised it would be.  The Planning Officer clarified that the extension to the rear would have the potential for some views from Red Lion Lane.
Sarratt Parish Council made comments on the FUL application which provided a new access for safety reasons but would not be visible from The Green or Red Lion Lane.  It would only be visible when driving up Red Lion Lane. 

Councillor Debbie Morris asked if the applicant could implement both this application and application 16/161/FUL.  The Planning Officer said in planning terms the applicant could build both applications on the site.
Councillor Chris Lloyd moved an amendment to the recommendation, seconded by Councillor Sarah Nelmes, that planning permission be granted subject to conditions including a time limit, in accordance with the plans and materials to be submitted and that Listed Building Consent be granted.  

Councillor Sara Bedford said you could not have two extensions on the same piece of land and asked if a condition could be added to stop the previous application being built.  The Planning Officer said planning permission could be granted subject to the completion of a Section 106 agreement not implement application 16/1614/FUL.  Both the proposer and seconder agreed to this amendment.
On being put to the Committee the amendment to the FUL application that planning permission be granted subject to a Section 106 and conditions was declared CARRIED the voting being 9 For, 0 Against and 1 Abstention




RESOLVED:
That Planning Permission 17/1207/FUL be granted subject to completion of a legal agreement not to implement 16/1614/FUL; and planning conditions relating to time limit, approved plans and materials.

Post meeting note: The applicant’s agent has been contacted in order to progress the legal agreement.

On being put to the Committee the LBC application was declared CARRIED the voting being unanimous.

RESOLVED:

That Listed Building Consent for application 17/1217/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: 2269/01, 2269/02, 2269/03, 2269/04, 2269/05.


Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the proper interests of planning, to protect the character and appearance of the Grade II Listed Building and 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).
C3
Before the building operations hereby permitted are commenced, samples and details of all proposed external materials, including windows and other openings 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 preserve the special architectural interest of the Grade II Listed Building 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).
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.

PC44/17
17/1393/FUL – Addition of roof lantern and rear shaded panels to existing single storey rear extension and alterations to landscaping and fenestration at 57 WINTON DRIVE, CROXLEY GREEN, WD3 3RB for Mr and Mrs Osman.
Councillor Chris Lloyd moved, seconded by Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst, that planning permission be granted subject to Conditions.
On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being unanimous.


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: 172003-D-01, 172003-D-02, 172003-D-03, 172003-D-04, 172003-D-05, 172003-D-06, 172003-D-07, 172003-D-08, 172003-D-09 and 172003-D-10.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt, in the proper interests of planning and in accordance with Policies CP1, CP9, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM6, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C3
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 Policy DM1 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
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 development maintains/improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.
PC46/17
17/1436/AOD– Approval of Details: Details pursuant to Condition 18 of hybrid planning permission 16/0005/FUL comprising layout, scale, appearance and landscaping for Phase 2 at LAND AT SOUTH OXHEY CENTRAL for Countryside Properties PLC
The Planning Officer reported that the British Pipeline Agency had no objection as the site was not within a zone of interest.

Hertfordshire Highways had no objection. They noted that there had been consultation with the Highway Authority and that the proposed development was unlikely to have a severe negative impact on the surrounding road network.
Councillor Reena Ranger asked for clarification on the parking arrangements.  The Planning Officer advised that the parking had been agreed as part of the outline application at Condition C45 and stated that not less than 430 parking spaces be provided across the development as a whole.  This was clarified in paragraph 7.7.4 of the report.  The masterplan showed public parking of 167 spaces with an additional 13 spaces over the original 154 minimum requirement and residential parking of 108 spaces.  Details on the parking would be clarified to Members when a report came back to the Committee for determination.
Councillor Sarah Nelmes asked if every property would have some outside space.  The Planning Officer advised all the properties would have some private amenity space. The mews houses would have private rear gardens, the ground floor flats would have terraces or courtyards and the other properties would have balconies which could accommodate a small table and chairs.
Councillor Debbie Morris acknowledged that every dwelling would have some amenity space but there would be a shortfall of amenity space based on the policy requirements. Was there any chance it could be increased?  Herts Constabulary had not responded as a consultee and it was important details were provided on lighting, CCTV and security provision.  Could the proposed business use be included for the next report?  The Planning Officer advised that retail use at first floor level was now not feasible and only office space at ground floor level was available.
Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said on page 167, paragraph 7.19.2 it referred to Section 106 contributions for accessible leisure and open spaces.  Should there also be a contribution to public open spaces.  Paragraph 7.5.10 and 7.5.11 referred to the vertical sky component target and currently the daylight would be less than the 27% skylight required.  He wanted the applicant to look to overcome this.  The Planning Officer advised that the table on page 167 of the report was correct with regard to the Community Infrastructure Levy.
Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst said that the leisure and open spaces contribution through provision of Henbury Gardens should be made clear. Daylight in the kitchens and living rooms was essential especially when using kitchen appliances.  


RESOLVED:



Members noted that there was no recommendation for approval or refusal at this stage in the consideration of the application.



Noted the report, and made the comments listed above with regards to the material planning issues raised by the application.
The Committee wished to record their thanks to Joanna Bowyer for all her years of work at the Council, noting that the Council would miss her contributions.

CHAIRMAN
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