
THREE RIVERS DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning   Committee held in the Penn Chamber, Three Rivers House, Northway, Rickmansworth,   on Thursday 20 July 2017   from 7.30pm to 9.40pm.
Present:
Councillors Chris Whately-Smith (Chairman), Sarah Nelmes (Vice-Chairman), Rupert Barnes (substitute for Cllr Alex Hayward), Phil Brading, Marilyn Butler, Peter Getkahn, Stephen King, Chris Lloyd, David Major, Debbie Morris and Reena Ranger.
Officers:
Joanna Bowyer, Rob Morgan, Jane Rodens and Sarah Haythorpe.
Also in attendance: Councillors Alison Scarth and Andrew Scarth, Parish Councillors Owen Roe (Abbots Langley Parish Council) and Andrew Gallagher (Croxley Green Parish Council)
About 50 members of the public.
PC24/17
APOLOGISES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Alex Hayward with Councillor Rupert Barnes being the appointed substitute member.

P  C25/17
MINUTES


The Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on 22 June 2017 and the reconvened meeting held on 4 July 2017 were confirmed as a correct record and were signed by the Chairman subject to the following amendment:

Minute PC15/17, Page 5, the paragraph which starts “The Planning Officer said that in terms of the placement ……...” remove the last three words “as a whole” and insert the following text “The public benefit that would accrue would be wider than to the local area as it would be to the District as a whole.  A District-wide benefit was considered to be sufficient to outweigh the harm to the conservation area with regard to the public benefit test.”
P  C26/17
NOTICE OF OTHER BUSINESS


The Chairman announced that the applicant for applications (17/1207/FUL – Proposed single storey rear extension at SILFIELD HOUSE, THE GREEN, SARRATT, HERTS, WD3 6BP for Mrs Brenda Goodwin and (17/1217/LBC – Proposed single storey rear extension at SILFIELD HOUSE, THE GREEN, SARRATT, HERTS, WD3 6BP had requested that the applications be deferred.  The Committee agreed to defer discussion on the applications to the August meeting.
P  C27/17
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor David Major declared a registrable non-pecuniary interest in agenda items 10 and 12 (17/1290/FUL and 17/1136/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
PC28/17
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 one further objection had been circulated to Members of the Planning Committee stating in summary that:
· The houses in the Conservation Area did not have to be identical for uniformity to be met and those which were different should be afforded the same protection.

· Corner bungalows avoid narrow and cramped properties.

· Bungalows made a positive contribution to the character of the area and provide a range of size of accommodation.

· Proposed development was not sympathetic to the Conservation Area.
· The development was essentially a demolition and should be considered in line with those requirements.

Councillor Reena Ranger said there had been significant public interest in this application.  She asked if Officers were aware of how many bungalows were in the road.  She moved, seconded by Councillor Debbie Morris, that the application be deferred for a site visit to allow the Committee time to view the site in the context of the area.

The Planning Officer said he was not able to confirm the number of bungalows.  Councillor Chris Whately-Smith said the Conservation Appraisal document from 2007 did not include any details.

Councillor Debbie Morris said it was important to know whether the bungalow was one of only three original bungalows sited on external corner plots as stated by one of the objectors.  If this was the case it could influence the decision.  There were a variety of properties in the street with different designs and styles and the Committee needed to see this.

Councillor Chris Lloyd was not convinced about a site visit and asked what Members issues were.

Councillor Andrew Scarth said the streetscene was varied.  It was understood there were 8 single storey bungalows, with 3 in Oaklands Avenue.  Changing the bungalow to a house went against conserving the area.
Councillor Alison Scarth said the development design/scale would not preserve or enhance the character of the area and would change the open feel and modern windows and loss of the bay would not preserve the area.

Councillor Marilyn Butler and Councillor Sarah Nelmes both agreed a site visit would enable them to visualise the area.

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith said changes had been made to the glazed window panels and additional parking had been included.  

On being put to the Committee the motion that the application be DEFERRED for a site visit was declared CARRIED the voting being unanimous.



RESOLVED:

That the application be DEFERRED for a site visit and for clarification as to whether the property is one of three original to bungalows on corner plots, and details of other bungalows in the area.
PC29/17
17/0895/FUL – Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of a three-storey apartment block comprising 9 x two-bedroom residential apartments with associated parking, landscaping and alterations to access at 11 EASTBURY AVENUE, NORTHWOOD, HA6 3LB for Troy Homes Ltd
The Planning Officer reported that four further objections had been received raising points already covered at 5 of the report. 

Amended plans had now been received in relation to the detached bin store to show access to the store from within the site in addition to the access onto Eastglade. Conditions 2, 15, 16 and 17 should be updated to refer to the amended plans.
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Rupani spoke against the application and Mr Peter Biggs spoke in support of the application.


Councillor Sarah Nelmes said the development seemed grossly oversized for the site leaving no amenity space and exacerbating parking problems.

Councillor Peter Getkahn said the car parking had been provided by sacrificing the amenity space. The amenity space looked like screening which had been crammed in. It was an ill conceived and contrived form of development.

Councillor Debbie Morris said the application did not provide the required parking provision, there would be a lack of amenity space and it would have an impact on residential amenity.  She referred to pages 27 and 28 of the report, paragraph 8.4.5, which detailed there should be 18 parking spaces, 9 assigned and 9 unassigned but the development would provide  a shortfall of 4.  In paragraph 8.4.6 it stated that the development would be within 800 metres of the local public transport but the type of residents who may move into the flats would find this too far to walk.  The flats would probably come onto the market at around half a million to three quarters of a million pounds, with the residents having one or two cars.  They would not be reliant on public transport.  There was already a shortfall in parking in the neighbouring blocks. At The Limes there was a shortfall of 2.5 parking spaces, and at 15-17 Eastbury Avenue a shortfall of 5.5 spaces. This created an existing parking shortfall of 8 spaces.  Adding in the shortfall of 4 here it would make a total shortfall of 12 spaces.  The access via East Glade would be double yellow lined to enable the visibility splays to be maintained therefore less parking would be available.  There were also double and single yellow lines on this part of Eastbury Avenue.  The Pocklington House site had been refused initially as the parking would have been only 15m from the rear wall of the closest neighbour in Mount View.  The distance to the rear wall of 1 and 2 East Glade would only be 15.5m and would have an impact on the acoustic environment.  Table 1 on page 29 stated that 279 sqm of private amenity space would be required and there would be a shortfall of 156sqm, more than half of the Council’s required standards.  The parks in the area only provided small green areas and no private amenity space and were not a substitute. The lack of parking would impact on existing neighbours and future occupiers and it would be a contrived development.

Councillor Reena Ranger said this application would overdevelop the site with the new access from East Glade being the primary access.  For the 9 flats and potential guests the parking proposed would be inadequate.  The amenity areas on the plan showed a shortfall of space.  On page 15 of the report it stated this was a small scale development but this was not the case.  It was a large scale development on a corner plot.  On page 14 of the report, the refuse vehicle would block the access and East Glade when collecting the refuse.  The vehicle trip forecasts seemed conservative estimates.  This application would be over development, would result in noise pollution, insufficient parking and would have an impact on the traffic. The NPPF states there should be effective use of the land but this scheme did not provide any effective use.  Many of the reasons for refusal in 1988 remained today.  She sought clarification on where the boundaries would be.  She also advised that in this part of Northwood there was no access to the freedom pass. There was concern over back to back distances.

The Planning Officer advised that with reference to Pocklington House, that was a different site and application and the refused scheme proposed a greater number of parking spaces at the boundary.  It was not uncommon to have parking at the rear of a property, and there were other nearby examples of such provision.  Amenity space provision as detailed in paragraph 8.5.3 of the report and the table on page 29 referred to the usable balconies and terraces with space around the building providing additional space. The back to back distances to East Glade would exceed the 28m guideline distance with a distance of 31m from the balconies and terraces to the 1st floor, and greater separation to the 2nd floor. There would also be screening and vegetation.

Councillor Peter Getkahn proposed the application be refused due to over development, lack of amenity space, no provision for children and the development being cramped.

Councillor Phil Brading said the proposed amenity space provision would be relatively unusual relying just on a balcony.  A balcony could not be considered as quality amenity space.  This would be a large development with the loss of a lot of trees and hedges as detailed in paragraph 8.6.4 of the report which were all native species with only one new tree and new hedging to the front of the site.  There would be nothing to protect the trees on what would become a concrete jungle.  Drawings of the size of the bin store showed it would be a very small bin store.  What recycling arrangements would there be for food waste and residual waste?

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith stated with regard to the cycle parking provision there was a minimum standard required for 1 or 2 bedroom units with 5.5 spaces to be included.  There were two juliet balconies proposed and two projecting balconies on the 1st floor.  The Environment Protection Officer had looked at the size of the bin storage area and advised it was sufficient for the number of bins to be stored there. He reiterated to the Committee the reasons proposed for refusing the application which were overdevelopment by reason of the bulk and scale, shortfall of parking in the area of existing restrictions, insufficient amenity space, and impact on the neighbours through the siting of parking.


Councillor Chris Lloyd said it was important to agree the detail on why the application was to be refused.

Councillor Peter Getkahn approved the amendments to the motion, seconded by Councillor Debbie Morris.


On being put to the Committee the motion that planning permission be refused due to the overdevelopment of the site, shortfall of parking, amenity space provision, impact on the neighbouring residents with the final details to be circulated to the Committee after the meeting for approval was declared CARRIED the voting being unanimous.


RESOLVED:


That Planning Permission be REFUSED for the following reason:

R1
As a result of the shortfall of parking provision and amenity space to serve future occupiers, the scale and design of the development on the plot, and the layout including the proximity of the parking provision to neighbouring occupiers causing noise and disturbance, the proposal would result in a cramped form of overdevelopment which would adversely affect the character and appearance of the street scene and area, would result in additional pressure for parking in an area of existing restriction, and would adversely affect the amenity of neighbouring and future occupiers. The development would therefore be contrary to Policies CP1, CP3, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM9, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

PC30/17
17/1004/FUL - Demolition of existing dwelling and construction of replacement detached dwelling at GREEN HILL, SANDY LANE, NORTHWOOD, HA6 3ER for Mr Zaheer Sheikh
The Planning Officer reported that an email had been received from the applicant that raised points in relation to the Committee report before you. It was understood that the agent had forwarded the email on to all Members of the Committee.

In answer to the questions in the email dated the 12 July:

· The plans were measured electronically as there were scale bars missing off some of the plans and others were to a scale of 1:250 which is not recognised by the Local Planning Authority. 

· The depths referred to in the Committee report were accurate and were taken from the roof plan, therefore this included the depths of the eaves and would be maximum dimensions. The measurements in the letter from the applicant are also correct as from the floor plans.
· The height of the proposed dwelling when taken from the primary frontage is 9.9m.  The ground level rises towards the rear of the plot. Therefore the greatest height is taken.
· Paragraph 7.17 on page 47 should be corrected to read that there are two windows in both flank elevations of the current property at ground and first floor level. 

· Also paragraph 7.38 on page 50 should refer to an air source heat pump rather than solar panels. 

A subsequent letter had been received from the Planning Group Limited on behalf of the applicant, this was dated the 13 July. This had also been circulated to the Planning Committee before the meeting but in summary the letter stated:
· Crown roofs and roof level dormer windows are an accepted design on a number of properties in the surrounding area and the Frith Wood Conservation Area.

· The proposal will maintain a spacious area within the plot.

· It will be higher than the neighbouring properties but not overbearing to them. 

· Due to the proposed set back and extensive landscaping there would not harm to the views, in, or out of the conservation area. 

· The house will only be glimpsed from the passing point to the front of the property. 

· The house will be designed to have minimal impact and the applicant is prepared to accept conditions to remove all permitted development rights for extensions and alterations. 

· The amount of glazing referenced in 7.22 is not understood as this is a subjective opinion and cannot be substantiated. 

In regards to the alterations to the committee report from the email of the 12 July and the letter summarised from the 13 July it is considered that the recommendation to planning committee for refusal remains.
An additional objection letter had been received stating that there were inconsistencies in the Design and Access Statement submitted by the applicant. 

Councillor Phil Brading moved the recommendation to refuse the application, seconded by Councillor Peter Getkahn.

Councillor Debbie Morris asked if the height of the building at 9.9m included the roof lantern.  The Planning Officer said the roof lantern was additional to the 9.9m height.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Krimholtz spoke against the application and Mr Sheikh spoke in support of the application.

Councillor Reena Ranger said there was no objection to the replacement of the building, and there could be a condition regarding a construction management plan.  However, she was concerned about the bulk and scale and the impact it would have on the streetscene.  The existing house had been built sideways to the road but this would fill the plot and would be overbearing.  The design was not acceptable in terms of the width.

On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 10 For, 1 Against and 0 Abstentions.

RESOLVED:

That PLANNING PERMISSION BE REFUSED for the following reasons: 

R1:  
The proposed replacement dwelling by reason of siting, elevated position, excessive width, depth, height, and design including crown roof form, raised roof lantern and front dormer windows would create an obtrusive and excessively prominent form of development which would be detrimental to the spacious and sylvan setting of Sandy Lane and the nearby Frith Wood Conservation Area, therefore harming the appearance and character of the nearby Conservation Area. The development would be contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3, Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) the NPPF and The Planning (Listed Building & Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
R2: 
The proposed replacement dwelling by reason of its siting, excessive width, depth, height, bulk, massing and design including fenestration would create an excessively prominent, overbearing and obtrusive form of development resulting in a loss of residential amenity and loss of privacy to neighbouring dwellings. This would be to the detriment of the neighbours’ enjoyment of their private residential amenities, contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD.

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.
PC31/17
17/1121/FUL - Part single storey and part two storey side and rear extension at 79 SYCAMORE ROAD, CROXLEY GREEN, RICKMANSWORTH, HERTFORDSHIRE, WD3 3TE, for Ms Rashid
The Planning Officer reported that Condition C2 on page 57 should be updated with regard to the listed plans; the second 1654-010 01 in the condition, should be 1654-010 02.
Councillor Phil Brading said the 2015 permission was still in place.  The amendment was the proposed rear extension at first floor level.  If implemented it would not be any bigger than what was permitted before at ground floor level.  The development would reduce the sunlight in low seasons to No 81 but he was unable to see this as a sufficient reason to refuse the application.
The Planning Officer said the previous approved application would have the same impact on No 81. The ground floor extension would be 2.6m at its deepest part.
Parish Councillor David Gallagher spoke against the application stating the changes to the front of the house would be out of character in the road and it was about balancing the design of the houses and retaining the current frontage of the property.
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Ms Rashid spoke in support of the application.

Councillor Phil Brading said at this part of Sycamore Road and Valley Walk the houses were very much part character. The property opposite had filled in the front recess but was not significant enough to cause harm for there to be an objection.  There were no sufficient grounds for refusal.
Councillor Peter Getkahn had sympathy with the comments made with regard to the changes to the streetscene but there was very little the Committee could do. It was not a conservation area.  
Councillor Rupert Barnes said there was already a terrace and any change would affect the neighbours but the Committee were unable to stop home improvements and were unable to object to the application.
Councillor Debbie Morris asked if the front infill could be undertaken as per the previous application?  The Planning officer said the ground floor extension at the front already had permission and it was the first floor development which required planning permission.
Councillor Chris Whately-Smith moved, seconded by Councillor Phil Brading, that planning permission be granted subject to conditions with an amendment to Condition C2 to update the plan numbers.

On being put to the Committee the motion was declared CARRIED the voting being 9 For, 0 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: 1654-001 01, 1654-010 02, 1654-050 05, 1654-051 04 and 1654-055 03

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the proper interests of planning in accordance with Policies CP1, CP8, 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
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 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 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.
PC32/17
17/1290/FUL - Demolition of 24 existing apartments and redevelopment to provide 43 apartments (9 x one-bed and 34 x two-bed) and a three-bed dwelling house and associated development including parking and landscaping at 22-33 and 40-51 SUMMERHOUSE WAY, ABBOTS LANGLEY, HERTFORDSHIRE, WD5 0DY for Thrive Homes

The Planning Officer reported that to date, four neighbour objections had been received commenting that the proposal would be closer to neighbours and there would be more residents so it would cause overlooking; the buildings would impact on the character of the area; there would be loss of views, there would not be enough parking, there would be disruption during construction works, and raising concern about the location of refuse stores and damage to boundary fences and noise from vehicles.

Hertfordshire County Council Archaeology and Property Services had responded with no comments.
Hertfordshire and Middlesex Wildlife Trust had no objection subject to a condition to require provision of swift roosting cavities. 

Hertfordshire Constabulary Crime Prevention and Design Advisor had no objection but had provided advice with regard to ensuring future safety and security. 

The Sustainable Projects Officer had noted the proposed sustainability measures, although recommends that design measures are provided to reduce possible overheating.

Hertfordshire County Council Flood Risk Team had raised an initial objection on flood risk grounds as the currently submitted information was not considered to adequately address drainage and flood risk. The applicant was intending to provide further information to address these comments. 

The Housing Officer had also commented that unless it were demonstrated that the existing flats were unliveable or 24 units to replace the existing and 45% of the additional dwellings (a total of 33 affordable units) were provided, there would be an objection.

Abbots Langley Parish Council had objected to the proposed loss of 23 social rented units and replacement with affordable rented properties which, based on average house prices in the area would be considerably more expensive. The application would not result in gain of much needed social rented accommodation and the design of the new units is inferior to the original dwellings which have separate kitchens and larger bedrooms. If approved, a condition should require the social element of the development to remain as such in perpetuity.

These and any other comments received would be updated within the report to the future Committee on the application. 

Councillor Sarah Nelmes said it was important to have social housing of better quality but raised concern about the loss of social rented housing, and the affordability of affordable rent, the loss of amenity space and parking.  She also had concerns with regard to the financial viability.
Councillor Reena Ranger said in paragraph 7.4.10 of the report it stated that the 4 storey block would have an increased depth and height when compared to the existing block.  It was not clear whether there would be overlooking from the  balconies, there would be a shortfall in parking, a shortfall in cycling spaces. 

Councillor Phil Brading noted that there was an indication of parking to the front of No39.  The location of the southern block was closer to No39, what was the purpose of the block being closer?  Was it to create more parking? Would it be overbearing?
The Planning Officer noted that access was indicated to the front of No39 on some plans but this did not form part of the application site or proposal.

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith had concerns regarding the parking and the addition of a detached dwelling.  The proposed development should improve what was already there now.
Councillor Peter Getkahn said it was a bland application, the room spaces would be smaller with less parking and would impact on the social rented housing.
Councillor Chris Whately-Smith said some properties would be for shared ownership.
Councillor Debbie Morris said the heights of the existing blocks were already higher than the surrounding semi-detached dwellings so why was the proposed development even higher as this would not enhance the area in any way.

Councillor Rupert Barnes asked about the current parking arrangements.  The Planning Officer said there was currently no parking on the site.  Residents parked in the ‘lollipop’ area in Summerhouse Way as there was no parking allocation.  Paragraph 7.10.6 of the report advised there would be a shortfall of 41 parking spaces although currently there was a shortfall of 48 spaces.

Councillor David Major asked if the Council had nominations rights on the affordable rented accommodation and how long tenancies would be.  The Planning Officer advised that if approved,  conditions would require details to be submitted on the rent levels and nominations. Officers had not seen the nominations agreements or tenancy arrangements.  
Councillor David Major said that on page 68 of the report it stated that the northern block would increase to a 4 storey property which would mean that the property would require a second means of escape or a sprinkler system?  The Planning Officer advised that this would be a building control matter.
Councillor Chris Whately-Smith raised concern over overheating of the roof level accommodation. The Planning Officer said the units were maisonette type apartments.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 (B) Mr Burnham spoke in support of the application.

Councillor Sarah Nelmes said the Council welcomed more homes in the District and the increase in height would not be a concern, but there should not be overlooking. 
RESOLVED:
Noted there was no recommendation for approval or refusal of permission at this stage. 

Noted the report and were invited to make comments with regard to material planning considerations raised by the application which will then be referred to a future Committee for a decision.

PC33/17
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 


Both applications were deferred to the August meeting.
PC34/17
17/1136/FUL - Conversion of existing club house building to community building including cafe and function room with associated landscaping at YMCA, LEAVESDEN COUNTRY PARK NORTH, COLLEGE ROAD, ABBOTS LANGLEY HERTFORDSHIRE, WD5 0GU for One YMCA
There was an error at paragraph 8.16 on page 98.  The opening hours as proposed at Condition C6 on page 102 were suggested to be 7am to 10pm.

The Committee noted that the Leisure Committee Members had been concerned about the opening and closing of the facility and required details on who would do this, when and to ensure this would not impact on the local residents.  
Councillor Sarah Nelmes said replacing the existing facility would mean the facility would be used more and provide a better amenity facility for the local community.  

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith said this was a renovation not a new building.  He asked if an additional condition could be added to require an operational management plan.

Councillor Chris Whately-Smith moved, seconded by Councillor Phil Brading, that planning permission be granted subject to conditions and an extra condition requiring an operational management plan be added.

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: CP01 A, PL01 A, PL02, PL03, PL04 B and PL05 C
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt, to maintain the openness of the Metropolitan Green Belt and in the proper interests of planning in accordance with Policies PSP2, CP1, CP6, CP7, CP8, CP9, CP10, CP11 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM2, DM4, DM6, DM9, DM10, DM11, DM12 and DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and Policy SA5 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014).

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 Number PL-05 C; and no external materials shall be used other than those approved. 


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
C4
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 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.

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). 

C5
Should they be required, detailed proposals for the fire hydrants serving the development as incorporated into the provision of the mains water services for the development whether by means of existing water services or new mains or extension to or diversion of existing services or apparatus shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved details shall be implemented prior to the occupation of the development and shall be maintained in full operation until such time as the fire hydrants are adopted by the Fire and Rescue Authority for Hertfordshire.

Reason: To ensure the development is served with fire hydrants and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1 and CP8 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).

C6
The use hereby permitted shall not operate other than between the hours of 7am - 10pm Monday - Sunday inclusive of Bank Holidays.

Reason: To safeguard the residential amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and to protect the Metropolitan Green Belt in accordance with the NPPF, Policies CP1, CP11 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM2 and DM9 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C7
The development should be carried out in accordance with the Construction Plan (CP01 A) throughout the construction period.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and convenience in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM10 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C8
Prior to occupation of the development hereby permitted, an Operational Management Plan including details of how the function room will be let and managed shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be operated and managed in accordance with the approved Operational Management Plan.

Reason: In the interests of the local environment, residential amenity and highway safety in accordance with Policies CP1, CP9, CP10 and CP11 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM2, DM6, DM9, DM10, DM13 and Appendix 5 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 application form; the relevant form is available on the Council's website (www.threerivers.gov.uk). 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. The Council's Building Control section can be contacted on telephone number 01923 727132 or at the website above for more information and application forms.

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 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.

I4
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: 0845 6014523




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

(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).

I5
Notwithstanding the submitted plans, the applicant is advised that planning permission and/or advertisement consent may be required for any signage proposed at this site.
I6
Due to the presence of National Grid apparatus in proximity to the application site, the Applicant should contact National Grid before any works are carried out to ensure National Grid apparatus is not affected by any of the proposed works. Further 'Essential Guidance' can be found on the National Grid website at www.nationalgrid.com or by contacting National Grid on 0800688588.
CHAIRMAN
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