Minutes of EAP meeting held on Thursday 23rd April 2009 at Parish Office.

Present:  
David Chapman, Mike Fletcher, Kate Hayes, Mick Higgs, Sue Renaut, Kent Sandiford,
Clerk - Roger Brown 

Apologies:

None












      ACTION

1.
Minutes


The minutes of the last EAP meeting were agreed
1.1
Matters Arising from last full NPC & EAP notes 




None

1.2 
Existing Planning Applications

All applications responded to in line with notes and draft minutes of latest 

Full Council meeting and previous Council notes.
2.  
Planning Decisions
None since PC meeting
3.  
Planning Applications

3.1
TA/2009/320   3 Peytons Cottages, Nutfield Marsh Road, Nutfield… Erection of part single rear extension & part first floor rear roof extension

Date 02 April – 21 days - decision by 23/04/09

Decision – No Objection - Neighbours

3.2
TA/2009/219   Penhurst,  Kings Cross Lane, South Nutfield… Demolition of bay window to rear. Erection of sunroom to rear with assoc. balcony at first floor & installation of 1 No. Velux to west elevation & 2 No. Velux to east elevation

Date 09 April – 21 days – decision by 30/04/09
Decision – No objection – Neighbours

3.3
SCC Ref 2009/0042   Patteson Court Landfill, Cormongers Lane, Nutfield… Details of construction of storage facilities for oils, fuels or chemicals pursuant to Condition 6 of planning permission Ref: RE05/02694 10 March 2006

Date 09 April – 14 days – decision by 23/04/09

Comment – Concern of visual impact from high ground & increased air pollution

3.4
TA/2009/319   20-22 High Street, Nutfield…. Formation of vehicle access

Date 16 April – 21 days – decision by 07/05/09

Decision – No Objection – Neighbours

3.5
TA/2009/380   27 Kings Mead, South Nutfield… Erection of single storey side extension to provide porch/storage area

Date 20 April - 21 days – decision by 11/05/09

Comment – No objection – Neighbours
3.6 TA/2009/308  Maryland, Kings Cross Lane  South Nutfield… Demolition of existing dwelling. Erection of 6 dwellings with associated parking and access onto Kings Cross Lane. (Outline)  

Lengthy discussion took place on the question of Affordable houses mixed with large private dwellings, adjacent to Green Belt land, what “Gifted to the Parish” meant, the comments from the Housing Officer and also residents comments submitted to TDC. It was decided the Clerk write a draft letter of objection and which was agreed and sent to TDC Planning as follows: 
“Nutfield Parish Council has considered this application and has taken into account residents comments already submitted and has concluded that it should be REFUSED.

This is the fourth attempt by this developer to gain planning permission for a back-land development, running in parallel with TA/2009/307. Our comments are unchanged from the previous applications, with the exception that this application amounts to a mixed housing density on the site, affordable and large residential, allowing even more vehicles to be potentially parked on and exiting the site. This would be completely out of character with the surrounding properties and area than the previous applications. The developer has included “affordable houses” without any comment on how these are to be owned or administered. What does “gifted” to the Parish entail – no detailed explanation as to who would offer these properties or administer them? We also question again the contact comments quoted by the applicant regarding TDC planning officer’s recommendations. It seems odd for a developer to erect two affordable houses at the entrance to a small group of four well designed 4/5 bedroom properties.

It should be noted that a similar application to develop in the gardens of adjacent properties in Kings Cross Lane was made in 2000 and rejected by both Tandridge District Council and again on Appeal. The general arguments against development in this area at that time by the Inspector are the same for this proposal as then.

· The proposed site is a back-land development and would give a hard edge to the transition from settlement area to Green Belt. It is not infilling. TDC Core Strategy has washed over Nutfield with Green Belt.

· The mixed housing density and type of houses proposed would be out of character with that part of Kings Cross Lane which is semi-rural with small bungalows with large gardens set back from the road.

· The area opposite the proposed site is open grassland which is used extensively by young children as a play area. To introduce more vehicles in constant use would be a hazard

· The proposed two storey buildings would overlook the existing properties on either side with windows looking directly into their gardens.

· Public transport from the village is very limited and the train service to Redhill/Tonbridge is being reduced from two to one per hour off-peak. There is a major problem with parking in the centre of the village particularly at school times and at the weekends. The school is 1.2km from the site

· The local school is already over subscribed and most probably could not accommodate the likely number of children from these houses.

It should be noted that, if this proposal were to be accepted it would set a precedent for this section of Kings Cross Lane which would make it difficult, if not impossible to refuse permission to build in other adjacent gardens which could result in a further 10 or more affordable houses being built in front of more dense housing, transforming the semi-rural area into a heavily populated one.”
REFUSE :  NPC request this application goes the ‘Development Committee’. 
3.7
TA/2009/307  Maryland, Kings Cross Lane  South Nutfield. 

Demolition of existing dwelling. Erection of 12 dwellings together with associated parking, cycle spaces and access to Kings Cross Lane. (Outline)

Further discussion took place on the question of a total Affordable housing estate on this site, adjacent to Green Belt land, the comments from the Housing Officer and the comments submitted to TDC from residents. It was decided the Clerk write a draft letter of objection and which was agreed and sent to TDC Planning as follows: 
“Nutfield Parish Council has considered this application and has taken into account residents comments already submitted and has concluded that it should be REFUSED.

This is now the third attempt by this developer to gain planning permission for a back-land development. Our comments are unchanged from both previous applications, with the exception that this application amounts to increased housing density on the site allowing a greater number of vehicles to be potentially parked on and exiting the site. This would be even more out of character with the surrounding properties and area than the previous applications. The developer has gone down the route of applying for “affordable housing” without any comment on how this is to be owned and administered. The demand figures from the TDC Housing Enabling Officer should be examined carefully, as the applicants may have ticked many location boxes and not just Nutfield. We also question her involvement in this application, as well as the contact comments quoted by the applicant regarding TDC planning officers recommendations.

It should be noted that a similar application to develop in the gardens of adjacent properties in Kings Cross Lane was made in 2000 and rejected by both Tandridge District Council and again on Appeal. The general arguments against development in this area at that time by the Inspector are the same for this proposal as then.

· The proposed site is a back-land development and would give a hard edge to the transition from settlement area to Green Belt. It is not infilling.

· The density and type of houses proposed would be totally out of character with that side of Kings Cross Lane which is semi-rural with small bungalows with large gardens set back from the road.

· The area opposite the proposed site is open grassland which is used extensively by young children as a play area. To introduce more vehicles in constant use would be a hazard

· The proposed two storey buildings would overlook the existing properties on either side with windows looking directly into their gardens.

· Public transport from the village is very limited and the train service to Redhill/Tonbridge is being reduced from two to one per hour at off-peak times. There is a major problem with parking in the centre of the village particularly at school times and at the weekends. The school is 1.2km from the site

· The local school is already over subscribed and most probably could not accommodate the likely number of children from so many 2 bedroom houses.

It should be noted that, if this proposal were to be accepted it would set a precedent for this section of Kings Cross Lane which would make it difficult, if not impossible to refuse permission to build in other adjacent gardens which could result in a further 40/50 more affordable houses being built transforming the semi-rural area into a heavily populated one.  

REFUSE:  NPC request this application goes the ‘Development Committee’.
4.  
Any Other Business
Clerk received a letter from Jeff Dungate on behalf of the Football Club, requesting a temporary Portakabin unit to be allowed to be sited on the Memorial Hall plot, thus saving costs pumping waste from the planned location lower on the field. This would be used as a changing room for 2009/10 season. It will not affect proposed re-build of hall as they would not start until late 2010 at earliest. Also requested whether NPC would apply for planning permission on their behalf? 

Agreed that Clerk reply to Mr Dungate stating the EAP committee would not oppose this unit being sited on the plot, subject to approval from full Council, but with certain proviso’s and conditions as shown in draft of Clerks letter below:
Dear Mr Dungate

Temporary Portakabin 9.75m x 3.00m x 2.40m at Memorial Hall site

Thank you for your letter dated 13th April, received on 20th April at the Parish Office, regarding approval to locate a Portakabin on the site of the old Memorial Hall for the 2009/10 season.

Your request has been passed to the Environment & Planning committee and, subject to final approval by full Council on 6th May 2009, the committee would not oppose this temporary structure to be sited on the plot of the old Hall. I will advise you after that date if full approval has been ratified but I must remind you that this letter is no guarantee of a successful agreement.

However, the EAP committee would wish to make you aware of the following conditions:

· Council will not, and cannot, apply for the necessary planning permission from Tandridge District Council for this temporary structure. Council cannot seek planning permission on behalf of a third party and it must be for the Football Club to do this independently. I am sorry that we cannot assist you in this matter and, whilst we appreciate you would make a saving on these costs, it is not lawful practice for a council to do this.

· Council would require you to advise all local residents of this proposal and to send copies of all responses to the Clerk.

· Council would also require due notice of any re-connections to mains services and all costs incurred for re-connection, together with future metered charges whilst the unit is in situ, must be borne by the Football Club.

· Council has received numerous complaints recently regarding litter left on site after football matches. We wish to receive your assurances that all litter, bottles etc are taken from the ground following all matches played on site and that no bags are left, as no refuse collection will be made there until a new hall is erected.

· Council wishes to make it clear to the Football Club that “The Parish has a right to use the Memorial Field for the benefit of Parishioners”, as bequeathed by Charles Maw in the original Title Deed and that it is not for the exclusive rightful use of the Football Club.

Council would like to receive your agreement to these conditions prior to the Council meeting on 6th May before a vote will be taken. 

Yours sincerely

Roger Brown

Clerk to the Parish

End of EAP committee report
Date of next meeting:  8.00pm 27th May 2009 in the Parish Office, Village Hall, S. Nutfield
