LINDFIELD PARISH COUNCIL


Minutes of the meeting of the Planning and Traffic Committee held on 27 September 2011 at the King Edward Hall, Lindfield.

The meeting commenced at 8.00pm. 
Present:
Mr C Snowling (Chairman)
Mr A Gomme (Vice Chairman) 
Mr M Amor
Mr W Blunden

Mr L Corp

Mrs M Hersey

Mr S Hodgson 
Also Present:
5 members of the public 
In Attendance:
Mr P Hemsley
58. 
WELCOME AND EMERGENCY ANNOUNCEMENTS
58.1
The Chairman welcomed those present and announced the emergency procedure for the King Edward Hall. 
59.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
59.1
Apologies were received from Mrs Chatfield and Mrs Upton and the reasons accepted.

60.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
60.1
Cllr Hersey stated that she reserved the right to express a different opinion from that given at this meeting, when present at meetings of the Mid Sussex District Council’s (MSDC’s) Central Area Planning Committee (CAPC) or at any other meeting which subsequently considered any matter discussed at the present meeting, having seen the Officers’ reports and heard representations from members of the public and fellow members. Cllr Snowling stated that, if he were called upon to substitute at the CAPC, he reserved the right to express a different opinion from that given at this meeting should the CAPC agenda include any matter discussed at the present meeting, having seen the Officers’ reports and heard representations from members of the public and fellow members.  
60.2
Cllr Gomme declared a personal interest in Items 4ii) and 4iii), planning applications 11/02709/TEL56 and 11/02710/TEL56 for the installation of BT DSLAM Telecommunications Cabinets, as he had orchestrated a campaign to have faster broadband in the village. 

61.
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND TRAFFIC COMMITTEE HELD ON 6 SEPTEMBER 2011
61.1
The Chairman called for approval of the Minutes of the Planning and Traffic Committee meeting held on 6 September 2011. It was AGREED to APPROVE the Minutes and the Chairman SIGNED the Minutes as a true record of that meeting. 
62.
PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND OTHER MATTERS REFERRED TO THE PARISH COUNCIL BY MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR CONSIDERATION
62.1
For each application, the observations of the members who had specifically studied the plans were read out before any public comments and discussion by the Committee. 
62.2

11/02624/FUL – 67A SUNTE AVENUE
ERECTION OF ONE PAIR OF SEMI DETACHED CHALET STYLE PROPERTIES, BEING A CHANGE OF USE FROM STORAGE AREA AND YARD.

Mr Marchant of 25 Chestnuts Close said he spoke for his own situation and also that of his neighbour at No. 24. He said the developers had put in an application which was then withdrawn and now hoped it would be acceptable as better. However, he did not think it was an improvement as the earlier objections did not appear to have been dealt with. He stated that the PC position was a substantial change from its last.
Mr John Jesson, Lindfield Preservation Society (LPS), said that he was not convinced that the issue of overlooking had been sufficiently addressed for Chestnuts Close and the LPS had the same concerns regarding traffic for the lane passing between the existing dwellings and with the issue of splays into Sunte Avenue.

Mr Harris, representing the applicants, said he would like to draw the Committee’s attention to the fact that the original application had been submitted after consultation with Mrs Sheath, the DC Case Officer, and following meetings on site. Having heard objections since, she had changed her views and the current application reflected further discussion with the DC and another site meeting. The applicants had reduced the overall height of the dwellings by 5 feet (1.517m) to overcome the difficulty of the overlooking. The approach road was 3 metres’ wide and in use since 1947; WSCC Highways had no objections. He said they could not reduce the bulk of the properties as that would impact on the garden space and parking. Consent had been given in 1947 for the current use of the site and that could be intensified with the result that it could continue in a far worse state than existing.
Members then discussed the application: Cllr Gomme said he stood by his comments; Cllr Amor said that any development had the possibility of detracting from neighbours but it was beneficial to tidy up the builder’s yard. The Chairman called for a vote: Cllr Gomme proposed the response as drafted; Cllr Amor seconded. There were 6 votes for the proposal and one abstention.
AGREED RESPONSE: “In view of the new trend towards encouraging more house-building, this small development on a brownfield site can be seen as an improvement on the existing builder's yard. We consider that this new application for the site addresses the unneighbourly issue that we raised with 11/00889/FUL previously. The reduction in height and the change to chalet style houses with only roof lights facing Chestnuts Close address the overlooking issue. The planting of a hedge/shrubs at the rear boundary of the new houses would further improve matters for neighbours. The traffic flow problem remains but is a matter for the new owners of these houses to resolve. As this site is within an Area of Townscape Character, it is important that suitable matching materials are submitted for approval. Subject to the above, we have no objections.”
62.3

3 members of the public left, two remained.
62.4

11/02860/FUL – 47 APPLEDORE GARDENS
TWO STOREY REAR EXTENSION COMPRISING KITCHEN/DINER AREA, TWO BATHROOMS AND ADDITIONAL BEDROOM AND STUDY. WIDENING OF FRONT DRIVEWAY (NOT DROP KERB).
Mr Jesson, LPS, said that there was a new side window overlooking the front garden of the neighbour (at No. 49) which could constitute overlooking.
Cllr Corp said that this ‘new town’ style of estate was completely open plan at the front with no hedges or trees and the neighbour would be no more overlooked by this window than any already there.

Mrs Rozz Thompson of the upstairs maisonette at No. 45b said that the height of the extension would cut out light to her landing; having visited the site, the Chairman confirmed that the landing was almost an extension of the living area. He proposed, and Cllr Corp seconded, the original draft response. The vote was unanimous for the proposal.

AGREED RESPONSE: “The neighbour in the upper flat next door has a large window overlooking the site of the proposed extension. This window provides light not only for her landing but also for the stairs. We suggest that before the Planning Application is assessed by Officers, measurements are taken to calculate the likely impact on this window. That apart, we see no objection to the application provided matching materials are used.”
62.5

11/02642/LBC – MALLING PRIORY, 88 HIGH STREET 

MAJOR REPAIRS TO FREE STANDING GARDEN SUNROOM.




AGREED RESPONSE: “No objection.”

62.6

11/02709/TEL56 – OUTSIDE 42 COMPTON ROAD
PROPOSED OPENREACH BROADBAND CABINET, INCLUDES ONE x DSLAM GREEN TELECOMMUNICATIONS CABINET LOCATED ON A CONCRETE PLINTH.



Cllr Gomme remained as he had personal knowledge which might inform the Committee.

Mr Jesson, LPS, said that the Society supported the enhancement of the digital networks in the village. This site was at the very edge of the Area of Townscape Character and shared a boundary with the Conservation Area (CA). He said he hoped it had not been positioned solely to avoid its being in the CA. He felt it would be better placed against the fence even if that were in the CA as it would be less prominent; moreover, in its proposed position it occupied a quarter of the width of the footway and stood out in an unsatisfactory way. He appreciated that the Committee had to comment on the plans before them; however, he believed the cabinet would be better sited on the opposite side of Hickmans Lane. In its current position it was unsatisfactory and should be resisted.
Cllr Gomme questioned the ownership of the land. He said that BT could not erect these cabinets on private property without permissions. The minimum width left on the footway would be within the regulations for these cabinets, which needed to be powered by and to make connections with existing cabinets. He said that siting was not done lightly by BT and the repositioning across Hickmans Lane may raise an issue of power.
Cllr Blunden said that, when first introduced to the street scene, such features were highly visible but soon blended and would not be noticed. Cllr Hodgson concurred. He felt it would quickly blend into the background. The site had been carefully chosen and, as the cabinet was green, there should not be a problem. Cllr Corp said that the grass verge was adopted by the WSCC and could be assumed to not be private. It would be an improvement if it were sited on the grass verge but he shared his colleagues comments that it was a part of life. The Chairman called for a vote: Cllr Blunden proposed and Cllr Hodgson seconded their draft response. The vote for was unanimous.


AGREED RESPONSE: “No objection.”
62.7

11/02710/TEL56 – OUTSIDE WALNUT COTTAGE, BACKWOODS CLOSE
PROPOSED OPENREACH BROADBAND CABINET, INCLUDES ONE x DSLAM GREEN TELECOMMUNICATIONS CABINET LOCATED ON A CONCRETE PLINTH.


AGREED RESPONSE: “No objection.”
62.8

11/02749/TCA – THE BOWER HOUSE, 135 HIGH STREET



THREE CONIFERS - FELL.


AGREED RESPONSE: “No objection.”
62.9

11/02769/FUL – HIGH BEECH, ROUNDWOOD LANE



TWO STOREY EXTENSION TO REAR.



AGREED RESPONSE: “No objection.”
62.10
11/02793/TCA – 6 HIGH STREET


REDUCE OVERALL CANOPY OF WALNUT BY ONE METRE.



AGREED RESPONSE: “No objection.”

63.
REPORTS ON ANY SIGNIFICANT PLANNING DECISIONS MADE BY MSDC AND THE PLANNING INSPECTORATE
63.1
The Deputy Clerk said that he had nothing to report.
64.
THE LIMES DEVELOPMENT

64.1
The Deputy Clerk reported that:

· The Japanese Knotweed on the edge of the Wilderness Field at the rear of two gardens in Dukes Road had been treated by the DC on 1 September 2011. He had been advised that the seeds were not viable in the UK.
· Ms Robyn Barnes of Barratt Homes had advised, by email on 21 September, that the route into The Limes site to the east, at the northern end of Eastern Road, would no longer be an emergency access but would be a “pedestrian and cycle route only”. She said that they would erect bollards to prevent any possible fly-tipping in the wooded area.

65.
REQUEST FROM ARDINGLY PARISH COUNCIL TO SUPPORT PROPOSAL TO ‘SAVE’ POLICIES AR1 AND AR2 OF THE MID SUSSEX PLAN

65.1
Members lent their unanimous support to the request from Ardingly PC to support their proposal to ‘save’ both Policy AR 1 of the Mid Sussex Local Plan that related to the Hanson’s asphalt plant - to and from which HGV traffic proceeded through Lindfield - and also to Policy AR2 regarding the Bluebell Railway that ultimately could have a social and economic impact on Lindfield. 
66.
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

66.1
There were no items of AOB. 

The meeting concluded at 8.40pm.
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