

PTM 02 22   
[bookmark: _Hlk523741982]                                            Planning & Transportation Committee held on
                                            Wednesday 9th February 2022 at 1900 in the Village Centre

Minutes

Present: Cllr. Radford (Chair), Cllr Manton, Cllr Picot.
In attendance: Zoe Brookman (Clerk) and 1 Parishioner
1. Apologies. Cllr Little.
2. Declarations of interest:  Ray – 21/04247/FUL - Near neighbour.
3. Decisions:
Granted:
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Single storey front extension.
Granted 28th January

Refused:
           Appeals:
           Appeals granted:
           Appeals: Refused:
No longer valid:
Withdrawn:
Prior Approval not Required:
4.  Applications Received 
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Demolition of existing property and erection of new property, with landscaping works and the erection of a dual carport.

OBJECT:

We strongly object to this application as it is contrary to policies: -
 
NPPF para 127... sympathetic to local character and history; para 131...so long as they fit in with overall form and layout of surroundings 
Core Strategy policy SP1 ...new development should respond to the distinctive local character of the area in which it is situated 
ADMP policy EN1 (criteria for development to be permitted) …if the form of the proposed development would respond to the scale, height, materials and site coverage
The proposed ridge height is far greater than the adjacent properties, aggravated by the site topography.
EN1 bulk, height, scale and form
           EN2 amenity protection                                                                                                                                              
           We fully support the technical objection and comprehensive summary made by No 1. 
           Pound Lane, the adjacent property.    
We refer to the SDC Planning Officers’ comments on applications previously granted for both adjacent properties:
             1 Pound Lane SE/09/02752/FUL
· ‘Improvements to the physical environment will be achieved by setting high standards for new development and its relationship to existing buildings and spaces.’ 
· ‘All new development should be subject to rigorous design and sustainability criteria so that the distinctive character of the village is not damaged.’  
· ‘I am satisfied the scale, design and siting maintain the existing character of this central village location and would not appear dominant when viewed against the scale and position of neigbouring sites’

             Mounthawke Pound Lane 19/03298/HOUSE
· ‘…would not appear prominent or intrusive in the street scene’
· ‘…would maintain the current visual amenity in the street scene as the extension would maintain the pattern evident with the row of dwellings. The roof design of the extension would reflect that of the existing dwelling and as such would soften the impact of the extension’
· ‘…would match the pattern of the street scene.’
‘…the proposed materials would mirror that of the existing street scene and a condition can be imposed to secure this’
· ‘Overall the proposed extension would reflect the context of the street scene, of a design which is sympathetic and would not have a negative impact on the dwelling in terms of its overall form and size.’
· ‘The development would preserve the character and appearance of the area and would respect the context of the site. It would not be harmful to the street scene.’

To summarise this proposal is not in keeping with local amenities and would dominate the street scene being totally out of character in its location, which importantly is directly opposite Pound Cottage, one of the oldest cottages in Knockholt, possibly dating back to the 1700s. This proposal would cause urbanization of an otherwise rural street scene. 

The proposed materials show no reflection of any brickwork or other local characteristic and is contrary to the planning officers’ previous statements on street scene.

The windows in the basement area makes the basement a habitable space which counts towards floor area and also raises the ground floor level by around a metre and consequently the roof height.

The intrusive high carport, adds unnecessary built form to the street scene.

We note that the application is described as residential however, the proposal includes a second kitchen which would suggest a commercial element.

We fail to understand the agent’s attempts to justify this design which is in such close proximity to adjacent properties and clearly contravenes current planning policies. 

Furthermore, we are confused over the ownership of the property due to the disparity of the different names in the 2 applications.

We support any neighbour’s legitimate concerns.
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Details pursuant to condition 8 (external lighting) of planning permission 21/01409/FUL

           Comment only:
The proposed Up down lighters are not wildlife friendly. We have concerns that the combination of deforestation and increased lighting will have an adverse effect upon the indigenous wildlife which is not in keeping with the aims and intentions of ‘enhanced biodiversity. Furthermore we would suggest that any nest boxes and similar should be of a higher specification such as the schwegler type boxes. 
           To our knowledge there are at least 2 species of indigenous bats in the area; pipistrelle and 
           long eared, both of whom will be adversely affected.
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Details pursuant to condition 10 (enhance biodiversity) of planning permission 21/01409/FUL

Comment only:
We have concerns regarding the excessive cut back of mature trees carried out on this site. It appears that single trunk trees that have not previously been coppiced have been felled and roots grubbed out. This was not part of the re-coppicing permission (21/03160/WTPO) for 'Randles Farm' granted to the Tree Services Tonbridge (with no reference to the associated conditioned permitted replacement build) especially as it involves a remaining part of Closeheath Wood, acknowledged as Ancient Woodland and the advice given was to consult the Forestry Commission'


Once again, we insist that any planting or hedging should be indigenous and any attempt to change the status of the currently coppiced land should be prohibited.

5. 	Other Planning Matters
1. a. Sevenoaks Local Plan and Fort Halstead. 
Nothing further to report.


6. Transportation Matters
Nothing further to report.

Meeting ended:20:25




Signed……………………………………………………………………




Date………………………………………………………………………….
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21/04267/DETAIL LAND NORTH OF RANDLES RUSHMORE HILL KNOCKHOLT


image4.emf
21/04268/DETAIL LAND NORTH OF RANDLES RUSHMORE HILL KNOCKHOLT
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21/03752/HOUSE WHITE COTTAGE POUND LANE TN14 7ND
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21/04247/FUL SHAMROCK POUND LANE KNOCKHOLT TN14 7NA


