

PTM 04 23   
[bookmark: _Hlk523741982]                                            Planning & Transportation Committee held on
                                            Monday 17th April 2023 at 1845 in the Village Centre

Minutes

Present: Cllr. Radford (Chair), Cllr Manton, Cllr Picot.
In attendance: Zoe Brookman (Clerk) and 1 Parishioner
1. Apologies: None
2. Declarations of interest: Cllr Manton 23/00791/LDCEX – Cherry Tree Cottage Main Road TN14 7LH- Friend of applicant.
3. Decisions:
Granted:
[image: ]
Erection of single storey side extension with lantern rooflight. Infill of existing
porch.
Granted 7th March
Refused:
           Appeals:
[image: ]
Demolition of the existing property and erection of a new replacement
property, with associated landscaping works and parking including
electric vehicle charging point. Removal of fence and replacement with
brick wall.
Comments:
We strongly object to this appeal. Despite the attempts by the Planning Agent to discredit the original justified observations by both the Parish Council and multiple residents, our objections remain. We do not consider any of the Planning Agents counter arguments as justified however, a simple visit to the location would justify all objections lodged. 

           Appeals granted:
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Demolition of existing garage and workshop. Erection of part single, part two storey extension with basement. New front porch and alterations to fenestration.
Granted 2nd March 
           Appeals: Refused:
No longer valid:
Withdrawn:
Prior Approval not Required:
4.  Applications Received
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Certificate of Lawfulness to confirm implementation of permission
20/03261/FULford Demolition of single storey garage and plant room. Conversion of
existing outbuilding to provide two bedroom dwelling erection of single storey extension,
creation of garden utilising part of existing garden land serving Cherry Tree Cottage and use of existing access, has now occurred and is therefore extant.

Comment only:
We note the confirmation but would like to see details regarding the parking space permission and charging point.
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Demolition and rebuilding of garage. Erection of a lobby between garage and
dwelling. Demolition of existing rear extensions. Erection of part two storey and part single
storey rear extension. Balconies. New chimney. Alterations to fenestration.
Comment by 19th April

Object
Whilst we are mindful of the justification for this application clearly the floor area calculations indicate a very substantial increase over the original dwelling and there is Insufficient historical data on the floor area covering the ‘original’ dwelling and a series of subsequent building works.
We therefore seek clarification on this key issue.

The recent High Court decision that the 'original dwelling' is the dwelling as it existed in 1948, and therefore the 50% increase limit is to be calculated on those dimensions.
The information in their application clearly exceeds this limit so a revised application making adaptations to the existing bulk form might be more appropriate. Also, a mobile home is not eligible as substitute bulk/footprint.

Whilst we appreciate the reason for special circumstances, we are unable to comment upon whether this is, in itself, warrants planning approval.

We are sympathetic for the need of appropriate accommodation however; we have reservations about the extent of which the property has been previously developed and the impact that this latest application has on the total volume of this property. This proposal would result in excessive bult in the Green Belt. Given the size of the existing property, we are surprised that more consideration has not been given to the potential conversion of the existing loft space.

We fail to understand the justification for the new rear facing dormers when there is no proposed use for the adjacent floor space.

If Sevenoaks are minded to grant this application we would request that all Permitted Development Rights be removed.
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Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of replacement dwelling

Object:
We strongly object to this application of which the majority of our objections to the various previous application still remain valid for this application. We are surprised to see yet another attempt to redevelop this land.

We appreciate the Planning Officer has a list of previous applications for this entire site, but must draw attention to several significant omissions - due to the various names of some earlier and very significant applications.

In chronological sequence the full list (under three different titles) is:
1964 The Royal Oak (Orpington Urban District Council WK/7//64/625) Tamplins Brewery ‘alterations and additions’ (granted but not implemented) showing: 1. Specific illustration of Red and Blue land showing the curtilage (red) as opposed to land in possession (blue) the field behind the pub. 2. Original square footprint of the building + two very small side extensions.

1981 The Tally Ho (SE/81/01735) Watneys Brewery ‘extension to car park’ (granted and implemented) Confirms designation of Red and Blue land and footprint of building.
1983 The Tally Ho (SE/83/00237) and (SE/83/00249) ‘single storey rear extension to form kitchen’ (second of the two applications granted)

1985 The Tally Ho (SE/85/01703) ‘alterations to existing public house incorporating restaurant’ (refused 1986 and Appeal dismissed 1987)

1989 The Tally Ho (SE/89/00646) ‘proposed 2 storey rear extension’ (granted, BUT actually also has a single storey pitched roof in addition to the 2 storey described)

1990 The Tally Ho (SE/90/01940) ‘retention of bottle store, pergola, kitchen extension, carport and change of use of adjacent building to restaurant and stationing of caravan’ (refused)

1991 The Tally Ho (91/01065) as above, amended by letter and plans (granted)

1993 The Tally Ho (93/01430) ‘2 storey pitched roof extension to rear of existing public house as additional and amended plans ’ (granted)

1995 The Tally Ho (95/01045) ‘2 storey private dwelling and hard standing for 2 vehicles’ (refused)

1996 ROYAL OAK COTTAGE (96/00681) ‘rebuild as 2 storey dwelling with hard standing for 2 cars’ (refused)

1997 ROYAL OAK COTTAGE (97/00141) ‘proposed rebuild….’ (withdrawn)

1997 ROYAL OAK COTTAGE (97/02043) ‘details of facing materials re planning permission 96/00681’ - ? but this was refused !! (withdrawn)

1997 ROYAL OAK COTTAGE (97/02212) ‘replacement dwelling house as revised drawing’ (granted)

2000 ROYAL OAK COTTAGE (00/01251) ‘detached garage’ (refuse)…….’Inappropriate development in Green Belt. It represents change of use of land associated with the Tally Ho Public House to residential garden area and represents inappropriate development in the Green Belt contrary to MGB 3 of the Kent Structure Plan and GB 2 of the Sevenoaks Local Plan.

1998 The Tally Ho (98/01643) ‘2 storey pitched roof extension to rear of PH as additional/amended plans’ (granted)

2004 The Tally Ho (04/02491) ‘demolition of existing outbuildings and erection of single storey store and kitchen as amended/revised plans’ (granted)

2005 The Tally Ho (05/00001) ‘retention of storage building on temporary basis, required during construction of replacement outbuilding’ (granted)

2006 The Tally Ho (06/02420) ‘amendment to previously approved single storey store replacing existing outbuilding’ (granted)

2017 The Tally Ho (17/01740) ‘demolition of existing A4 outbuildings. Erection of 4 No tourist log cabins and associated works’ (refused and Appeal dismissed 2018)

2018 The Tally Ho (18/03116) ‘change of use of a public house to a dwelling and associated works to include in-out access, fence and alterations to fenestration’ (non-determination – allowed at Appeal)

We reiterate our comments from previous applications that the original 1948 footprint of the Royal Oak Public House can be firmly established and that the position of the original back wall of the property is clearly defined as is the associated residential curtilage.

We consider it to be entirely illogical for this application to be validated whilst the current appeal for 2 new build houses is still yet to be determined, the intentions behind this remain unclear, we would therefore ask the Planning officer to refuse this application pending the outcome of the current appeal.  

It is with deep concern that the outbuilding that we have pointed out as being omitted from all previous applications is now being advertised on this application as an appealing feature.

There appears to be a contradiction on the Design and access statement that states that the family want to stay there, this makes us question how this can be the case as the house is currently up for sale.
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Conversion of timber framed barn and connected stables and shed into a
dwelling. Demolition of modern agricultural building and workshop building and erection of
garage.

Comment only:
Whilst we support proposed work on Barn conversion; we feel there have been no changes to the layout from the previous application and we still have concerns about the proximity of the new garage structure to mature trees shown on the aerial photographs. We would request that tree protection measures be implemented.

We also have concerns that the new car port/garage is in fact a 2 storey structure with potential to become a self-contained unit and we would strongly request a condition ensuring that it is not permitted its own hereditament, we would also request that permitted development rights be withdrawn in this case.
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Conversion of timber framed barn and connected stables and shed into a
dwelling. Demolition of modern agricultural building and workshop building and erection of
garage.

Comment only:
Whilst we support proposed work on Barn conversion; we feel there have been no changes to the layout from the previous application and we still have concerns about the proximity of the new garage structure to mature trees shown on the aerial photographs. We would request that tree protection measures be implemented.

We also have concerns that the new car port/garage is in fact a 2 storey structure with potential to become a self-contained unit and we would strongly request a condition ensuring that it is not permitted its own hereditament, we would also request that permitted development rights be withdrawn in this case.

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

5. Transportation Matters
It was noted that the extension to the ULEZ zone due to come in to place in August has been referred to Judicial Review. We note with interest that the basis upon which the Judicial review was granted very closely aligns with the objection letter sent by the Parish Council in June 2022.

Meeting ended: 20.08


Signed……………………………………………………………………


Date………………………………………………………………………….
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23/00656/FUL PARK FARM DEERLEAP LANE KNOCKHOLT TN14 7NP
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23/00657/LBCALT PARK FARM DEERLEAP LANE KNOCKHOLT TN14 7NP
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APP/G2245/W/22/3310609 SHAMROCK POUND LANE KNOCKHOLT TN14 7NA


