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MINUTES

OF THE MEETING OF

Councillor R Belcourt (in the Chair)

Councillors Mrs K Belcourt, M Dearden, A Ewart-James, S Hayward,
M Lyons and A Mayne

I Councillor J Oliver

Mrs J Lawford — Plans & Works Clerk

% % " & L (

It was
) ( Councillor M Dearden
)( Councillor K Belcourt and

*  — That the Minutes of the Plans and Works Meeting held on the 17* July
2007, having been previously circulated, be signed as a correct record.

%
Councillor M Dearden declared prejudicial interests in planning applications
Y07/0944/SH as he had a business property in the vicinity and had made representations
to Shepway District Council in regard to the application.
Councillor Mrs K Belcourt declared a personal interest in Y06/1287/SH - District
Secretary for Housing.
Councillor A Mayne declared a prejudicial interest in Min No 136/07 — resident of
Stade Street.

- % % )
+
It was
) ( Councillor Mrs K Belcourt
)( Councillor A Mayne and
x>

, That the Meeting stand adjourned.

Mr Brandon, Mr Taylor & Mrs V Danner spoke regarding planning applications -
Y07/0944/SH. Mr Ludlow spoke regarding planning application Y07/0472/SH.-

Please see attachment for public comments which are attached but do not constitute part
of the Minutes.
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It was then
X ¢ Councillor Mrs K Belcourt
)( Councillor A Ewart-James and
* 0, & & L/ 01 2 3
"HHS > C_ %% X

Karyl Rimmer the Environmental Community Officer Supervisor at Shepway District
Council gave a presentation to Members regarding the role of the Environmental
Community Officers and the issues that are being dealt with by them on a daily basis.

It was

)(C Councillor Mrs K Belcourt

)( Councillor R Belcourt and

, That Shepway District Council put signs on all litter bins through
Hythe, with advice that litter bins are multi purpose and that bagged dog waste can be
disposed of in these bins.

"#4% ] 6
It was

) ( Councillor A Ewart-James
)( Councillor M Dearden and

*  —That the following observations be made:-

17 .| 1.1

DETAILS

22 Brockhill Road, Hythe, Kent CT21 4AE
C 85" 9:% Erection of a detached garage to front (re-submission of | ;
Y06/0406/SH).

Applicant: Mr & Mrs W J Osmond

Land adjoining Westside, Seabrook Road, Hythe, Kent 1l << 3 =;. &
C $4 % Erection of a pair of semi-detached town houses and ;3 & &

associated parking and creation of vehicular access | . 1. 3.
(alternative scheme to that approved under Y06/0768/SH). 2 ! 12 32 <
Applicant: Peterhouse Development

Meadow View, Blackhouse Hill, Hythe
5 > Reduction to a monolith of one Willow tree the subject of = / 1 ;.
Tree Preservation Order No. 11 of 1996 =11+

Applicant: Mr Prior

64 Albert Road, Hythe, Kent CT21 6BT
C § 47 Erection of a rear conservatory following demolition of | ;
existing.

Applicant: Mr P Blackburn

116-118 High Street, Hythe, Kent CT21 5LE
C § 44 Listed Building Consent for the retention of non-illuminated | ;
fascia sign and display of 1 non-illuminated projecting sign.
Applicant: Patisserie Francaise Limited
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Flats 1 & 2 Sandown Marine Parade, Hythe, Kent

Erection of rear extensions, erection of detached garage to the
rear and other external alterations.

Applicant: Mrs D Sutton & Mr R Kingsley

T#:$

Tanga, Lympne Hill, Lympne, Hythe

Increase in height of roof to provide additional living
accommodation.

Applicant: Mr & Mrs P Large

8%

70 Dymchurch Road, Hythe, Kent CT21 6JX

Erection of a single storey rear extension, installation of 2
extraction flues and other external alterations.

Applicant: Mr G Cannadine

- O#$

16 Woodlands Drive, Hythe, Kent CT21 5TG
Erection of a first floor side extension and front porch.
Applicant: Mr & Mrs Bedwell

-08$

Red Lion Hotel, Red Lion Square, Hythe, Kent

Listed Building Consent for the installation of an awning to the
front elevation.

Applicant: Enterprise Inns Plc

9%

Red Lion Hotel, Red Lion Square, Hythe, Kent
Installation of an awning to the front elevation.
Applicant: Enterprise Inns Plc

C §9 %

93A Seabrook Road, Hythe, Kent CT21 5QP

Erection of a two storey extension with first floor access steps
together with regarding of drive and formation of new access.
Applicant: Mr Karpetas

C §9"

Flat 3, 14 Marine Parade, Hythe, Kent
Erection of a storage building.
Applicant: Mary E O’Donnell

C §9":8

The Ridge, 28 Fairlight Road, Hythe, Kent

Erection of a single storey rear extension, single storey front
extension to first floor and alterations to front dormer windows.
Applicant: Mr & Mrs A Kyle

C §9"9%

75 High Street, Hythe, Kent CT21 5 AJ
Erection of a security camera to front elevation.
Applicant: The Royal Bank of Scotland Group

C §9 ¢

75 High Street, Hythe, Kent CT21 5AJ

Listed Building Consent to erect a security camera to front
elevation.

Applicant: The Royal Bank of Scotland Group

(G

19 Cobay Close, Hythe, Kent CT21 6AA
Erection of a rear conservatory.
Applicant: Mrs J Gore

C § 9448

Springfield, Dental Street, Hythe, Kent

Redevelopment of site for the erection of 10 flats, in a three-
storey block partly above lower ground floor parking,
associated external parking and landscaping, following
demolition of existing dwelling.

Applicant: Rogate Holdings Ltd

C §9"

Hythe Lawn Tennis Club, Twiss Road, Hythe, Kent

Reduction in height to hedgerow situated in a Conservation
Area.

Applicant: Hythe Lawn Tennis Club

C §9"

Briarwood, 1 Blackhouse Hill, Hythe, Kent

Felling of Willow, Plum, Cherry, Ash and Sycamore trees with
replanting and works to 1 Copper Beech, 6 Sycamore and 2
Lime trees the subject of Tree Preservation Order No. 19 of
2006.

Applicant: Mr C Bashford

C §$9:48

17 Brockhill Road, Hythe, Kent CT21 4AE
Erection of a first floor rear extension.
Applicant: Mr J C Chard
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§ 8"

Whitegates, Whitegates Close, Hythe, Kent CT21 6BB
M) Minor elevational amendments to planning application ;
reference SH/06/1287.

Applicant: Kent County Council Adult Services & Housing.

n#>$

"'#8$

** Councillor M Dearden declared a prejudicial interest, and left the room for the vote
and discussion on this application.

It was then
X ¢ Councillor Mrs K T Belcourt
)( Councillor M Lyons and
*  — That the Committee requests that Shepway District Council investigate

issues raised in Mr Ludlow’s statement during the public session regarding planning
application Y07/0472/SH, and a full structural survey be carried out on the site.

( x

It was

) ( Councillor R Belcourt
)( Councillor M Dearden and

, That Councillor J Oliver report on this matter at the next Plans
and Works Committee meeting.

It was

) ( Councillor Mrs K Belcourt
)( Councillor A Ewart-James and

* , That the Meeting stand adjourned.
*#*% Councillor A Mayne spoke as a member of public regarding this issue.

Please see attachment for comments which are attached but do not constitute part of the
Minutes.

It was then

)X ¢ Councillor Mrs K Belcourt
)( Councillor S Hayward and

> , That the Meeting be re-convened.
%%

The correspondence received from Councillor M Dearden to Kent Highway Services was
discussed by Members.

It was

) ( Councillor Mrs K Belcourt
)( Councillor A Ewart-James and
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, That Hythe Town Council support the letter written by Councillor
M Dearden and it requests Kent County Council to investigate the matter further.

% L, * *
It was
) ( Councillor R Belcourt
)( Councillor S Hayward
*x

— That a letter be written Kent County Council requesting that all signs and
lights obscured by overgrown vegetation throughout Hythe be cleared as a matter of
urgency.

The meeting closed at 10.44 am

Dated this Day of 2007

................................................. CHAIRMAN



* Mr P Brandon spoke regarding planning application Y07/0944/SH. He told the Committee that
he spoke on behalf of 19 people who would be immediately affected by the development.

“Traffic dangers: The addition of a high density site on Dental Street will result in an even more
serious traffic problem than exists at the moment. The appointment by the developers of traffic
consultants who have produced results showing only moderate speeds in Dental Street is
disingenuous. Dental Street is a congested street with no pedestrian paths, that is in constant use
by vans delivering to the Post Office, Police cars from their office (sometimes at considerable
speed), delivery trucks delivering to the back of the shops on the High Street and articulated
lorries so large they have only millimeters spare between themselves and parked cars. No
sensible driver approaches driving in Dental Street at speed because it is so dangerous. Also
drivers and pedestrians using the junction with Dental Street, Tanners Hill and Station Road
need great care with vehicles accelerating fast from the lower roundabout at the end of the High
Street creating considerable hazard. This is the situation at this time, before the completion of
the high density ‘Merindol site’. Adding to this a high density development at the ‘Springfield’
site will eventually lead to serious consequences for users of Dental Street.

Size of development: We are concerned about the size of the proposed building and its concrete
footprint. At the moment the surface water drains in Dental Street are overwhelmed during
heavy rainstorms leading to surface flooding along the street. This can only get far worse with
the addition of two high density sites, Merindol and Springfield, both with large footprints. Also
we would ask if any survey had been done to ascertain the ability and suitability of the sewerage
system to take so much additional flow. Nineteen new dwellings in no more than fifty metres of
each other adds considerable strain to the existing facilities.

Height of building: The height of the proposed building is of great concern. Higher than the
existing building, with windows to the rear gardens which has been, until now, private. Again
the developers are disingenuous in showing that Foy’s will not be ‘overshadowed’ on certain
dates in the year. This is of little comfort when you are overlooked.

Conservation Area: We feel that the remit of those concerned with the continuance and upkeep
of a conservation area need not support pastiche historical style when considering new
developments. But what we do object to is the current fad for nasty boxes totally at odds with
their surroundings. If this development is allowed Hythe will suffer a further rash of
architectural desecration and more developments consisting of an undistinguished large box
sitting on a large concrete slab which will replace fine houses and buildings of character, the
type of which is rapidly disappearing from the centre of Hythe.”

* Mr Taylor spoke regarding planning application Y07/0944/SH. He agreed entirely with the
previous speaker (Mr Brandon). Mr Taylor read out the letter he sent to Shepway District
Council expressing his objection to the planning application.

* Mr Ludow spoke regarding planning application Y07/0472/SH.

“I speak today not only on behalf of Mr Deeney and Mr Cowell who are present with me, but
also for all residents within the locality that will be affected by this development who cannot
attend due to work or other commitments.

Apologies for absence, but support for the objection therefore come from;

Mr & Mrs Potter, Mr C.E.O. Holloway, Mr & Mrs Maytum, Mr & Mrs Ludlow, Mrs M
Rowlands, Mrs J Crott, Mr Davis, Mr & Mrs Cowell, Mrs C Hughes, Mr & Mrs McKay, Miss
Sweet and Mr Jones.

Members of the committee, we do not object to a reasonable development on this site, far from
1t.



What we object to is this unreasonable development; its total unsuitability for the location in
terms of its size, its access and parking, its illogical description as “family homes” and the
congestion it will inevitably cause on this busy corner lack spot of Seabrook Road. Our
objections are reinforced by the opinions of local estate agents who if the committee cares to ask
simply believe that the proposed development is not commercially viable given the asking price
for the land. Our opinion is that this permission is sought purely to maximize disposal at
auction.

We also object to the irregularities surrounding this application; namely the fact that it is posted
as an alternative scheme, when in fact it is a new scheme.

We object to the fact that the original permission Y06/0768/SH has not been retrospectively
cancelled by SDC despite the fact that SDC knows that it would have illegally occupied part of a
neighbouring property, was contrary to extant enforceable covenants and therefore impossible.

We object to the fact that SDC actively seem to using the erroneous Y06/0768/SH to push this
current scheme through.

We wish the committee to note and investigate the fact that correspondence has apparently gone
missing within SDC.

We wish the committee to note the opinion of some residents that they were being ignored until
Michael Howard MP became involved thereby forcing replies from SDC, and those replies were
considered evasive and unsatisfactory.

We wish the committee to consider the opinion of some residents that there may be sufficient
grounds to merit asking SDC staff to clarify the history of their working and personal
relationships with members of the development team.

The committee should also know that when clearing this site the developer undermined a
retaining wall on the neighbouring property causing it and the bank behind to collapse, and that
nothing can happen till the legal dispute this precipitated is resolved.

We note that this committee registered support on July 17" for this proposal, but before any
further recommendation by Hythe TC Plans & Works Committee we ask on behalf of all named
residents;
1. That the committee familiarise themselves fully with all correspondence and objections
concerning both Y06/0768/SH and Y07/0472/SH.
2. That the committee seeks full legal qualification of the validity of Y06/0768/SH before
any consideration of Y07/0472/SH as an “alternative scheme” can be undertaken.
3. That the committee familiarise themselves with all legal charges and covenants currently
in force upon this property.
4. That the committee enquires of SDC whether it is the case that any officers of SDC
should remove themselves from this application for any reason.

Thank you”

* Mrs V Danner spoke regarding planning application Y07/0944/SH. She felt that Shepway
District Council was biased in regard to this planning application, and that they held a “cavalier
attitude”.

*#* Councillor A Mayne spoke regarding his concerns over traffic on Stade Street, in which he
lived. He remarked that parking and speeding along Stade Street was a major problem.
Councillor A Mayne told the Members that he was seeking a special dispensation from Shepway
District Council to speak further on this matter.



