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Westwell Parish Council

Minutes of a Meeting of the Parish Council

         Held on Thursday 20th February 2020 at 2.00pm in the Parish Hall
1. Present and Apologies
Cllr Mrs Drury (Chairman), Cllr Bainbridge (Vice-chairman), Cllr Mrs Wyatt, Cllr Mrs Richards, Cllrs Butcher, Bartlett, Hutchinson and Lister, and Mrs S Wood (Clerk). Apologies were received from Cllr Ms Farrington (prior commitment).  
2. Declarations of Interest
There were no Declarations of Interest.
3. Planning
3.1 Planning applications
3.1.1  20/00113/AS  Yonsea Villas, Maidstone Road, Hothfield
Erection of garage to serve house no 2 as approved under planning permission 11/00073/AS
It was noted that the proposal matches the existing garage, which serves house no 1.  No change in road access is proposed in this application.  It was proposed that no objection be made to the application.
Resolved:

That no objection be made to the application.                                                                  ACTION  SW
3.1.2  20/00163/AS  Kingsland Grove, Kingsland Lane, Westwell
Single storey side and rear extensions
The property is in the AONB but is isolated.  There are no restrictions as to the size of the footprint.  It was proposed that no objection be made to the application, because it is an isolated house in the countryside and no neighbours would be affected.

Resolved:

That no objection be made to the application, because it is an isolated house in the countryside and no neighbours would be affected.                                                                                  ACTION  SW
3.2  Planning applications received after distribution of the agenda

3.2.1  20/00202/AS  The Old Stores, The Street, Westwell
Demolition of existing single storey extensions and erection of two storey side and single storey rear extension
The proposed extensions match those of the other semi-detached in the pair.   There would be no overlooking of neighbours, notwithstanding the proposed fenestration; there have been no neighbour objections.  The build line would move slightly to the rear.  It was felt that the application would upgrade and improve a building in the Conservation Area and match the existing.  It was proposed that the application be supported and there should be no reason for a delay in the decision.
Resolved:

That the Parish Council supports the application.  It is an upgrade and sensible improvement to a building in the Conservation Area, and matches that of the semi-detached in the pair.  There should be no reason for a delay in the decision.                                                                  ACTION  SW
3.3  Matters arising on other planning applications

3.3.1   Wheel Mews:  The Chairman advised that Councillors Bainbridge Drury and Farrington  met with Baxters’  site manager Phil to  review the  progress of the building work against the specification and conditions.  The facing brickwork is being done to match the immediately adjacent wall of the Wheel Inn including some blue bricks. The brickwork being built is good match to the Wheel and overall the effect of blue mix and blue ends is 40/ 60 as delivered. It was agreed that the same colour mix should also be used on the chimneys.  The other materials reviewed were the roof tiles.  It had been thought that there was a large difference between the specified tiles and the ones being used and removal would be necessary.   However after careful comparison of the tiles installed and those on surrounding buildings  viewed from the rear – the Wheel Inn, Underwood and the Old Vicarage – it was evident that the tiles installed are almost the same as those specified and  actually a very good match with those  surrounding , and having a rough surface would also weather satisfactorily. There was therefore no need to remove and replace and building would continue. 

The application to Discharge Conditions was refused.  The Chairman reported that Baxters’ architectural agent has advised that, because the conditions were refused rather than partially discharged, a new application will have to be submitted.  It was noted that the Borough Council should have partially accepted the Conditions rather than a refusal – the wrong process was followed.  Building is likely to continue while a new application is submitted to correct the mistakes made by the Borough Council.  The Parish Council will continue to monitor the build.  The ward member and Planning Portfolio holder are being kept apprised of the situation.
3.3.2   Tutt Hill Barn:   Conversations have taken place between the owner of Tutt Hill Barn Farmhouse and the applicant regarding management of trees and a possible land swap to make access easier to the site; an update is awaited.  The Parish Council had been thanked for its assistance but no further action is needed by the Parish Council at this time.
4. Pre-submission (Regulation 14) consultation on the Charing Neighbourhood Plan
The Chairman and Cllr Bartlett will draft the Parish Council’s submission on the Charing Neighbourhood Plan, with particular reference to its impact on Westwell.  It was noted that a Neighbourhood Plan must not be in conflict with the Local Plan but can be used to challenge details in outline permissions given under the Local Plan.                                           ACTION  CD / TB
5. Parish Council’s comments on the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Local Plan
The Chairman’s draft comments were tabled and are attached to the Minutes.   The Vice-chairman queried the comments on Question 2; the Chairman advised that the definitions arose from a High Court decision.  It was proposed that the response to Question 2 be amended to state that the Parish Council supports Option 3.  It was further proposed that the comments as amended be submitted.

Resolved:

That the Chairman’s comments, as amended, be submitted.                                           ACTION  SW
6. Ratification of the Parish Council’s letter to UKPN regarding the undergrounding works
The draft letter to UKPN asking that the undergrounding be scheduled as soon as possible was tabled.  It was proposed that it be sent to UKPN.
Resolved:
That the letter asking that the undergrounding be scheduled as soon as possible be sent  to UKPN                                                                                                                                              ACTION  SW
7. Adoption of the 2019 Financial Regulations
The draft Financial Regulations were tabled.  It was proposed that that they be adopted as amended.  
The appointment of a councillor to verify bank reconciliations for all accounts produced by the Responsible Financial Officer [the Clerk] will be agreed at the March meeting.              ACTION SW
Resolved:

That that the Financial Regulations 2019 be adopted as amended.

8. Migration of the Parish Council’s website

To be discussed at the March meeting.
9. Review of Public Rights of Way in the parish

An article in The Times reported that Public Rights of Way would be extinguished if not on the Definitive Map. The Chairman advised that all footpaths in Westwell parish are on the Map, with the exception of a small length of path on Beechbrook near Denne’s Mill.  This cannot be reinstated because of resistance from the landowner.  It is not known if the Definitive Map shows the amended parish boundary; this will be taken up with the PROW office.                   ACTION  SW
10. Items for next Parish Council meeting
10.1  KALC Annual survey
10.2  KALC Joint Parishes Planning Committee, discussion document:  Defining the Ashford Urban/Rural Boundaries.  The discussion document proposes that Sandyhurst Lane should be the Ashford Urban boundary; the Chairman noted that since the Westwell parish boundary change all of Sandyhurst Lane should be rural.
11. Date of next meeting
Monday 2nd March 2020
The meeting closed at 3.15pm.


Agenda item  5

Gypsy and traveller   Reg 18 Options consultation – draft response
These responses are based on experience and ongoing contacts with traveller community residents and neighbours  that the parish council has in Westwell parish.  

Options  Question 1. Plan Objectives 
1. Establish borough wide need 

2. Plan for 5 yr supply of deliverable pitches and developable pitches 

3. Identify sites in non-isolated locations having access  to services and without  undue pressure on settled communities. 

4. Identify sites and include criteria based policies for  windfall pitches  which protect local environment and landscape 

5. Monitoring framework and annual assessment   

 Propose changes as follows  :

Whilst acknowledging the planning requirement for  a  5-year supply Westwell parish council questions whether objectives 2  and 3 are  realistic : 2 invites failure if  deliverable sites are not submitted.  Is it really necessary to say, in objective 3, that sites should be in ‘non- isolated’  when in practice “ non –isolated” is often not what the traveller community or the settled community wish for and forcing this situation  can go against promoting “peaceful and integrated  coexistence” as set by national policy.     Also as windfall is proving to be a successful delivery route, as set out in the introduction, should not this be the primary objective. WEstwell parish council supports  the objective to protect local environment and landscape. 

Reasoning; 

Westwell parish council has 10 years recent experience of working with traveller residents and the neighbouring settled residents and adjacent manufacturing plant.  The issues noted in the introduction of perceived unfairness in planning and different cultures and behaviours  have all been experienced in the area.  Planning has been by retrospective temporary permissions for pitches. There is now, inline with policy S44, a permanent permission for a single pitch (Bridgewood Farm) , however the plans approved in decision 19/00943 still show the adjacent area as a traveller site. This is not  correct for a permission for one pitch. 

  In addition to  trying to ensure that  there can be “peaceful coexistence” for one pitch the parish has been very occupied with stopping the illegal occupation and “commercial activity “ by other travellers on adjacent land owned by  Highways England.  These have been ancillary activities impacting on the settled community  as well as impacting on the safety of the motorway by bonfires and access.   We are pleased that by the combined efforts of the Borough Council and the Parish council Highways England have finally taken action to block access.

 It is this “pressing the edges” on planning as well as “ associated activities “ that may occur alongside a pitch that need to be taken into account in a sound plan .

In support of the need to protect  the local environment and landscape in objective 4  we remind the Council of paragraphs 77 and 78 of the Inspector’s Final Report on the Examination of the local plan of 2 January 2019 :

Paragraph 77: Site S44 (Watery Lane, Westwell) is within the AONB.  Although located between the M20 and a railway line an Inspector previously found that the proximity of these negative landscape elements places a greater emphasis on the need to protect remaining open areas (Ref: APP/E2205/A/13/2190874).   It might be possible to limit the visual effects of the 4 pitches proposed at the rear of the site but these measures themselves would be likely to appear artificial.  More fundamentally there is no justification for allocating pitches in an area which has the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty when other options might be possible through the emerging development plan.  Indeed, a good number of the sites rejected through the SA for the ALP were not within the AONB.

Paragraph 78 :However, there is an existing pitch along the site frontage which has temporary planning permission.  This is very well screened so that the impact on the AONB is negligible.  Subject to securing noise mitigation measures this site is suitable for a single gypsy and traveller pitch.  Therefore whilst the original allocation is not justified a lesser area can be allocated and MM43 [ amendment to the submission version of policy S44]  is recommended accordingly.

This sets out the Inspectorate’s position precisely  and means that criteria policies should avoid AONBs and by implication that sites by exception (as S44) in the AONB should not be considered developable. 

Options Question 2  PPTS vs Cultural Need

 The Parish Council has no opinion on whether the number of pitches should be for travelling families only( option 1) – PPTS definition – or should also take account of  cultural need , i.e those who are settled but identify culturally as Gypsies or Travellers, whether as a total number (option 2) or through traveller numbers only plus windfall application  (option 3).  

 However we can offer a comment that many groups of people may have cultural  self -identification  and their needs are taken account of in the assessment of planning needs, so it would not be illogical to plan for the traveller  need  (PPTS) numbers. As windfall applications lead to a higher number, each being considered on planning merit on criteria policies, the additional need will be met this way anyway and option 3 is superfluous.

Options Question 3 Whether and how to have a buffer allowance of pitches  .

 The Parish Council has no opinion on the buffer allowance  as a planning requirement, but would like to comment that the simpler the approach the  more likely it is to be accepted by everyone including the settled community :  this would be met by just focussing on providing identified need and having equitable and deliverable criteria policies.  

Options Question 4  Transit site
Since transit site need arise because Travellers  need somewhere to stop while using the Highway in their capacity as travellers , it would make sense for this to provision to be a KCC /  KKC Highways managed provision taking account of known recurring need across the county. 

 Options Question 5. Site Assessment criteria
 Concerning health and well-being and education , the Parish Council has been  conscious of wanting to encourage stability in educational access which is just as important for the traveller community families as they are for the settled community families. Similarly good stable links with a surgery can help health outcomes.   

 Concerning the pressures on social infrastructure  the assessment criteria should include the effects of cumulative impacts – in line with good  sustainability appraisal practice – if there are other existing pitches in the catchment / use area of a school and or GP surgery this will be relevant and necessary.  Catchment areas are often quite large in rural area. Sites would score less well where the cumulative pressure would increase.

An additional criterion  should be “health and safety” : pitches that  would be subject to noise and/or air pollution above recommended levels or safety risk – eg  close to a motorway should score lower.   

Options Question 6.  Borough Distribution and Family Need 

Concerning the question of whether pitches should be permitted to expand to meet family needs, this parish council is of the view that this should be on a case by case basis : where there are strong constraints – as in the case of the single pitch policy S44 -  a family expansion approach would be contrary to national planning policy for designated landscapes.  But a combination of relocations and site swaps  should not be prevented – just as the settled community move house when family needs change and have to take a practical approach to whether family members can find accommodation in the same area. 

Options Question 7.  Windfall Supply and HOU16

Based on evidence of delivery,  windfall supply should, as commented above, be a key part of the delivery mechanism.  It would therefore not be illogical to count 75%  of windfall towards supply.
Policy HOU16   has recently been fully discussed on the local plan process and should not need further revision now. 

Options Questions 8 and 9  Public sites 

The parish council does not have the knowledge to comment on the public sites.

Options Question 10  HOU 17

As written HOU17 appears to make an illogical distinction between safeguarding today’s permanent authorised sites and tomorrow’s permanent authorised sites . 

All permanent sites should be safeguarded if they comply with the criteria policies in HOU16 . 

If sites fall short on compliance they should be capable of being replaced by sites that do comply.  We acknowledge that in practice this will only apply if and when needs are met in full . 

Options Question 11 Pitch design policies , and Question 12  site/ pitch plans 

The design and planning criteria are laudable ; the missing piece  is compliance and 

enforcement.  

Options Question 13 Pitch monitoring and Question 14 Public engagement 
 Both of these are important and   would be greatly helped if ABC engaged  a liaison  person  who could help with understanding needs , monitoring relationships with the settled community in conjunction with parish councils and helping to facilitate pitch swaps and relocations where sites needs to change, develop or be replaced.   If it has not been done already a visit to and conversation with the owner/ occupiers of the S44 site would usefully inform the Plan. 
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