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Medway Council 
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Supplementary Agenda Advice 

 

 
Page 16 MC/13/0620  5 Lullingstone Close 
 
Members Site Meeting 4 January 2014. Members attending Cllrs Mrs 
Chambers, (Chairman), Bowler, Gilry, Griffin, Hubbard, Mackness and Royle.  
  

Following the opening of the meeting, within the applicant's garden, by the 
Chairman, the Planning Officer set out details of the application, 
representations received and the planning issues as they related to matters of 
the visual impact on the street scene and within the residential area and 
impact on neighbours amenities.  It was explained that the mast and aerials 
on the roof of the property are lawful through the passage of time and the ex-
military mast, to which some of the aerials being applied for are mounted, is 
also lawful through the passage of time.  It was also explained that matters of 
'interference' to electronic equipment as a result of the operation of radio 
equipment is under the remit of other bodies and is not therefore material 
matter in the assessment of planning applications. 
  

The applicant and his son explained the heights of the various masts and 
aerial combinations when fully extended.  They explained when the aerials 
were used and the masts extended.  When it is used it is often at night and it 
is not left up when not in use.  The applicant explained that the equipment 
was screened better during the summer when the vegetation is in leaf.  The 
applicant advised that all of the equipment was of a 'temporary' nature and 
capable of being removed from the site.  It was explained that the mast 
attached to the tree and the mast attached to the pergola are in fact fishing 
poles that are being utilised as masts.  He commented that in his view the 
scale of the aerials was non-exceptional and was accepted in many 
residential locations. 
  

One neighbour (from 27 Lambsfrith Grove) stated that he had no objection to 
the appearance of the development.  (This neighbour did also raise that he 
sent a letter of support that was not showing on the Council's website.  The 
planning officer has checked and cannot find a copy of this letter.  The 
planning officer contacted the neighbour to feed back.  Unfortunately prior 
engagements meant that the neighbour was not able to submit a further 
representation.) 
  

A further supporter, who was not an immediate neighbour, spoke in favour of 
the development. 
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Committee members asked for clarification in relation to the particulars of 
which elements of the equipment on the site were lawful and which were 
being considered as part of the proposal.  As the masts were not fully 
extended (due to weather conditions) the height of the masts/aerials was 
asked to be clarified in relation to the vegetation on the site.  Clarification was 
asked in relation to the mast attached to the pergola that the wires extending 
from this mast act as aerials and are attached to fixed points on the site.  
  

Committee members and the planning officers then adjourned from the 
application site and went to the adjacent garden of 4 Lullingstone Crescent.  
The site visit then reconvened. 
  

The occupier of 4 Lullingstone Close explained that he was concerned about 
the increasing amount of radio equipment in the neighbouring site over the 
years and most particularly in the last couple of years.  He considers that the 
accumulation of equipment is such that he is always very aware of its 
presence and he finds it imposing within the outlook from his property 
when both extended and retracted, with aerials remaining in place on the ex-
military mast. In addition to the masts and aerials that are part of this 
application he reports that other forms of equipment have also been present 
on the site at various times.  The neighbour confirmed that he does have 
filters fitted in his house but is still affected by interference from the 
applicant's operation of the radio equipment.  He does however understand 
that this is likely not a matter that can be considered as part of the planning 
appraisal.  
  

Page 24 MC/13/2679  97 Elaine Avenue. Strood 
 
Relevant Planning History 
 
MC/13/1029 – Appeal received 
 
Representations 
 
5 additional (2 from the same person) letters have been received objecting to 
the application for the reasons already set out in the report and raising the 
following additional concerns: 

• Fundamentally no change from schemes previously refused. 

• Impact of light from new development 

• Unacceptable backland development 

• It is not wasteland, it is poorly maintained garden 

• Inaccuracies in design and access statement 
 
Peter Waller Planning has written to all members of the planning committee 
on behalf of some local residents.  A copy of his letter is attached to this 
supplementary report. 
 
Page 36 MC/13/2951  Land at Fenn Corner, Fenn Street, 
 
Representations 
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St Mary Hoo Parish Council has objected to this application and stated that 
the residential development has previous been refused on this site under 
planning application reference MC/09/2635. The Parish Council has stated 
that they consider that the grounds of refusal on that application apply equally 
to the current application. These grounds are summarised below: 
 
a)   The principal of the development in the open countryside being contrary to 
the adopted countryside restraint policies, resulting in a development 
detrimental to the character of the area; 

b)  Impact on the amenities of an adjoining property due to loss of outlook; 
and 

c)  Failure to provide a desk top study in relation to contaminated land for this 
site was refused and the refusal subsequently upheld by the planning 
inspectorate, 

 
In additional to the above the Parish Council has stated that the proposed 
development would:  
 

• Overlook the adjoining residential occupiers at Fenn House Farm; 

• Be higher than Fenn House Farm; 

• Result in a development that is visually intrusive, overbearing and 
oppressive in the streetscene. 

 
In terms of the submitted Design and Access Statement and Planning 
Statement, the Parish Council states that the applicant / applicants agent is 
wrong in claiming that the site is not and has not been part of a domestic 
curtilage. They advise that the owner of Fenn House Farm has advised the 
Parish Council that the land in question was formally part of the garden 
related to that property and was previously within his domestic curtilage. In 
terms of comments on the access and egress from the site, the Parish 
Council states that there have been many accidents at this site, as can been 
seen from the damaged wall and, since the installation of roundabout and 
reconfiguration of Fenn Corner, accidents have escalated and they consider 
another opening and access onto the highway in this short stretch of Fenn 
Street would be dangerous and detrimental to the safety of all road users.  
 
Dickens Country Protection Society has written objecting to the application 
on the basis that it is outside of any established settlement boundary. 
 
Two Local Residents have raised objection to this development on the 
following summarised grounds: 
 

• The proposed development would spoil the agricultural look and feel of the 
area, as well as affecting the feel of the natural landscape; 

• With the number of homes being built in the area there is no need for a 
single dwelling of this nature and there is no advantage to the community 
resulting from the proposed development; 
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• The proposed dwelling would not be in keeping with this environmentally 
sensitive area and such a development conflicts with the Council’s 
Countryside protection policies, especially BNE25 and BNE33 of the 
Medway Local Plan 2003; 

• The site is extremely close to the roundabout at Fenn Corner where traffic 
is fast, including HGV’s. The development will increase the possibility of a 
serious accident where there is already a road safety problem. There is no 
footpath or alternative access at the site and the road is narrow with 
restricted visibility; and  

• A natural pond at this site helps drain surface water. More development 
with its related hard surfaces will reduce the amount of land capable of 
bearing surface water. There is no mains drainage and a cesspit at an 
adjoining property has previously been affected by the ingress of rainwater 
during inclement weather. 

 

Page 44 MC/13/2232  199/199c Gillingham Road 
 
Planning Appraisal 
 
2nd paragraph on page 48, 2nd line should read 23.00  NOT 123.00. 
 
Page 74 MC/13/2480  14 Sussex Drive, Walderslade 
 
Recommendation 
 
Two letters have been received commenting on the revised plans and stating 
that the revisions do not overcome their objections. 
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