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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
TUESDAY 5 MARCH 2024
PRESENT: Councillors K Bowker (Chair), P Greig (Vice-Chair), A Acott, G Howlett,
R Lillis, C Sach, R Savage and G Watson.
SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS PRESENT: ClIr A Thornton.
CANVEY ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL: None.

ALSO PRESENT: Councillors S Ainsley, B Bizzell, M Dearson, A Edwards, D Jones
and J Knott.

OFFICERS PRESENT: S Garner, S Worthington, D Bland and J Whitby.
APOLOGIES: Councillors T Skipp and J Thornton and Canvey Island Town
Councillor S Sach.

MEMBERS’ INTERESTS

Cllr A Thornton declared a non-pecuniary interest in item 5 of the agenda relating to
application 23/0237/0OUT — Land at Glyders, Benfleet by virtue of having spoken in
objection at the examination hearings.

ClIr R Lillis declared a non-pecuniary interest in the same item by virtue of being a
founding member of a residents group objecting to the application and also left the
Chamber during debate of that item.

MINUTES

The Minutes of the meeting held on 29 February 2024 were confirmed as a correct
record and signed by the Chair.

PUBLIC SPEAKERS

Mr R Baillie

Mr M Edgerley

Clir A Edwards

23/0237/0OUT — LAND AT GLYDERS, BENFLEET

The Committee considered an application seeking outline permission for the
development of up to 35 dwellings (all matters reserved except for access).

An addendum to the officer’s report had been circulated at the meeting which
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provided details of points made by the applicant following publication of the
Committee report. This covered issues relating to protected sites, flood risk and
affordable housing.

An error within the report identified the site as lying within a special protection area
(SPA or Ramsar site; however, the site was in close proximity to the Benfleet and
Southend Marshes Ramsar (wetlands of international importance) site and a site of
special scientific interest and fell under SSSI impact risk zones. The applicant’s
habitats regulation assessment highlighted the need for mitigation to be undertaken
to ensure no harm was caused by the proposal to the Benfleet and Southend
Marshes SPA/Ramsar site.

The Lead Local Flood Authority had requested that a condition be added to any
planning consent requiring the submission of a detailed scheme for the treatment of
surface water on the site.

The reference in the officer’s report to heads of terms for a s106 agreement for
affordable housing was incorrect and should be deleted. The application form
submitted by the applicants made reference to seven affordable or intermediate rent
dwellings which equated to a 20% affordable housing contribution. However, the
applicant’s submitted Planning Statement stated that residential development on the
site would include provision for affordable housing in line with relevant policy; the
contribution required by the Council’s policy was 35%. As a result, officers
recommended a further reason for refusal of the application relating to the failure of
the development to meet the Council’s 35% affordable housing requirement.

Officers advised, in response to a Member question as to whether access for
construction vehicles would be via Glyders, that this was not specified as part of the
outline application but details could be included within a site management plan.

Officers confirmed, in response to concerns expressed by Members relating to
potential land slippage on the site, that this was a matter dealt with under Building
Regulations.

Councillor K Bowker moved a motion, seconded by Councillor P Greig, that planning
permission be refused for the reasons set out in the officer’s report and the additional
reason relating to the shortfall in the proposed affordable housing contribution, as set
out in the addendum to the report circulated at the meeting.

During further debate, Members expressed additional concerns about the application
relating to the housing proposed being in the wrong location, with no guarantee, if
built, that key workers would be able to afford to buy houses on the site; to
overstretched services in the area for existing residents — doctors, dentists; and the
impact on wildlife in the vicinity of the site.

Resolved
That planning permission be refused for the following reasons:-

(1) The proposal represents inappropriate development in the Green Belt as
defined by the National Planning Policy Framework (2023). Such development
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(2)

3)

will only be permitted if very special circumstances exist to justify its
inappropriateness. It is not considered that any very special circumstances
have been demonstrated which either in isolation or combination carry sufficient
weight to outweigh the harm to this part of the Green Belt. The proposed
development is therefore contrary to Government advice as contained in the
National Planning Policy Framework (2023).

Under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (commonly
referred to as the Habitat Regulations) a Habitat Regulations Assessment
(HRA) is required for development that is likely to have significant effects on a
habitat site. Habitat sites are protected for their international importance. They
are designated through the EU Birds Directive and EU Habitats Directive and
these Directives have been transposed into UK law. The proposal lies within the
zones of influence of the Benfleet and Southend Marshes and the Blackwater
and as such would result in increased recreational pressure on wildlife habitat
sites on the Essex coast.

The applicant has not offered any mitigation in accordance with the Council’s
adopted Essex Coast Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation
Strategy (RAMS) or commissioned their own appropriate assessment to
demonstrate that there would be no significant likely effect and, in the absence
of either of these, the proposal would be contrary to guidance set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework.

The proposed development, in the absence of a viability assessment to justify a
lower level of provision, fails to make a sufficient contribution towards the
provision of affordable housing in the borough, proposing only a 20%
contribution rather than 35%, resulting in a lost opportunity to provide homes
within the reach of those unable to afford housing on the open market, to the
detriment of the supply of a sufficient variety of different tenures of housing,
going against the advice in the Framework that the housing needs of different
groups in the community need to be planned for, as well as being contrary to
policy H7 of the adopted Local Plan and the adopted Developer Contributions
Supplementary Planning Document on the provision of affordable housing.

Informative

The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining this
application by identifying matters of concern with the proposal and determining the
application within a timely manner, clearly setting out the reasons for refusal,
allowing the applicants the opportunity to consider the harm caused and whether or
not it can be remedied by a revision to the proposal.




