CHILHAM PARISH COUNCIL
WORKING GROUP MEETING TO CONSIDER RESPONSE TO OLD SAWMILL SITE AND
STATION APPROACH PLANNING APPLICATIONS

HELD AT 730PM ON 26 NOVEMBER 2012 IN CHILHAM VILLAGE HALL
Present:
Parish Cllrs: Derrick Kennett (Chair), Alistair Ralph, Helen Tharp, Roy Lincoln, Graham
Swan
Boro Cllr: Doug Marriott
Parishioners: Jim Smith, Peter Higgs, Mike Norton, Mark Hobday, John Masters, Anthony
Perrett, Peter Wead
ABC: Paul Naylor, Carol Ridings
Apologies: Alan Rogers, Alan Baker, Trevor Vallis, Aimee Brown
In attendance: Geoff Dear (Parish Clerk)
1. Introduction and Meeting Objectives
Cllr Kennett welcomed attendees and explained that the objective was to establish the
scope of the influence the parish council (through this working group) can have on the
remainder of the Sawmills and Station Approach developments.
It was agreed that all Highways issues now established by the planning decisions in
August as outside the scope of the development should be progressed by the parish
council.
2. Sawmills Development
The issues raised in the final response from the parish council to ABC on 1st August (see
AnnexA) were considered.
2.1 Traffic Volumes
It was agreed this was a highways issue outside the scope of the development and
therefore an issue for the parish council to take up.
2.2 Road Safety and Access and Rat Runs
It was agreed this was a highways issues outside the scope of the development and
therefore an issue for the parish council to take up.
2.3 Site Access
It was agreed that the group would need to understand the detailed plans for pedestrian
and vehicular access, confirm that that these plans met with Highways regulations and
obtain answers that adequately addressed any issues or concerns raised by the group (eg.
Lengthy tail backs on A28 from Ashford behind vehicles turning right into the new
development).
2.4 School Places
It was agreed this was a closed issues as KCC had advised that neighbouring schools
would have sufficient capacity in cases when Chilham School was oversubscribed.
It was agreed that the parish council should take up the concern that children could be
forced to attend schools that were too far away from the parish.
2.5 Doctors Surgery
It was agreed this was a closed issue as KCC had requested a s106 contribution to invest
in local surgeries.
It was noted that the £34k contribution may not have been included had this group not
raised the issue.

2.6 Speed Limit Signs
It was agreed that the group would need to understand the detailed plans for speed limit
signs and interactive repeater signs, confirm that that these plans met with Highways
regulations and obtain answers that adequately addressed any issues or concerns raised
by the group.
2.7 Design and Layout of the Site
It was agreed that the group would need to understand the detailed plans for design and
layout including materials and landscaping, confirm that that these plans met with planning
authority approval and obtain answers that adequately addressed any issues or concerns
raised by the group.
2.8 Developer Contribution
It was noted that there were several categories of donation and Carol Ridings explained
that the working group could influence the following contribution.
Open Spaces and Play Areas:
It was noted that the group would need to understand the agreed contributions for Sport,
Informal/Natural Green Space and Play Areas and consult with the local community to
identify priorities and inform the decision on how these contributions should be used.
Paul Naylor advised that the agreed contributions would be paid on 75% completion of the
development and they would all relate to offsite facilities in the rural area.
It was noted that the level of contribution (currently c£76k) was still under negotiation and
that knowledge of local community priorities would be a preferred input to these
negotiotions.
2.9 Other Planning Obligations
It was noted that a condition of the development was a public car park to serve Chilham
railway station. It was agreed that the group should keep a watching brief on the plans for
a car park (see also 3.1 below).
3. Station Approach Development
The issues raised in the final response from the parish council to ABC on 1st August (see
AnnexA) were considered.
3.1 Parking Provision
It was agreed that the group would need to understand detailed plans for the ownership,
maintenance and operation of the car park, confirm that that these plans met with planning
authority approval and obtain answers that adequately addressed any issues or concerns
raised by the group.
It was noted that the provision of a car park was subject to a planning condition and the
group requested that the parish council is consulted on the details of the scheme proposed
by the developer.
3.2 HGV Access
It was agreed that the group would need to understand detailed plans for the ownership,
maintenance and operation of the car park, confirm that that these plans met with planning
authority approval and obtain answers that adequately addressed any issues or concerns
raised by the group.
It was also noted that Network Rail (who own Station Approach) currently allow
‘unauthorised’ parking in Station Approach and that the only currently authorised parking
was the 6 spaces next to the station.
The clerk was asked to contact Network Rail and ask how it would view similar
unauthorised parking after the development had completed.
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Cllr Marriott pointed out that HGV access to the new development could reduce this
‘unauthorised parking’ by 5 vehicles. This would mean that the net gain in parking places
(if the new development provided 15 new places) would only be 10 places.
4. Next steps
The notes from the meeting would be considered at the December parish council meeting.
The parish council would be asked to take up issues noted in 2.1, 2.2, 2.4 and 2.5 above.
The clerk would formally request that the parish council is consulted on the details of the
parking scheme proposed by the developer.
The clerk would contact Network Rail and ask how it would view unauthorised parking in
Station Approach after the development had completed.
A further working group meeting would be called to consider how to consult with the local
community with regard to the use of the Open Spaces and Play Area developer
contributions.
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ANNEX A – Final response from the parish council to ABC on 1st August
Planning Application 12/00052/AS - Former Chilham Saw Mills, Ashford Road, Chilham, Kent
Chilham Parish Council (CPC) has conducted a rigorous assessment of this planning application (and the
second application detailed below), both in its own formal meetings and in three meetings involving wide
representation from the Parish. CPC has also requested answers to many questions from ABC (Carol
Ridings) which have been most helpful in coming to a position.
As it currently stands, and in the light of parish views and answers to questions as noted above, CPC
objects to this planning application. Comments on a variety of points are given below:
1. Traffic Volumes
The A28/A252 junction is a notorious accident spot, yet the opportunity to improve a dangerous road junction
is not being taken. The proposed development can only make this situation worse.
Local people have carried out recent traffic surveys that indicate increased queuing at Bagham Junction
since the last official survey in 2007, supporting the view that something needs to be done.
Increased queuing at the junction will also lead to more infringements of the illegal use of Bagham Lane by
frustrated drivers coming from Ashford. In addition it is certain that there will also be an increase in drivers
using Branch Lane as a rat run (see below) with consequent danger to pedestrians.
2. Road Safety and Rat Runs
No official survey has been conducted regarding the use of the Branch Road and Bagham Lane rat runs
during peak hours. However recent local surveys indicate peaks of 88 vehicles per hour in Branch Road and
41 per hour (many illegal) in Bagham Lane. The Branch Road results are supported by a local PACT survey
that reported counts of 96 and 184 per hour. Increased congestion at Bagham Junction caused by the new
development will seriously exacerbate this problem.
Both Kent Police and the Doctors surgery (patients walk to attend appointments at the surgery in Branch
Road where there is no pedestrian footpath) support the need for improvements to road safety on these
roads. Young children also come from the village to the play area along Branch Road where there is no
pathway. School children also walk down Branch road when going to the recreation ground.
3. Site Access
CPC understands that the pedestrian island on the A28 will be lit and will be sufficient to accommodate
cycles and prams and that the pathway to the village will extend along Bagham Lane. CPC is adamant that
these safety measures are essential and are the minimum that must be done. However it remains sceptical
that the proposed island will be sufficiently safe and not restrict the carriageway of the A28.
The alignment of the pathway along Bagham Lane and its relation to the island needs to be made clear.
4. School Places
CPC understands that Chilham St. Mary's Primary School is in consultation with the responsible Area
Education Officer at KCC with regards to the additional primary aged pupils that this proposed development
might present.
CPC supports the School in its desire to provide education for the parish community. Whilst discussions
between the School and KCC continue in order to explore increasing capacity at Chilham St. Mary's, CPC
does not accept the statement profferred by 'Lee Evans Planning' in its letter addressed to Ashford B C on
26th July 2012, wherein it concludes that the only potential provision is at Chartham.
With regards to secondary education, CPC supports parental choice and wishes places to be available in
both Ashford and Canterbury districts in future years, just as they have been in the past.
CPC understands that, with Chilham School being oversubscribed and on a restricted site, children of
primary school age in Old Wives Lees and Shottenden that would otherwise have been accepted by Chilham
School could have to go further afield because children from the new development will have priority over
places. While it recognises that school allocations are not the responsibility of Ashford Borough Council, it
feels strongly that this denial of a local school place to local children (often coming from long-established
families in the parish) is completely unacceptable.
It also understands that KCC will not require any funding from the developer as it considers there is sufficient
capacity in the Canterbury area.
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5. Doctors Surgery
The Doctors surgery has expressed concern that the new development will create a capacity issue.
6. Speed Limit Signs
CPC understandsthat there will be a 40mph speed restriction approx 500m around the junction on the A28
and A252 and that there will be permanent interactive speed warning signs. Despite comments from Kent
Highways on this issue, CPC is firmly of the opinion that a 30 mph limit is needed at this junction.
7. Design and Layout of the Site
CPC understands that the provision of 30 dwellings as outlined in Policy CS1 has been increased to 40,
resulting in tighter packed houses and less open space available for a play area for smaller children that
cannot safely walk to the recreation ground. CPC is of the opinion that 40 dwellings is simply too many for
this site.
It supports the comments made by Mr J Smith that positive answers are required from the Environment
Agency regarding the treatment of surface water and its drainage.
CPC understands that important comments regarding environmental matters including energy issues are
being put forward by Councillor Marriott.
CPC also understands that the final choice of materials will be subject to a planning condition and that it will
be included in the consultation on this.
8. Developer Contribution
CPC understands that this is open to negotiation and that a local consultation should be undertaken before
any decision is made on how it should be used. Such a local consultation is essential and CPC will play a full
part in this.

Planning Application 12/00051/AS - Land east of, Station Approach, Chilham, Kent
CPC objects to this planning application and makes the following comments:1. Parking Provision
CPC understands that a Section 106 agreement will ensure this planning application provides 15 parking
spaces on the site. It believes that this is the minimum necessary provision in the light of current and
probable future use of the station.
2. HGV Access
There is serious local concern regarding HGV access to the commercial site along Station Approach as this
is currently used for car parking. CPC believes that parking on at least one side of the road as at present is
essential and that this should be taken into consideration in any discussions regarding HGV use of the site. It
is not aware of any dialogue between the developer and the owner of Station Approach to resolve these
problems and believes that such a dialogue is imperative and that approval of this planning application is
dependent upon a positive outcome resolving these issues.
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