Item 10, Page 1 Springfield Park,
Royal Engineers Road,
MA/13/2089% Maidstone

Background Information

This application has been notified to the Secretary of State (S0S) because if
Members approve the application it would represent a retail development outside
of the town centre that is not in accordance with the Development Plan, and that
has a floor space of over 5000m?.

All the necessary information has been sent to SoS apart from the reason(s) for
approval, which must be sent, if the application is approved.

The Secretary of State has confirmed receipt of the documentation and has
advised that their decision period for the referral expires on 17 May.

Minutes of meeting held on 10 Anril 2014

Members will be aware of the discussion that took place at the meeting held on 1
May 2014 regarding the particular draft minute (347) for this application for the
meeting held on 10 April.

Councitlor Paterson requested that the following words be added to the resolution
contained in Minute 347 relating to application MA/13/2099 (Springfield Park)
after the first word “That":

*, the Committee being minded not to refuse,”

Councillor Harwood said that during the discussion on application MA/13/2099,
he had suggested that should Members be minded to grant permission,
delegated powers be given to the Officers to negotiate with the applicant to seek
to overcome concerns expressed by local residents about the proposed
pedestrian link to Moncktons Lane as this had been closed for some time and was
in close proximity to residential property, and there were concerns about possible
anti-social behaviour. He would like reference to be made to this within the
commentary part of Minute 347.

RESOLVED: That the Minutes of the meeting held on 10 April 2014 be approved
as a correct record and signed subject to delegated powers being given to the
Democratic Services Officer in consultation with the Head of Legal Services to
amend Minute 347 as they consider necessary to take account of Councillor
Harwood’s suggestion relating to the footpath link to Moncktons Lane and
Councillor Paterson’s concern regarding the amendment of the resolution to
include the words “the Committee being minded not to refuse”, as well as the
earlier reference to that vote.

I would advise that the Democratic Services Officer has now consulted with the
Head of Legal Services and that Minute 347 has been amended to read as
follows:

‘All Members stated that they had been lobbied.



The Committee considered the report and the urgent update report of the Head of
Planning and Development.

Mr Maddox, an objector, and Ms Davidsen, for the applicant, addressed the meeting.

During the discussion, it was suggested that should Members be minded to grant
permission, delegated powers be given to the Officers to negotiate with the applicant fo
seek to overcome concerns expressed by local residents about the proposed pedestrian
fink to Moncktons Lane as this had been closed for some time and was in close proximity
to residential property, and there were concerns about possible anti-social behaviour,

Contrary to the recommendation of the Head of Planning and Development, the
Committee voted against refusal of the application on the grounds as set out in the
report.

Some Members having indicated a strong intention to grant and having received advice,
the Committee,

RESOLVED: That consideration of this application be deferred (preferably for not more
than two meeting cycles) to enable the Officers to report back with reasons for approval,
heads of terms for a S106 legal agreement and detailed conditions so that Members can
be satisfied that it would be acceptable to grant permission.

Voting: 7 - For 6 — Against 0 - Abstentions
Councillors Hogg and Paine requested that their dissent be recorded.’

These update the draft minutes set out on pages 3 and 4 of the papers.

Representations

A further six representations have been received. The letters are broadly in
support of the proposals and the benefits to the community it is stated that
would result. However, the majority also object to the opening up of the link
between the application site and Moncktons Lane as a pedestrian route.
Objections are raised to this link on the grounds of noise and disturbance and
reduced security. It is stated that it should be used as an emergency access
only.

Representation has also been made directly to NHS England regarding their
stance on the provision of the Doctors’ surgery as set out in the original report.

A petition signed by 185 people in support of the application/against the
proposed allocation of the site and other sites in the vicinity for residential
development has also been received.

The applicants have submitted suggested reasons for approval, a legal opinion
and a letter of support to Members. These are attached for Members’ information
at Appendix One.

A draft Unilateral Undertaking has also been submitted on behalf of the
applicants today. This addresses the heads of terms discussed in the report.

In addition, a local employment obligation is suggested that seeks to secure 3-5
work placements for local residents during the construction phase and that the
applicants would use reasonable endeavours to incorporate into agreements with
a prospective operator terms to the following effect: that the operator of the
Class Al retail development undertakes to use reasonable endeavours to source
a fair proportion of end-user staff from residents of the Borough of Maidstone.



Solum, the prospective developers of the Maidstone East and former Royal Mail
Sorting Office site have also made further representations to Members. These are
attached for information at Appendix Two.

Further representations have also been received from agents acting for Peugeot
Citroen in respect of Len House Mill Street. These are attached for information at
Appendix Three.

Officer comment

Following further discussion with the applicants, and in the event that Members
are minded to approve the application, I would wish to amend suggested
condition 21 on page 62 to read as follows and add a condition relating to the
access to Moncktons lane;

21. The foodstore and any Use Class A3 unit within the adjacent retail unifs
hereby permitted shall only open to customers within the following times:

08.00 to 22.00 Monday to Saturday and in respect of the foodstore only up to 6
hours between 10.00 and 18.00 on Sunday and Bank Holidays, The foodstore
café cannot be open outside of the foodstore opening hours.

Reason: To safequard the enjoyment of their properties by nearby residential
occupiers. -

26: The access path linking the application site and Moncktons Lane shall be
used for emergency purposes only. Details of measures to secure the emergency
only use shall be submitted to and approved by the local planning auithoirty prior
to the commencement of the deviopment. The subsequently approved details
shall be implemented prior to the first use of the open space area required by
condition 13 above and maintained thereafter.

Reason: To safequard the enjoyment of their properties by nearby residential
occupiers.

I would also seek to Iimpose further conditions relating to tree
protection/compliance with the arboricutural survey and also the submission of a
long-term landscape management plan as follows:-

27. The development shall not commence until details of a long term landscape
management plan for the site have been submitted to and approved by the local
planning authority. The development shall thereafter be undertaken in
accordance with the subsequently approved details.

Reason: No such details have been submitted and to ensure a satisfactory
external appearance for the development.

28. The development shall be undertaken in full accordance with the
recommendations and tree protection measures set out in the 'Arboricultural
survey and arboricultural impact assessment report rev B dated 22/11/2013’
(prepared by Viewpoint Associates) unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
local planning authority .

Reason: To ensure the retention of trees indicated to be retained and to ensure a
satisfactory external appearance to the development.



RECOMMENDATION

My recommendation remains unchanged:

REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION®
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Councillor John A Wilson
Coalbrookdale

Lower Road

East Farleigh

Maidstone

Kent

ME15 OIS

02 May 2014

By post and email {JohnWilson2@maidstone.gov.uk)

Dear Councillor Wilson

Re: Planning Application Reference Number: MA/13/2099, Springfield Park, Maidstone

L write to you ahead of the Special Planning Committee on Thursday, May &th.

As I'm sure you would appreciate, we have taken legal advice as to the status of the debate that should occur on Thursday
and | attach the opinion given by Denton's solicitors in this respect.

Mare than half of you are expecting to come to the Commitiee to endorse the reasons for approval for the planning
application and review the planning conditions. | believe others are assuming that the principle of the development will be
up for a re-debate. In this respect, can | ask you to give due consideration to Denton's advice, which is very clear cut on
this matter following the approval of the minutes at the Planning Committee on May 1st.

There is no section 106 agreement to be considered as we have already executed a Unilateral Undertaking in respect of
the obligations we had promised. The members at the Planning Committee on April 10th did not take into account these
obligations in determining the application.

| also attach the other document that was requasted, and noted in the minutes, but is not included in the Officer's report
for the May 8th Committee - the reasons for approval.

Much discussion was had at tha last cormmittee about the status of the Maidstone East proposals, Mr Jarman assured the
committee that there would be a planning applicaticn forthcoming in one month, To date that has not occurred. As far as
we are awara the Royal Mail sorting office sfte has not been sold to Netwark Rail or to their development partners Solam
and therefore there is still considerable uncertainty about the viability of this proposal and its ability to come forward in
the near future. It would appear that this development aspiration, which has been on the books for over 15 years, Is doing
more to do frustrate the retail strategy for Maidstone rather than assist it.

We vary much hope that the discussion next Thursday will focus on the matters in hand, which are to agree the planning
conditions and endorse the reasons for approval for the planning application. '

Yours sinceraly

John Henley

Augur Buchler — Development Director
M: 07515 340 780

E: lohn@AugurBuchler.com

T: 620 7647 9970 F: 020 7647 §969
Augur Buchier Partners Limited, 8 Grosvenor Strest, London WK 4P2Z

Regisfered in England and Wales No: 7269772, Registared Office: § Grosvenor Street, London Wik 4PZ

ALL TRANSACTIONS ARE SUBJECT TO CONTRACT



Springfield Park - Reasons for Approval, MA/13/2099

The Officer's Report for the Planning Committee on 10™ April 2014 recommended the Springfield Park
proposal for refusal on five grounds. The report was discussed and it was concluded that the merits

of the proposal were such that the majerity of the Commiitee voted in favour of the proposal.

The first three reasons for refusal related to retail planning policy; reason four to the loss of TPO trees
and reason five on design and the impact on Springfield House, a heritage asset.

On the issue of planning policy, the Planning Committee discussed the merits of the other sequential
sites that had been identified in the town centre. They were satisfied that the analysis showed thera
were no more suitable, sequentially preferable locations in the town centre. It was recognised that the
application site was in an accessible location and was well connected to the town centre and the local
area. It was not felt that the proposa! weuld have a harmful impact on the retail strategy for

Maidstone.

in terms of Maidstone East, an edge of centre site, there was no compelling evidence that led the

members to believe that a proposal for a foodstore was imminent on this site,

In respect of reason for refusal number 4, although the loss of one grade A tree was unfortunate the
mitigation of the substantial number of new trees and shrubs, and the biodiversity benefits of the
scheme, ensured the long term improvement of the site. Therefore any harm caused had been
mitigated against to the satisfaction of the Committee.

In respect of reason for refusal number 5, in terms of the design of the building and the impact on the
designated heritage asset Springfield House, it was felt that this proposal was mere sympathetic to

the seiting of the listed building than the extant, permitted development.

In conclusion, the members did not support the reasons for refusal and made the judgement that the
regeneration benefits of the scheme in terms of the physical improvement ta this gateway site into the
town and the ecenomic and sccial benefits to the area, were such that the application should be

approved.

As such the proposal is in accordance with the adopted Maidstone Local Plan {2000} and
Government advice as contained in the National Planning Pelicy Framework. Accordingly the referral

to the Secretary of State is not required under the Shopping Directive.

Far the reasons given above and having regard to all ather matters raised, including third party
representations, the Council considers that planning permission should be granted subject to the
conditions set out. it is noted that there is a sseparate Unilateral Undertaking that has been entered
into by the applicants but the obligations set out in this document have not been a determining factor

in the decision to grant planning permission.
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" Te: Members of Maidstorig Planning Commitiee

REGENERATION

7 May -2014

._.t.teMQrk Rail & Kier in parinership

Dear O_oun_oi’Hore

Ma&dstone Plannmg Commlttee, 8 May 2014

ltem '10 MA 13 2099 Sprmgfietd Park, , Royal Engmeers Road Maldstone
Update on the status of Maldstone East station

Ahead of tormorrow's Special Planning Committee.that will consider g, foodstore at Sprmgﬂeld Park, f am
wrmng with some good news about the progress we are maklng to brlng forwarct the regeneration of the
Maidstone East station area.

#. Network Rail and the Royal Mall Group (the site owners) fully support Solum Regeneration to work,up and

submita ptanmng appllcahon for the re-davelopment of the statxon oer—park and adj acent sortlng office
sites. The scheme wnl deliver a naw supermarket substantlal non-food retarl a new station with statlon
‘car parking and rmprovements fothe public realm. We therefore intend to submit a planning apphcattou
by the end Qf May. :

= Solum Regeneration is in advanced discussions with Asda about bacoming the oceupler of the
supermarket. Ty!ng up an occupier would enable us to commence construction quickly if planning is
approved :

As you know, the station srte is SUbJth to an emerging allocation in the draft Iocal plan for g substantial-
quantum of convenience- and comparison retail ﬂoorspace The area js identified as the majer site W|thm the
Town Centre that will brang anew retat! offer to the town, including a new supermarket.

|fthe Councu were to epprove the Sorlnqﬂeld Slte our reqeherauon scheme would be put at rlsk

Furthermare, it is our view that it would open the Council up to other inappropriate and out of towh retall
applications that would further damage the prospects of the town centre. "It would also open |tself up to.
add:ttonal and inappropriate housmg development applications on the Greenbelt, as the Sprmgfleld site has’
been allocated for 800 much needed homes — these homes would nsed to be prowded somewhere else.
Effectsvety, .the Council would be rlppmg up the core of its local plan and Iee\.nng itself exposed to speculative
development applications that it would have drffloulty stoppmg through the planmng appeal process.

| recognise that Councillors are frustrated that the station site haetaken 50 long to come forward but we are

now making real progress. L'am confident that with the Council's support we can brmg forward the
regeneration of the Station area and be on'site in 2015.

If you have any questions or would like any further information please do not hesitate to contact.me.

Yours i ncerely

//Méﬁ

Simon Rutter

Director -
Solum Regeneration




To: Members of Maidstone Planning
Committee
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Property Department

Asda House

6th May 2014 Great Wilson Street
LEEDS

LS11 BAD

Fax: 0113 826 4991

Dear Counciller Wilson,

As you will know the Maidstone Planning Committee will be deciding on an application for a new supermarket at
Springfield Park, Royal Engineers Road on Thursday 8" May 2014.

Asda has long held a desire to open a major supermarket and te invest in Maidstone and have a number of sites

under serious consideration. We are currently exploring in detail an opportunity to do this in partnership with
Solum/Network Rail, in line with the Council's strategy to secure new retail development on the Maidstone East

site.

As you will be aware, the proposed development at Springfield Park does not comply with the Council's strategy for
future retail development in Maidstone as set cut within the Maidstone Borough Wide Local Plan (2000), or within

the emerging Maidstone Local Plan.

We feel that any decision taken tomorrow will be premature and conflict with the Council's own adopted Local Plan.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter and we look farward to being able to invest in Maidstone in the near
future and to bring the many positive benefits of an Asda supermarket fo the town.

Yours sincerely,

D

Doug Wiison | Head of UK Property Communications
Asda Property & Format Development

ASDA STORES LIMITED
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Development Management
Maidstone Borough Council
Maidstone House

King Strest,

Maidstone

Kent ME15 6JQ

By Email: steveclarke@maidstone.gov.uk

Our ref: AWH/AD15/08.05.14

8th May 2014

Dear Sirs

Application Reference: 13/2099
Springfield Park, Maidstone

| write on behalf of Peugeot Citroén {as owners of Len House, Mill Street, Maidstong) to submit furthar
representations to the above planning application which is due 16 be considered by the Council's p!anrrrng
committee.

i am z Chartered Surveyor with over 20 years experience. | specialise in Pianning and Development matters
with a particular emphasis on the redevelopment of buildings for alternative uses including retail.

| have been instructed by Peugeot to advise on the options for selling its showrocm and garage at Len
House in Maidstone Town Centre on the basis of redevelopment.

Having reviewed the information submittad by the applicant of Springfield Park, I am writing to corract a
factual matter which has been incorrectly reported in the committee report with significant consequences .
for the decision before Members.

In paragraph 5.4.20 of the previous committee report, Peugeol’s site has been incorrectly quoted by the
applicant’s consultants, White Young Gresn, as extending to 0.4 hectares It is not. itis 1.1 hectares, almost
3 times larger than reported to you.

This is a key tc the consideration of this site as, contrary to the applicants’ analysis, it is easily large enough
to accommodation a foodstore whilst preserving the listed building. This is witnessed by the fact that a
leading foodstore aperator has already desrgned a scheme for the site that meets iis cperational
requiraments.

Peugeot's site is In a far superior location than the application site in sequential terms, baing part of the
town centre already. The site is available, suitable and viable as a foodstore sits.

As such, Members should take into aocormt that there are at least two sequentially preferable sitas to the
current proposal including the Council's preferred location at Maidstone East.

Crucially, Peugeot's site is in single ownership so is far more likely to come forward for developmeant than

Maidstone East which has failed to come farward despite being allocated for retail development and is
reliant on continued operation of the station and car park. :

Devefopment - Planning - Agency o
Kings Reach, Victoria Embankment, Landon, ECAY OHJ } dﬁazs(ﬁﬁm

Hpaz LlPisa campany regéstﬁered In Engt'ﬁnﬁ:& Wates{ Cnmbany'nurﬁhar 0¢380656 H
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If Members resolve to grant planning permission on the Springfield Park site the decision is highly likely to
meet with strong resistance from competing proposals leading to a decision being made'by the Secretary

of State.

As such, | urgs Members to resolve to refuse planning permission in accordance with advice from the Head
of Planning but also in the knowledge that Peugeot's site represents a realistic and deliverable lacation for a

foodstore.

Youfs faithfully

Anthony Horton BSc MRICS

Partner
tfor and on behalfof dpa? LLP

T. 0207563 9924
M. 07450 847648

E. anthony@dpaZz.com

cc Neil Parsons, Peugeot Citrogn Automabiles UK Limited

Development - Planning « Agency
Kings Reach, Victoria Embankment, London, EC4Y GHJ tpad.com

dra2 LLR is a company registered in England & Wales { Curﬁpsny number QCIROESE )
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Qur Ref: 823/GW/gw

o' April 2014

Capital & Reglonal
BY EMAIL to steveclarke@maidstone.gov.uk Property Management Lid
Planning Department, 57 Grosvener Gardens
Maidstone Borough Council, London SWIW 0AU
Maidstone Mouse, Telephone 020 7632 8000
King Street, Facsimile 020 7802 568
Maidstone, WWW.CEDIEq.LOM
Kent
ME16 61Q

F.A.O. Steve Clarke

Dear Sirs,

RE: SPRINGFIELD PARK, ROYAL ENGINEERS ROAD
PLANNING APPLICATION REF: MA/13/20099

We write to object to planning application MA/13/2099 relating to Springfield Park which proposes
the following development:

“Eraction of Class Al retail development (with ancillary cafe), supporting
retail {(A1-A3), doctors surgery (D1) and associated servicing, car parking,
landscaping and access arrangements.”

We have reviewed the application and consider that the application should be refused in line with
the officer recommendation. Qur objections to the application are as follows:

1) Sequentially preferable alternative sites exist, which are capable of accommodating a new
large foodstore. These sites include the Former TJ Mughes store in The Mall. The application
therefore fails to satisfy the sequential test as set out in the Naticnal Planning Policy
Framework;

2) The proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on:

a. future investment in the Town Centre, including at The Mall; and
b. the vitality and viability of the Town Centre

For the above reasans this application should be refused.

Yours faithfully,

~TSARETH HOLLAND
‘\f The Mall Limited Partnership

ce: Debbie Snook — MBC Committee Services (debbiesnook@malidstone.gov.uk)




