
Otham Church Road. 

Planning Committee Meeting – Thursday 28th May. 

At last night’s planning committee meeting the two applications for this site were discussed and voted on. 

Outline application for up to 440 residential dwellings, with associated access, infrastructure, drainage, 

landscaping and open space (Access being sought with all other matters reserved for future consideration), 

19/501600/OUT. 

Residential development for 421 dwellings with associated access, infrastructure, drainage, open space and 

landscaping, 19/506182/FULL. 

Whilst Cllr. Harwood proposed an amendment that, in line with the officers’ recommendations, the outline 

application should be approved Cllr. Eves proposed an amendment that it should be refused and this was seconded 

by Cllr. Perry. 

The grounds proposed for refusal were: 

The severe congestion of local highways, specifically Deringwood Drive, Mallards Way, Spot Lane and 

Madginford Road, together with the associated impacts on air quality. 

Safety issues on Church Road. 

In addition the proposal did not comply with policies: 

 DM1 Where it relates to air quality 

DM4  Development affecting designated and non-designated heritage assets 

 DM6  Air quality 

 H1(8)9  Air quality 

Cllr. Harwood’s proposal was lost and Cllr. Eves proposal was successful although voting was tied and Cllr. English, as 

chairman, used his casting vote in favour of the motion. Cllr. Brindle was not allowed to vote as she had suffered 

communications issues and therefore missed part of the debate. 

The committee then moved on to discussing the full application with Cllr. Harwood proposing approval and Cllr. 

Eves, seconded by Cllr. Perry, proposing refusal. 

As it was a full application the reasons for refusal also needed to relate to the layout and design of the site and 

therefore, in addition to the reasons for refusing the outline application, the following grounds were added: 

 That the proposal would have a visual impact and therefore harm the setting of a listed building. 

The proposal was refused with nine in favour, three against and one abstention. 

After each vote in favour of refusal officers were obliged to issue a significant costs warning as they felt that the 

applicant was likely to have the decisions overturned at appeal, with costs being awarded against the authority. 

These costs warnings automatically invoked a constitutional procedure meaning that the votes were only indicative 

at this time. The committee will be required to either uphold or overturn their decisions at the next meeting of the 

planning committee, due to take place on Thursday 25th June. 

Although the Society is pleased with the outcome to date your committee is aware that this is just one step in what 

could turn out to be a lengthy, and possibly expensive, process. 

Hopefully the committee will uphold the decisions made last night as they reflect the views of the statutory 

consultees, parish councils and most importantly those of the electorate. 

If they do uphold their decisions the applicant will most certainly appeal and we trust that Maidstone Borough 

Council robustly defends its decisions and that the Inspector dismisses the appeals. 

 



The vote to The vote to

refuse the refuse the

OUTLINE FULL

 application application

Cllr. Adkinson Labour For For

Cllr. Brindle Conservative No vote For

Cllr. Chappel-Tay Conservative Against For

Cllr. English Liberal Democrat For For

Cllr. Eves Conservative For For

Cllr. Harwood Liberal Democrat Against Against

Cllr. Kimmance Liberal Democrat Against For

Cllr. Munford Independent Against Against

Cllr. Parfitt-Reid Conservative For For

Cllr. Perry Conservative For For

Cllr. Spooner Conservative For For

Cllr. Vizzard Liberal Democrat Against Abstained

Cllr. Wilby Liberal Democrat Against Against

Votes cast by the members of the Planning Committee


