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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE, 
HELD ON TUESDAY, 2ND SEPTEMBER, 2025 AT 5.00 PM 

IN THE COMMITTEE ROOM - TOWN HALL, STATION ROAD, CLACTON-ON-SEA, 
CO15 1SE 

 

Present: Councillors Fowler (Chairman)(except item 36), White (Vice-
Chairman)(in the Chair for item 36), Alexander, Bray, Everett, 
Goldman, Sudra and Wiggins 

In Attendance: Gary Guiver (Corporate Director (Planning & Community)), John 
Pateman-Gee (Head of Planning & Building Control), Joanne Fisher 
(Planning Solicitor & Acting Legal Manager), Matt Lang (Planning 
Team Leader) (except item 38), Alison Pope (Planning Officer) 
(except items 37 & 38), Maddie Adger (Leadership Support 
Manager) and Bethany Jones (Democratic Services Officer) 

 
32. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  

 
An apology for absence was received on behalf of Councillor Smith (with Councillor 
Sudra substituting). 
 

33. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING  
 
It was moved by Councillor White, seconded by Councillor Goldman and:- 
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting of the Committee, held on Tuesday 5 
August 2025, be approved as a correct record and be signed by the Chairman.  
 

34. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Councillor White informed the Committee that, in relation to Planning Application 
24/00560/OUT – Wellwick Site, Colchester Road, St Osyth, CO16 8HS, he was one 
of the local Ward Councillors but that he was not predetermined and therefore he would 
remain in the room and take part in the deliberation and decision-making on this 
application. 
 
Councillor Fower (Chairman) also notified the Committee that, in relation to Planning 
Application 25/00483/FUL – The Lighthouse, Lower Marine Parade, Dovercourt, 
Harwich, she was predetermined and that some of the objectors to the application were 
personally known to her and that therefore she would leave the room and would not 
participate in the Committee’s deliberations and decision making for this application and 
that Councillor White (Vice-Chairman) would take over as Chairman for that item. 
 

35. QUESTIONS ON NOTICE PURSUANT TO COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 38  
 
There were no such Questions on Notice submitted by Councillors on this occasion. 
 

36. REPORT OF THE CORPORATE DIRECTOR (PLANNING & COMMUNITY) - A.2 - 25-
00483-FUL - THE LIGHTHOUSE, LOWER MARINE PARADE, DOVERCOURT, 
HARWICH, CO12 3ST  
 
Earlier on in the meeting as reported under Minute 34 above, Councillor Fowler 
(Chairman) had notified the Committee that she was predetermined and that some of 
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the objectors to the application were personally known to her and that therefore she 
would leave the room and would not participate in the Committee’s deliberations and 
decision making for this application. The Chair was thereupon occupied by the Vice-
Chairman (Councillor White). 
 
Members were told that the application sought permission to change the use of part of 
the land used by The Lighthouse sports and social hub for the siting of a single storey 
modular building for community use. The new building would allow the expansion of the 
existing activities year-round and would provide additional secure space for storage for 
those activities.  
 
The Committee heard that the proposal was not considered by Officers to be harmful to 
the character and appearance of the area, it would not result in any significant impact to 
neighbouring amenities, and it was acceptable in terms of flood risk.  
 
The Committee had before it the published Officer report containing the key planning 
issues, relevant planning policies, planning history, any response from consultees, 
written representations received and a recommendation of approval.  
 
At the meeting, an oral presentation was made by the Council’s Planning Officer (AP) in 
respect of the application.  
 
An Officer Update Sheet had been circulated to Members prior to the meeting which 
informed the Committee as follows:- 
 
“The existing café/building on The Lighthouse site is connected to the mains sewer and 
it is proposed to connect the new building in the same way.” 
 
Gary Stanford, the applicant, spoke in favour of the application. 
 
Michelle Kulacz, a member of the public, spoke against the application. 
 

Matters raised by Members of the 
Committee:- 

Officer’s response thereto:- 

Could you give the Committee the 
dates of approval in the timeline?  

For guidance, the access of ramps/shuttered doors 
was 2010, store and viewing area was 1991, public 
shelter on the skating rink was 1963 and the last one 
was for the café and public convenience which was 
1960. It might be one or two years either side, Officers 
do not have the exact dates to hand. 

Is there an automatic cut out for the 
music if it goes past a certain number of 
decibels? Is that something the 
Committee could condition? 

There is the site and the building proposal before 
Members, not change of use of land. This application 
is only for change of use of the building. Licensing is a 
separate matter to Planning, Officers cannot control 
the land but can control the building because that is 
the proposal before Members so noise or music 
played within the building, Officers could put a 
condition in the element of noise but the difficulty is 
that it does not stop the playing of music elsewhere on 
the rest of the site where they have current permission 
to do so.  

With the large residential building to the The modular building is single storey so people will be 
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rear, is there no visual harm to that 
property?  

able to see it as well as the building being blue, so it is 
visible from the rear property. It will not significantly 
affect the neighbouring properties in the public realm. 

If the Committee were to refuse this 
application, presumably there would be 
a continuation of the marquee, is that 
right? 

That is correct. If this application was not approved, 
then the marquee could be used as a temporary 
measure. 

How many users are there at the 
moment and what the capacity would 
there be if the Committee granted 
planning permission? 

Officers do not have the exact capacity, but it may 
have been said in the speaker’s speech. 

Are Members right in understanding 
that the capacity would be 50 people? 

Yes, that is correct.  

What are the operating times that would 
be permitted? 

9.00 a.m. – 10.00 p.m. 7 days a week, including bank 
holidays. 

Are the operating times for the whole 
site?  

There are no planning restrictions in terms of 
operating hours on the whole site at all, it is the 
premises licence that has control of the operating 
hours of some activities on the site.  

 
It was moved by Councillor Alexander, seconded by Councillor Bray and:- 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 

1) the Head of Planning and Building Control be authorised to grant planning 
permission subject to the conditions as stated at paragraph 10.2 of the Officer 
report (A.2), or varied as is necessary to ensure the wording is enforceable, 
precise, and reasonable in all other respects, including appropriate updates, so 
long as the principle of the conditions as referenced is retained; and 

 
2) the sending of any informative notes to the application as may be deemed 

necessary. 
 

37. REPORT OF THE CORPORATE DIRECTOR (PLANNING & COMMUNITY) - A.1 - 24-
00560-OUT - WELLWICK SITE, COLCHESTER ROAD, ST OSYTH, CO16 8HS  
 
Earlier on in the meeting as reported under Minute 34 above, Councillor White had 
informed the Committee that he was one of the local Ward Councillors but that he was 
not predetermined and that therefore he would remain in the room and take part in the 
deliberation and decision-making on this application. 
 
The Committee heard that the application sought outline permission (with all matters 
reserved aside from access) for the erection of 37 dwellings at the Wellwick Site, 
Colchester Road, St Osyth. The application had come before the Planning Committee 
as the proposal represented a departure from the local plan policies which governed the 
location of new housing development.  
 
Members were told that the wider site had planning permission for 190 dwellings, as 
part of an enabling scheme associated with the restoration of national important 
heritage assets located at the nearby St Osyth Priory complex.  
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Officers made Members aware that the application proposed a further 37 dwellings on 
two parcels of land, which formed part of the previously consented scheme. Again, the 
development had been promoted as enabling development to fund further works, 
particularly to the Abbot’s Lodgings at St Osyth Priory.  
 
In summary, the principle of residential development in that location was already 
established and the access point was already consented. The proposal would represent 
a sustainable and proportionate development which, like the consented scheme, would 
serve as enabling development to fund further restoration works at St Osyth Priory. In 
that respect, there was an identified and agreed need for such enabling development.  
 
The Committee was informed that there were no overriding objections from any 
statutory consultees and no objections had been received from St Osyth Parish Council 
or third parties.  
 
The Committee had before it the published Officer report containing the key planning 
issues, relevant planning policies, planning history, any response from consultees, 
written representations received and a recommendation of approval. 
 
At the meeting, an oral presentation was made by the Council’s Planning Team Leader 
(ML) in respect of the application.  
 
There were no updates circulated to Members on this occasion.  
 
Harriet Vincent-Wilson, the applicant, spoke in favour of the application. 
 

Matters raised by Members of the 
Committee:- 

Officer’s response thereto:- 

On page 28 of the agenda, in regard to 
205, 206 and 214, could Officers explain 
what these are? 

Historic England were picking up on the fact that they do not 
consider that the development would preserve the setting of 
St Osyth conservation area and the Priory, though they 
identified less than substantial harm. At 8.74 of the Officer 
report (A.1), there is detail there that the development does 
demonstrate sufficient public and heritage benefits that 
would outweigh the any less than substantial harm. It has 
been looked at from a Heritage viewpoint, Officers have 
acknowledged that they identified less than substantial harm 
and it has been weighed up in the balance and there are 
sufficient benefits that outweighs the less than substantial 
harm. The contribution of 37 houses towards the Council’s 
housing supply and the works to renovate the St Osyth 
Priory are works that are considered a benefit that 
outweighs the harm. Historic England also raised questions 
to the enabling approach of the Priory, 8.69 of the Officer 
report goes into detail with the queries that were raised by 
Councillors. The Officers’ response is that there is largely, in 
respect to the discrepancies in the conservation deficit and 
whether all commercial use that forms the basis of the 
agreed business strategic case that was considered in the 
report, Officers have weighed this up and it is not strictly 
relevant to the development. Under the consideration here 
today it forms a small part of the wider conservation deficit 
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to the Priory. Officers are content with works that have been 
undertaken linked directly back to the business plan and are 
all costed as part of a condition survey that was secured at 
that time.    

Do Officers still hold the position 
considering the original application also 
had harm? 

When Historic England originally reviewed the first 
application, it was 190 dwellings in an empty field so there 
was quite a lot of harm at that time. There will be 24 
dwellings, at the northern area, sandwiched between that 
caravan park and then to the southern area, there will be 
the other 13 units which will not be overly visible in terms of 
the wider setting of the Priory Park and the conservation 
area. In Officers' view, whilst they have identified less than 
substantial harm, the balance and benefits associated with 
the development outweighs the harm.  

Has there been an update from Historic 
England since March 2025? 

After receiving the first objections, Officers met with Historic 
England and explained the proposals and they were 
satisfied at that meeting that the development was 
acceptable and related back to the business plan. After that 
meeting, Historic England then sent in further comments 
that said they were not willing to provide an updated 
comment. 

With what Historic England have said, 
does that fall within the application tonight 
or does that fall under the next stage of 
the application? 

This application is the outline for the access to the principle 
of 37 extra units. When the reserved matters application is 
submitted (the layout, appearance etc.) Officers will 
reconsult with Historic England and obtain their view at that 
time as well.  

Members tonight are considering the 
access alone in this application? 

Yes, access is part of this application, but the principle is 
part of the outline application. The principle that there are 
going to be 37 properties in this location in some form, and 
Officers have an indicative plan that shows that there is one 
possible successful (potentially) form that is for reserved 
matters. Members are dealing with the principle of 
development which picks up on the traffic, number of 
households, waste resourced at that site and other policy 
issues. So, Members are not only dealing with the access. 
When it comes to the reserved matters application, 
Members would only be looking at layout, appearance, 
scale and landscaping – that is it.  

Members are looking at consenting a 
principle of development for a number of 
dwellings, does that mean that Members 
should be thinking along the lines of up to 
a number rather than a specific number? If 
that is the case, should Officers be 
considering the density and other factors 
here at this site of up to 37 dwellings?  

This proposal is for 37 dwellings, not up to. Some 
developers describe a development as ‘up to’ so that when 
reserved matters comes in and they realise they cannot 
achieve the number they can put the number down. Either 
way, Members are dealing with 37 dwellings. The layout is a 
reserved matter. The developer still needs to demonstrate 
to Officers that there is a scheme that can work even at an 
indicative level that can outline in principle sufficiently to be 
approved which is what is before Members today.  

Is the density to achieve 37 dwellings 
appropriate and is there enough 
community space allowed within that to 
compensate for some of the loss?  

To clarify, the site to the north was for private archery which 
is arguably not open to the public/community. The site to the 
south was open space so it was open to the public and it is 
for Members to debate for putting a development in that 
area. 
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If Members were concerned about losing 
that community space and said rather than 
having 37 dwellings to have 24 dwellings 
instead, is that something Members could 
do or do Members need to be more 
specific? 

It Members were to say that permission would be granted 
for the outline on the specific area subject to the southern 
portion, Members would still have 37 dwellings granted in 
principle. The argument would be that the reserved matters 
could put all 37 dwellings at the top of the development, and 
it could be deemed unreasonable by the applicant. Officers 
cannot change the number of dwellings as that is the 
proposal before Members, if Members feel that 37 dwellings 
are not achievable then that is down to debate.  

Are Members correct in thinking that 
Historic England did not wish to comment 
any further?  

Historic England were given the opportunity to revise the 
letter that had been provided but they chose not to.   

If the Committee was mindful to approve 
this application, Members would have an 
informative to have the reserved matters 
application come back to Committee?  

Yes. 

Will the Section 106 agreement need to be 
revised? 

Section 106 agreements can run alongside each other. The 
first 106 agreement is dealing with the development when it 
was first approved, the other section 106 agreement is 
dealing with the development before Members at this 
moment in time. 
There will not be any amendments to the first section 106 
agreement as that related to the scheme as a whole and 
that made reference to securing the enabling development 
approvals at the time but it also included reference to 
buildings like Darcy House for which works might be 
secured in the future so it was desirable to identify buildings 
that needed restoring in the future through further grant 
funding and enabling development schemes. The Section 
106 agreement, if approved, will secure the funding that has 
already been forward funded for this development so it will 
make sure that the development works relate to this 
scheme.  

There can be two Section 106 agreements 
on the same land? 

Yes, because there is a potential new grant of planning 
permission so that would need to be linked to the works that 
have been carried out at Darcy House and the funding that 
has come from securing those works.  

Highways have said that they would like 
the pavement for bus stops and an island 
for pedestrian crossing, do Officers know if 
there will be any speed limits/traffic lights?  

Yes, that is correct. There is a pedestrian island and a 
pedestrian and cycle footpath. The matter of the speed limit 
reduction is being secured as part of the Highway works 
agreement which will be dropping down to 40mph which 
Highways are working out at their end and linking it to the 
Section 278 agreement. There will not be any traffic lights.  

On page 28 of the Officer report, Historic 
England said they cannot support this 
application, have we obtained our own 
legal advice and are Officers satisfied that 
it does align? 

Historic England have objected but have not provided 
specific reasons why and despite multiple attempts  to try 
and get a hold of that reason, they have not provided the 
reason. They are quoting 3 paragraphs to the Council: 
1 – that the harm of any level requires clear and convincing 
justification and great weight will be given to the 
consideration of the historic asset – therefore it is a 
judgement for the local planning authority and that is a 
judgement as Officers are providing to you.  
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2 – leading to less than substantial harm and whether or not 
the sufficient public benefit proposal outweighs that harm – 
that is also down to debate for Members; and 
3 – the local planning authority to assess the proposal for 
the enabling developments which were conflicting with 
planning policy – which meant that this application is outside 
of the settlement boundary development and whether or not 
Members find this acceptable in itself with any material 
reasons and one of those reasons being the future 
conservation of the Heritage Assets.  

There is a lot of information of the 
breakdown of funding, this is not 
something that is usually seen in a report, 
is this normal? 

As part of an enabling development the developer would 
need to provide a viability appraisal which shows that the 
development that they are proposing can fund those works 
so they have provided the financial situation which links 
back to the approved original business plan. It has all been 
costed and has been reviewed by an independent assessor 
who were heavily involved in the original application. They 
are satisfied that the figures add up and the development is 
in accordance with the enabling works.  

Can Officers list the benefits and 
disbenefits of this application? 

8.74 of the Officer report does look at that, Historic England 
have identified less than substantial harm, which is the main 
disbenefit, and another one would be that the application is 
outside of the settlement boundary. The benefits would be 
that there is money going into the Priory and increased 
open space across the site. There is around a 43.5% 
increase in the level of open space.  

  
It was moved by Councillor Bray, seconded by Councillor Alexander and unanimously:- 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 

1) on the appropriate terms set out below and those as may be deemed necessary 
to the satisfaction of the Head of Planning and Building Control to secure the 
completion of a legal agreement under the provisions of Section 106 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and, for planning obligations 
dealing with the following matters: 

 

CATEGORY TERMS 

Enabling Works Secure enabling works outlined in 
enabling works table at 8.13 above. 
Trigger points/Timing of works to be 
confirmed. 

Public Open Space  Details of Transfer / Management 
Responsibilities. 

RAMS 
 

£169.45p per dwelling (if applicant 
decides to secure via legal agreement 
rather than condition - see Condition 7 
below).  
 

BNG  
 
 

Securing precise details of net gain plan 
(10% gain) and the implementation, 
management and monitoring of such plan 



 Planning Committee 
 

2 September 2025  

 

 

 

(if applicant decides to secure via legal 
agreement rather than condition – see 
Conditions 8 and 9 below). 

BNG Monitoring Fee Securing a financial contribution towards 
the 30-year monitoring of the Biodiversity 
Net Gain Plan and implemented scheme.  

 
2) the Head of Planning and Building Control be authorised to grant outline 

planning permission subject to securing the completion of the agreed Section 
106 agreement referred to in Resolution (1), and the planning conditions stated 
at Paragraph 10.3 of the Officer report (A.1), or varied as is necessary to ensure 
the wording is enforceable, precise, and reasonable in all other respects, 
including appropriate updates, so long as the principle of the conditions as 
referenced is retained, and the submitting of any  reserved matters applications 
to the members of the Planning Committee for determination; 

 
3) the sending of any informative notes to the applicant as may be deemed 

necessary; and 
 

4) in the event of the planning obligations or requirements referred to in Resolution 
(1) above not being secured and/or not secured within 12 months of the date of 
this resolution then the Head of Planning and Building Control is authorised to 
refuse the application on appropriate grounds at their discretion. 

 
38. REPORT OF THE CORPORATE DIRECTOR (PLANNING & COMMUNITY) - A.3 - 25-

00768-FULHH - 22 VICTORIA CRESCENT, LAWFORD, CO11 1EG  
 
Members were told that the proposal sought planning permission to erect 2-metre-high 
close boarded fencing along the rear and side boundaries of 22 Victoria Crescent, 
Lawford. Planning permission was required as the fence exceeded 1 metre in height 
and would be sited adjacent to a highway, and the item was before the Planning 
Committee as Tendring District Council was the landowner.  
 
Officers made Members aware that the proposed works would not result in significant 
visual harm occurring to the character and appearance of the area, nor would it pose 
detrimental harm to existing neighbouring amenities.  
 
The Committee had before it the published Officer report containing the key planning 
issues, relevant planning policies, planning history, any response from consultees, 
written representations received and a recommendation of approval.  
 
At the meeting, an oral presentation was made by the Council’s Head of Planning and 
Building Control (JP-G) in respect of the application.  
 
There were no updates circulated to Members on this occasion.  
 
There were no speakers on this occasion.  
 

Matters raised by Members of the 
Committee:- 

Officer’s response thereto:- 

All the houses around the back have got All of the new fencing is set behind the chained fencing, it 
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chained fencing, were there any rules that 
it had to be that high and that type of 
fencing? 

is land owned by the Council and it is being asked to be 
behind the chain linked fencing.  

In terms of ingress-to-ingress for vehicles, 
does the gate open to the outside or inside 
of the property? 

The proposal is only for the rear access. The proposal 
does not include anything for the front of the property 
where the gate is.  

So, there will be a gap in the fence? Not along the front.  

 
It was moved by Councillor Bray, seconded by Councillor Wiggins and unanimously:- 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 

1) the Head of Planning and Building Control be authorised to grant planning 
permission subject to the conditions as stated at paragraph 10.2 in the Officer 
report (A.3), or varied as is necessary to ensure the wording is enforceable, 
precise, and reasonable in all other respects, including appropriate updates, so 
long as the principle of the conditions as referenced is retained; and 

 
2) the sending of any informative notes to the applicant as may be deemed 

necessary. 
 

 The meeting was declared closed at 6.42 pm  
  

 
 

Chairman 
 

 


