
Dorchester-on-Thames Parish Council !
A Special Meeting of the Parish Council was held in the Village Hall on Wednesday 
27th August 2014 commencing at 7.30 p.m. The Chairman, Cllr Margot Metcalfe, 
presided; present were Cllrs. Ken Bryan, Maurice Day, Chris Hill, Mike Hill, Mike 
Kitson and Mark Stevenson, with G Russell in attendance. Also present for part of the 
meeting were 19 members of the public. !
1 Apologies for absence. 
Apologies were accepted from Cllr Sue Graney !
2 Declarations of Disclosable Pecuniary Interests 
None !
3 Public Participation  
25, Bridge End; there was some doubt about how much difference the recent 
amendments had made and the changes were explained by Cllr Mark Stevenson. 
There are concerns that if the roof contains sky lights it will be much easier to install a 
first floor at a later date. The idea of cars parked one behind the other is thought to be 
a potential safety hazard and the advice of County Highways should be obtained to 
see if a safer configuration could be achieved.  
There are still concerns that the proposed new building will spoil the character of this 
part of the village and would lead to additional traffic using Wittenham Lane which 
has no footway and is also used by pedestrians, children and horse riders.  
Residents of Wittenham Lane said that the area is partly served by a drainage system 
that is not part of the infrastructure maintained by Thames Water, while on the 
development site itself there is a well, thought to have been in use until recently.  
Care should be taken about allowing any trees to be removed and the District 
Council’s tree officer should be called in to advise about replacing the leylandii. The 
site currently contains a lot of unwanted material; this should be removed not burned. 
There was some concern that the stable/workshop is home to a colony of bats but 
examination of the documents submitted with the planning application revealed that a 
bat survey had been carried out with no bats found to be present.  
Cllr Stevenson explained that a lot of the concerns that had been raised could be 
covered by conditions attached to the grant of planning permission and were also 
matters which would covered by Building Regulations rather than Planning. 
Nevertheless residents said that they still had concerns and that they would be writing 
to the planning officer. The Clerk will pass on this information. 
Land adjacent to 55 Abingdon Road; residents wondered whether the proposal to 
build five dwellings would, if accepted, lead to further development on the site. If 
there  is vehicular access to the proposed ‘ecological area’ this access could be used to 
reach any additional houses that might be built nearer to the river. Even the present 
limited development would have an adverse impact upon the existing wildlife.  
Local residents of many years standing said that there are several inaccuracies in the 
report dealing with the type of waste materials that have been brought on to the site.  



Near neighbours to the area said that they did not like the wood-cladding of the 
proposed houses, although it seems that this style is popular with the planners. 
14 High Street; the applicants were present and explained that although they wished 
to continue living in the property for now, they would not be making any internal 
structural changes and so a future owner could once again use the building as part 
home/part retail premises. Some residents felt that the attempt to find someone to take 
on the existing retail area had been hampered by the owners’ refusal to include access 
to water, storage space and the usual services. This greatly reduces the appeal of the 
premises which were offered for rent in October 2013 at £12,000 per year. This rental 
was reduced to £9,000 in February. !
4 Planning Applications 
P14/S1635/FUL 25 Bridge End as AMENDED 
Demolition of existing garage/workshop and car port. Erection of new detached 
dwelling together with extension and restoration of existing cottage and creation of 
new parking areas (As amended by drawing no 14027/SK08A showing the planting of 
new mixed hedgerow along the southern boundary where the Leylandii trees are 
being removed and 'option B' site plan drawing no 14027/P12 which shows the 
removal of the car parking to the front of No25 and the relocation of a tandam parking 
area to the southern end of the plot accessed from Wittenham Lane) (As amended by 
drawing nos 14027 -P02a, P04a, P09a, P10a, P11a) 
The Council agreed that the Clerk should send the following response: 
My Council recommends that this application should be refused unless all the roof 
lights are removed. If these are removed and the application is approved by the 
planning officer, my Council believes that this should be subject to a number of 
conditions including a specific clause forbidding the future addition of a first floor to 
the new-build dwelling.  
In its previous response, my Council had agreed that the existing building is in need 
of modernisation and raised no objection to an extension to create a third bedroom, 
provided that there is little impact upon the adjacent listed building. The Council said 
it was willing to be guided on this point by the SODC Conservation Officer (whose 
response to the Consultation was awaited) but suggested that such impact as there is 
would be reduced if the proposed extension conforms with the existing building line 
of the extension of the listed building at 23 Bridge End. However, my Council has 
now noted that the Conservation Officer made no comment about this, stating that the 
proposed extension is subservient in footprint to the existing structure and the 
materials proposed include weatherboarding cladding and clay tiles, which are felt to 
be sympathetic. 
The proposal to create two parking spaces on part of the land to the rear of the 
property is preferable to the original suggestion that parking should be off Bridge 
End. However Wittenham Lane is well-used by walkers, children at play, horse-riders 
etc and my Council would be grateful if County Highways would comment upon the 
safety of this newly suggested scheme, which results in an increase in the number of 
cars using the full length of Wittenham Lane.  It may be that side by side parking 
would be safer that parking one vehicle behind the other. 



Having had the parking moved to the rear of the property my Council wishes to 
emphasise the importance of the existing hedge and banking which surround the front 
of the property. These are critical to the character and ecology of the area and it 
should be a condition of any approval that the integrity of these features is preserved. 
My Council has no objection in principle to the removal of the leylandii on the 
southern boundary but would like the applicant to receive advice from the District 
Council’s Tree Officer about how this removal is to be managed and what subsequent 
planting is recommended. 
My Council has previously commented upon the presence of what may be a working 
well outside the stable block and wishes to repeat that expert advice is needed to 
ensure that no aspect of the proposed development compromises the safety of this 
well or has any impact upon water supplies (quantity or quality) outside the boundary 
of this site. My Council has been advised that some properties in Wittenham Lane 
have private drainage that is maintained at the residents’ expense. Clearly the drainage 
arrangements for the new dwelling must take these factors into account and 
construction work must take care not to damage the private drainage system. 
My Council continues to regard it as essential that the project is only approved when a 
satisfactory traffic management plan for the construction period has been submitted. 
There are several old buildings in the immediate area of the proposed development 
and access to this site is via a narrow lane with a loose gravel surface with dwellings 
on both sides. The developer must accept responsibility for the repair of any damage 
that is done to the surface of Bridge End and of Wittenham Lane and any adjacent 
building as a result of these development works.  
Finally my Council has noted that the presence on the site of an accumulation of 
sundry materials that will need to be disposed of. The developer should be told that 
these materials must be removed from the site and not burned in situ. !
P14/S2393/FUL Land South of 55 Abingdon Road 
Erection of 5 New houses on rural site. 
The Council agreed that the Clerk should send the following response: 
Previous applications for development on this site and other near-by areas have 
always failed because the land is in the ‘Green Belt’ and outside the established limit 
of the village so no ‘infill’ development is allowed. My Council sees no reason to 
treat this application in any different way and recommends that it should be refused. 
However, the work currently being undertaken in developing our Neighbourhood Plan 
has identified a need for smaller, affordable homes and my Council believes that this 
site, part of what is known as ‘Allen’s Pit’ because of its history as a dumping ground 
for miscellaneous waste materials over many decades, is one that should be developed 
rather than left in its present state. 
My Council would look favourably upon a plan to develop a much larger area of the 
Allen’s Pit site, while still retaining the proposed ‘ecology area’, provided that it 
included the provision of some smaller, affordable homes.  
The ecological survey indicates that the site needs proper ecological management, 
such as that already in place under the management of the Hurst Water Meadow Trust 
elsewhere in Dorchester, and my Council would agree, but the proposed plans do not 



provide for any vehicle access to the area that needs managing, which is something of 
a handicap for those involved. 
It is recommended that the applicants be asked to reconsider the present plan !
P14/S2572/LB and P14/S2571/FUL 14 High Street  
Change of use from existing retail use (A1) to residential (C3) for the retail portion of 
the building. (Re-submission of previously withdrawn applications P13/S2651/LB 
and P13/S2640/FUL) 
The Council agreed that the Clerk should send the following response: 
These applications are back before my Council because nearly 12 months ago the 
applicants were told that they would not be granted change of use unless they could 
demonstrate that there is no demand by a third party to use that part of the premises 
which had previously been used for Dorchester Post Office and other retail space.  
No tenants have come forward but my Council is not convinced that a meaningful and 
genuine attempt to find a tenant has been made for a long enough period. First the 
owners decided to deny any prospective tenant some of the basic ancillary services 
which they themselves had enjoyed – i.e. access to water, toilet facilities and storage 
space – and, secondly, the advertised rent from October 2013 was £12,000 a year.  
This rental was substantially reduced in February of this year and the property is now 
being advertised as available for £9,000 per year. Since that time the number of 
viewers has increased and it is suggested that the marketing period should be 
extended until January 2015 to allow for 12 months at the lower asking figure !
5. Any Other Business 
It was agreed that the October meeting would be held on Wednesday 15th October as 
the Clerk would be away from the Village on 8th October. !
The Meeting closed at 10.40 p.m. 


