
GOLDHANGER PARISH COUNCIL 
Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting held on Tuesday 14th August 2018 in the Village Hall Goldhanger 

PRESENT:  CHAIR – COUNCILLOR J BOURN 
                     VICE CHAIR – COUNCILLOR H REYNOLDS 
                     COUNCILLORS   MR CHEESEMAN, MR ELLIS AND MR SARGEANT.                    
                     V BANYARD (PARISH CLERK). 
                     One  member of the public. 

2009.18   To receive apologies for absence and Declarations of Interest in the Meeting’s agenda items. 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Mrs Smith and the Ward Members  Councillors Mrs  Bamford 
and Mrs Thompson. 
No Declarations of Interest were received. 
   
2010.18   To approve the Minutes of the Ordinary  Meeting held on 10.7.2018 
It was RESOLVED to approve the above Minutes.  

2011.18   To receive any information arising from the above Minutes 
No issues were raised. 

2012.18   To consider co-option to fill the casual vacancy caused by the resignation of Councillor C Joslin. 
No expressions of interest have yet been received. 

2013.18   Planning 
 a.    The following decision by Maldon District Council was noted:  

b.     The following new applications were considered: 

c.     Any other planning issues.  Enforcement issues:  Nothing has been heard concerning The Old Rectory, Benham 
Close and  Gardeners Farm.  Maldon District Council will be asked to provide an update on these. 

TPO/MAL/18/00719 St Peter’s Close Goldhanger T1 Oak – reduce height by 3m and cut back to fence line.  
T2 Oak – reduce height by 3m 
Allowed to proceed.

18/00933/TCA 9A Church Street  
Goldhanger

Pollarding of 2 mature Lime Trees 
It was RESOLVED to support this application.

18/00876/WTPO 20 Fish Street 
Goldhanger

T1 Scotts Pine – reduce canopy by 1m all around or to 
nearest growing point and clear cables 
It was RESOLVED to support this application but the 
trimming should be minimal with nothing further in 
than one metre.  This is due to the concerns raised in 
view of previous applications for this tree.

18/00868/FUL and  
18/00869/LBC

Falcon Hall Little 
Totham Road 
Goldhanger

Conversion of nissen hut to residential dwelling.  
It was considered that there had been no attempt to 
address the issues raised in the previous application so 
it was RESOLVED to object robustly to the present 
application for the reasons given in Appendix A of 
these minutes.

NMA/MAL/
18/00894

27 Maldon Road 
Goldhanger

Amendments to previously granted application – extra 
windows in lobby 
For information only



2014.18    To consider any items of correspondence received.  It was noted that Councillor Mark Durham has 
resigned from the leadership of   Maldon District Council and his place has been taken by Councillor Fluker.  
Councillor Maddie Thompson has been elected as Deputy Leader. 

2015.18    Finances.   
The monthly financial statements were approved. 
It was RESOLVED to authorise the following payments: 

2016.18  To receive the internal auditor’s report for the year ended 31.3.2018 
The report was noted and the Council will now take steps to review its Standing Orders and Financial Regulations. 

2017.18   Highways/Public rights of way 
The Trucam and parking enforcement reports for July were received, showing three parking fines  and twenty nine 
captures by Trucam.  Further sessions will be arranged in Fish Street and in Maldon Road. 
Local Highways Panel:  No information was available. 
 It was noted that the sea wall footpath to the left of Goldhanger Creek will be closed for some time to allow for 
repairs to the sea wall.  Diversions will be in place. 
There is now a 30mph speed limit in Benham Close. 
It was noted that Maldon District Council has included the development marketed as The Saltings into Maldon Road 
and so no new name will be needed. 

2018.18   Issues concerning Marigold Wood. 
No issues were raised. 

2019.18   To consider any matters concerning the Village Hall 
A report on the progress of the refurbishment project so far was noted.  The planned start for the work is February 
2019 with a finish date of June 2019. 

2020.18   To consider any matters concerning the defibrillators and kiosks 
The light is still not working in one of the kiosks and will be repaired. 

2021.18   To consider any matters concerning hedge cutting. 
Councillor Mr Ellis is still looking for a new contractor to cut the hedges. 
The clerk will seek to find contractors used by other Parish Councils. 
Mr Newenham (Wilkin and Sons) will be asked if the top of the hedge by the parking bays in Fish Street can be 
knocked back. 

2022.18   To consider any estimates obtained for the decoration of the bus shelters 
It was RESOLVED that due to the high prices of the quotes obtained, the Councillors themselves will undertake to 
decorate the bus shelters. 

2023.18   To consider the requirements of the General Data Protection Regulations. 
The clerk is working on disposing of all out-of date paperwork. 

V Banyard Clerk’s salary Aug, office allowance and expenses £  179.91

HMRC Tax on clerk’s salary Aug £    39.17

Wave Allotments water rates £    12.64

Goldhanger Village Hall Hire of Hall for meetings Apr – Jun incl £    75.00

Maldon District Council GDPR support £  180.00

Maldon District Council Trucam patrols and parking enforcement £  152.99

Maldon District Council Grounds maintenance weeks 14 – 26 £  212.86



2024.18   Revision of the Parish Council’s Standing Orders (based on the NALC 2018 model)  and  Risk 
Assessment Policy.  Councillor J Bourn will prepare a draft Standing Orders and the clerk a draft Risk Assessment 
Policy and these will be considered at the September meeting of the Council. 

2025.18   To consider any other items of information or issues for a future agenda 
It was noted that Little Totham Road has been closed to repair a hole in the highway. 
There has been an increase in dog fouling on the pavements around the village – a notice will be placed in the parish 
magazine that the Council is considering enforcement due to the build up of mess and complaints by residents. 

As there was no further business the meeting was closed at 8.40 pm 



Appendix A 
18/00869/LBC &18/00868/FUL 
Land Adjacent Falcon Hall Little Totham Road Goldhanger Essex 

The Parish Council objects to this application which apart from the inclusion of a legal opinion document is 
identical to.FUL/MAL/18/00362, and does not address any of the issues raised:  
1) The development is outside the village settlement boundary with no passing or readily accessible public transport 
(Contrary to Policy S8) 
2) Clarification is required regarding the L shaped outbuilding which does not have planning permission yet works 
have been in progress for some time. It does have LBC10/00852 as a residential annexe of Falcon Hall but has now 
been brought into the red line removing it from Falcon Hall. If it is now part of the application why are the details 
not shown? 
3) The illustrative Masterplan drawing is misleading in suggesting landscape items 7,8 & 9 which are outside the red 
line and therefore unenforceable. 
4) The Nissen hut is a very large structure and combined with the L shaped outbuilding dwarfs and overshadows 
Falcon Hall, the heritage asset, contrary to Policy S1 (protection of heritage assets). Although the building that is 
there at present as a low key storage barn, making it a separate modern dwelling completely changes the dynamic. 
5) Contrary to Policy D3, conservation and heritage assets; with the west wall of Falcon Hall forming the red 
boundary line with the nissen hut development, Falcon Hall no longer sits within its own grounds, impacting the 
status of the heritage asset. 
6) For such a large property the surrounding garden for the Nissan hut development is unacceptably cramped and 
out of keeping with the area. 
7) Where the red line gives the entrance from the highway and all available parking to the new property, how is 
Falcon Hall served other than the small new front access that was installed without any planning permission in the 
grounds of a listed building. 
8) The indicated main access on the western side is perverse with no easy route to it unless there is a further 
application to come transferring part of the field. 
9) The drawings contain inaccuracies regarding the existing windows, 12 each side, and what is retained or 
otherwise. Whilst a building control issue, it is difficult to relate the lack of windows to daylighting requirements. 

The applicants have the right to take the previous refusal to appeal but have not done so, instead re-submitting the 
same application, without a further fee being payable, yet introducing a new document containing an implied threat 
in para 29 of the legal opinion.   

The legal opinion provided by Thea Osmund-Smith is on the “planning merits of the case with reference to the 
Court’s decision in Braintree District Council v SSCLG [2018] EWCA Civ 610.” However this is misleading as this 
is specific to 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework, “..the decision was on a single ground, which was that 
the inspector had misunderstood and therefore misapplied the policy in paragraph 55 of the NPPF.” LJ Lindblom 
also makes clear that this is narrow and specific “The crucial issue is the meaning of the word “isolated” in the 
expression “new isolated homes in the countryside.” 
The above referenced case relates to a challenge by Braintree District Council to the Secretary of State Planning 
Inspectors decision. However, this current matter relates to a challenge by the Applicant, of the Maldon District 
Council decision to refuse planning permission and also that of a previous Appeal decision by a Secretary of State 
Planning Inspector under (Appeal Ref: APP/X1545/A/14/2225119). 
Furthermore, the above referenced case does not relate to a similar matter, “the proposed conversion of an existing 
historic building” but instead new construction. 

Despite the above the Parish Council has reviewed the statements made in this document in relation to the officers 
report and would comment as follows: 

In response to para 3 
The officers report statement includes a number of reasons for refusal which is supported by 14 pages of report, so 
the parish council finds the statement “refused…for a single reason” difficult to understand. 

In response to paras 6, 7 &8 



The referenced 2014-2019 LDP is incorrect and should state 2014-2029. 
References to policy S8 and support (within section e of S8 ) for conversions of existing dwellings states in 
“accordance with policies E4 and D3”.The applicant states that the planning officer should make specific reference 
to this, however it is clear when these polices are looked at they support the refusal of such development (see 
below). It is later argued that policy E4 is not relevant as it is not considered by the applicant to be ‘an existing rural 
building’. 

With reference to policy E4, there is no “justifiable and functional need for the building” and the district housing 
need and supply has been met through other developments in the district. 
Policy D3‘heritage assets’ the proposed development does nothing to ‘preserve or enhance the heritage asset’ and by 
making the west wall of falcon hall the ‘new boundary’ results in the heritage asset no longer sitting within its own 
grounds, which impacts the status of the listed heritage asset. And was commented upon by the appeal inspector 
“Special regard was paid to the desirability of preserving the building and its setting and the significance of the 
grounds and associated structures” 

The applicant does not comment on key paragraphs in the Officers report, such as paras 5.1.2, 5.1.3 and 5.1.12 
which clearly identify that the development is unsustainable with poor access to public transport, shops and 
servicesand outside the settlement boundary (contrary to policies S1, S8 and T2). 

In response to para 9 
The development is in conflict with Policy T2 for the following reasons; 
It does not provide safe and direct walking and cycling routes to nearby services, facilities etc LittleTotham Road is 
very narrow, has 2 right angle bends and overhanging vegetation and is considered far from safe for pedestrian or 
cyclists to use. 
Maldon road through Goldhanger is pending a traffic calming scheme due to the dangerous speeds of traffic and 
there are frequent traffic accidents at the western end of the village. 
The applicants response fails to respect local knowledge of the roads and hazards or the previous appeal which 
commented “therefore most journeys would be by private car. This would conflict with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and make a limited contribution to the social role of sustainability by encouraging the use of 
private car over sustainable forms of transport. This would also have consequential impacts on the environment in 
terms of pollution.” 

In response to para 10 
Policy D2 ‘design quality and built environment’ 
There has been no respect for the heritage asset or its curtilage. And the proposed development is contrary to policy 
S1, section 10 “protection of heritage assets” 
And the scale of the proposed new development is not in proportion to the allocated garden size. 
The layout with access shown onto the west side is not functional. 

Policy H4 ‘effective use of land’ 
Under the section alterations the new development does not ‘make a positive contribution to the character of the 
original building’ as previously said the heritage asset under the new development no longer stands within its own 
grounds, with the heritage assets West wall forming the new property boundary. 

In response to para 12 
It does not suit the applicant to consider policy E4, and the Parish Councilfinds it difficult to understand the 
argument that the building is not ‘an existing rural building’ given its function and location for the past half century. 

In response to para 13 
The Parish Council has outlined above the relevance of policy D3 and would point out that the applicants document 
is in error when referring to officers report section 5.4.12 which doesn’t exist. 

In response to paras 14 -21 (Legal and Policy Framework) 
Maldon District Councils Local Development plan is fully integrated with National policies.The applicant restates 
points but fails to acknowledge other policies that give sound reasons for refusal, ieNPPF 132 which states 
“Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its 
setting” and in this matter making the boundary for the proposed new development the west wall of Falcon Hall 
impacts the heritage asset significantly. 



Para 19, as previously stated the referenced case is on a very narrow definition and is not of practical relevance to 
this matter. 

Para 20, the extracts from the referenced case do not relate to this specific matter.  

In response to paras 22 -29 (Opinion) 
This section restates earlier points and uses selected references to previous matters, ignores the reasoning behind the 
previous inspector’s appeal decision (APP/X/1545/A/14/2225119) which is directly relevant to this specific 
application. 

In conclusion the Parish Council is disappointed in the approach taken by the applicant and the scant regard for the 
appeal inspector’s decision to the previous proposal for this site, or any attempt to address the issues raised. 


