


Meeting of the Painshawfield Estate Committee held at 7.30 pm on Wednesday, 
31 May, 2021, in the Baptist Church

 
	H Rae (Chair)
C Byrne
M Harris 
B McGurk 
T Gammons 

	P Moore 
S Gilroy
D Elliott
Mr C Smedley


1. Apologies for absence
M. Spoor, E Purcell Smith, T Zimmermann
2. Conflict of interest
TG declared a conflict of interest in item 5.
3. Minutes of previous meeting.  
Comments on the draft minutes of the meeting on 13 April, previously circulated, should be sent to the Secretary then loaded onto the Estate website.
4. Matters arising
40 Meadowfield Road
HR reported that there had been no response to her letter to the owner suggesting a meeting.
5. Nene Cottage
T Gammons left the meeting for this item.

MH presented a report.  Background:
· The plot size is .31 acre, and therefore below the minimum size for a development.  However, as a Nene Cottage had originally occupied this site, this is an exceptional case
· When the land was initially sold, the previous EC had approved a development of 136.3 m2.  There was then also a small garage of 15m2  that was not part of the project.  The owner decided not to build and sold the land
· The new owner put forward two plans in November and December 2021 but was advised that the EC would only consider plans that was close to the original approved size.  
· At the March meeting, the EC considered an informal plan with a footprint of 161sq m total.  Although cantilevering was referenced no drawings or sizing was provided.  The decision was to consider a plan with a footprint of 161 m2

It was noted that one objection had been received though another close neighbour who had not had a P1, had expressed concern about the size of the building and its effect on their property.

It was noted that the new design, whilst having a footprint of 161.5m2 also had a large cantilevered first floor adding considerably to the size of the house, in addition, the roof hang increases the overall size of the property.

Following considerable discussion on this item it was agreed to reject the application on the grounds that the overall size of the property is overbearing and it does not meet the character and amenity of the Estate.   EC would support a smaller size property for this exceptional case.
           Rejected 
A new application will be considered but it must:
· Meet the requirement of 161m2 footprint.  The upper storey should not be considerably more, including the roof.  Any cantilever must not add to the overall size 
· The external staircase is not supported
· If the new owner does not agree with the decision, he has the option of calling an EGM

MH to respond to the applicant							        Action MH
6. Bright Cottage
CS presented a report.  The project involves a small double story extension, plus a sunroom, plus replacement external buildings.						         Approved
										          Action CS
7. AGM
i. Hybrid meeting
The internet connection was poor leading to delays in conducting the meeting, and people on Zoom had difficulties hearing the discussion.  It will be a person to person meeting only next year unless an alternative venue can be found 
ii. Attendees: there were far fewer attendees than usual.  50%+ had been delivered by hand, the remainder had been sent by email.  It was agreed that next year, a formal note should be sent about a month in advance.  Papers should be delivered a week in advance, with back up emails, it was also agreed to publish the date for next year, 26th April, on the website now, with reminders on all correspondence to covenantors.  
iii. In view of the low numbers attending, a letter to covenantors had been delivered requesting them to vote again.   It was noted that the draft letter had been circulated allowing only 3 days for return of papers. However, the response had been good.  The total will be verified in due course and published on the website.  This will ratify the position of the previous co-opted members
iv. A sub committee should be set up 3 months in advance to plan the AGM
v. A letter to request payment of fees should be attached to the AGM papers.

8. Confidential Item
21 CHR
The LT’s formal letter of 30 May, sent by email was discussed.  It was noted that the LT’s decision to communicate with two groups of people on the Estate, those instructing Muckles and everyone else, may be more manageable for the LT, but will be difficult for the EC and covenantors.  Following discussion, the Chair commented that the EC must aim to take control of this process otherwise there is a risk of the process becoming unmanageable, there will need to be coordination across both groups.

With regard to the direction on ADR, 
i. Until the applicants can explain their position on the second covenant affecting their land, it would be pointless to enter into dialogue 
ii. As 151 + covenantors objected to the LT application, the EC does not have a mandate to enter into mediation.  The option of holding an EGM is still open to the owners of 21 CHR 

it was agreed:
i. The Chair should take advice from the Solicitor.  As she is currently on holiday, this may take a week or so								       Action HSR
ii. The Chair should draft a letter to covenantors for agreement of the EC: this should explain the current position.                                                                                          Action HSR

 

9. AOB
Storm damage to a tree on the Common land: it was noted that only one quotation had been received for cutting down the tree.  A least one other, preferably two quotes should be obtained. The cost of the work should be claimed from the insurance
10. Date of next meeting
TOA





H Rae
May 2022

