Humber, Ford & Stoke Prior 

Group Parish Council

Minutes of the Planning Committee held on 
Monday 10 October 2016 at 7.30pm in Risbury Village Hall
Present:
Cllr Mike Hubbard (Chairman)

Cllr Ken Bemand



Cllr Gill Stovold

Cllr William Jackson

Cllr Hugh Fowler-Wright
With:
Mr Philip Brown (Clerk)
And:
6 members of the public. 
PC21/16
Apologies for absence


Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Rodney Thompson.
PC22/16
Declaration of interests and dispensations

(a)
Noted: A declaration of a non-pecuniary interest from Cllr Ken Bemand in Application 162712 (does business with the applicant) and Application 162599 (cousin of the applicant).

(b)
There were no applications for dispensations under Standing Order 25(d).
PC23/16
Minutes of last meeting

Resolved: to approve the minutes of the Planning Committee meeting of 17 August 2016.

PC24/16
Matters for report arising from the minutes


None.
PC25/16
Planning Applications: matters for report 


(a)
Application 161929: Land adjacent to Gilhorn Cottage, Poplands Lane, Risbury – new 3-bed dwelling to support a family with local connections

Reported: the application was given permission with conditions on 5 September 2016.

(b)
Land opposite Old Hall, Stoke Prior

Reported: that Border Oak informed the Clerk in July that the planning application would be submitted this summer for the scheme preferred at the Council meeting in January 2016, with one of the houses changed to a smaller single-storey home.

(c)
Application 162475: Land adjacent to Heath Farm, Stoke Prior – Proposed dwelling

Reported: at the meeting on 21 September 2016, the Parish Council supported the application (see minute 101/16d). No decision had yet been made.
(d)
Application 162528: Kia Ora, Risbury – Demolish existing bungalow, split site into two plots and build two three-bedroom houses

Reported: at the meeting on 21 September 2016, the Parish Council objected to the application (see minute 101/16e). No decision had yet been made.
PC26/16
Planning Application 162712: The Luce, Steen’s Bridge – proposed steel portal framed building extension to cover over an existing cattle collection yard

(a)
Received: the application (circulated 23 September 2016).

(b)
Noted: no comments had been received in advance.

(d)
Resolved: that the Council has no objection to the proposal and recommends approval.
PC27/16
Planning Application 162651: Land to the west of Risbury Cross, Risbury – proposed bungalow with new access and outbuilding

(a)
Received: the application (circulated 23 September 2016).

(b)
Noted: comments from the Ecology officer recommending conditions; objections from two members of the public and from Cllr Thompson.

(c)
The applicants’ agent, Mr Fox, spoke to the application and answered questions from the Committee. The Committee noted the agent’s explanation that this was essentially a re-submission of a previous application (160817) and his opinion that although it lay just outside the Settlement Boundary in the Neighbourhood Plan, it complied with Policy HFSP5 in all other respects as a suitable site for development, and that there should be some flexibility in the Settlement Boundary.

(d)
The Committee also noted the comments made in writing by two residents opposing the application on the basis that it was outside the Settlement Boundary which had been agreed after a democratic process of consultation leading to the agreed Neighbourhood Plan. 

(e)
The Committee noted that the Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) gave clear reasons why this site was outside of the Settlement Boundary, in paragraph 10.2.3: School Hill is narrow with few passing places and enclosed within deep banks. The proposed access to the site would therefore require extensive culverting and removal of trees and hedges, contrary to paragraphs (c) and (f) of Policy HFSP5, as noted in one of the residents’ comments. This objection did not extend to the site at the top of School Hill on the opposite side of the road which was within the Settlement Boundary, because of easier access to that site at the eastern end of the road.

(f)
Mr Fox submitted that the amendment made by the Independent Examiner to paragraph 10.2.3 of the proposed NDP (removing the words “and so is appropriate for development”) was significant, but the Committee noted that the Examiner explained in her report that this amendment was made to avoid an explanatory paragraph from “veering into policy” and it did not alter the clear boundary in Policy HFSP5 and the rationale for that boundary in paragraph 10.2.3. 

(g)
Mr Fox further submitted that he believed that at one time the site was under consideration for inclusion within the Settlement Boundary: the Committee noted that during the careful and extensive process of developing the NDP there had indeed been discussion by the Steering Committee of possible adjustments to settlement boundaries, including this site and many others, but that this could not logically be an argument for negating the final reasoned conclusions of that process.

(h)
The Committee noted Mr Fox’s argument that the wording of the Core Strategy (particularly paragraphs 4.8.9 and 4.9.9) envisaged development of small sites as well as allocated housing sites in rural areas. However, the Committee noted that these appeared to be introductory and explanatory paragraphs to the policies about Rural Housing generally. The actual policy applicable to new housing in Risbury (Policy RA2) clearly stated that Neighbourhood Development Plans will be the vehicle for delivering this development, and Policy RA3 itself explicitly applied to locations outside the settlement as defined in the NDP.  

(i)
The Committee therefore did not consider there was any reason for amending the previous view of the application, or for regarding the Settlement Boundary as flexible guidance rather than a clear boundary within which Policy HFSP5 should apply.

(j)
Resolved: That the Council recommends refusal of the application, on the grounds that it would be new housing development outside of the Settlement Boundary for Risbury in Policy HFSP5 of the Neighbourhood Development Plan, which had been agreed after extensive local consultation and careful consideration.
PC28/16
Planning Application 162599: Hopfields, Risbury – change of use from a stables (equestrian) to a small food processing area, cold pressing, filtering and bottling Rapeseed oil

(a)
Received: the application (circulated 25 September 2016).
(b)
Noted: comments from the Environmental Health officer making no objection; a comment from Cllr Wilson supporting the application; and an objection from a neighbouring resident.
(c)
The applicants told the Committee that this was a cottage industry utilising surplus rapeseed to make a product marketed locally. Currently, the pressing was done elsewhere; the proposal was to use a single machine to do this on-site, which would operate for a maximum of 10 hours per week, producing no more than 65dB of noise. The bottling would continue to be done by hand.
(d)
A nearby resident, whilst accepting that the current occupiers would seek to avoid any nuisance from noise or otherwise from the proposed food processing operation, raised concerns that the application itself was for the operation of unspecified machinery very close to his property.  Despite the intentions of the applicants to run the limited operation as they had described, the change-of-use might therefore result in noise disturbance now or at some future time, and he therefore objected to the proposed application.

(e)
Resolved: that the Council supports the application for change-of-use, on the grounds that it is sustainable development of a local rural business in accordance with Policy HFSP12 of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. However, the Council notes that paragraph (c) of that policy requires development to not unacceptably adversely affect the amenity of nearby residents, and that therefore the operation of the business should not result in unacceptable noise levels or other disturbance.
PC29/16
Planning Application 162859: Oak View, Risbury – proposed garden room to replace existing conservatory

(a)
Received: the application (circulated 25 September 2016).

(b)
Noted: a comment from Cllr Thompson about the size of the replacement structure.
(c)
Resolved: that the Council has no objection to the proposal and recommends approval.
PC30/16
Permitted Development notification 162949: Ford Farm – proposed general agricultural building 

(a)
Noted: the prior notification of agricultural or forestry development (circulated 30 September 2016).
(b)
Noted: the proposed location of the barn away from the main farm buildings was to avoid the Flood Zone 2 area.
The meeting closed at 8.49pm.

Signed ..................................................(Chairman)

Date ..............................

DRAFT – subject to confirmation
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