Humber, Ford & Stoke Prior 

Group Parish Council

Minutes of the Planning Committee held on 
Wednesday 5 February 2014 at 7.00pm in Risbury Village Hall
Present:
Cllr Michael Hubbard (Chairman)



Cllr William Jackson
Cllr Peter Lefroy-Owen


Cllr Rodney Thompson
Cllr Mrs Stephanie Wilson

Officer in attendance:   Mr Philip Brown (Clerk)

With:
Mr Rob Pugh and Mr Richard Adams (applicant and agent for 133481),


Mr James Hinton (applicant for 140116) 

and 18 other members of the public.

The Chairman welcomed members of the public, the applicants and agent to the meeting, reminding them that the Council did not have the power to make a decision about applications; this committee was meeting to determine the Council’s views to be submitted to the Planning Authority (Herefordshire Council).An opportunity would be given to all members of the public to make statements or ask questions of the applicant.

PC07/14
Apologies for absence


None received.

PC08/14
Declaration of interests and dispensations

(a)
There were no declarations of interest in agenda items from members.
(b)
There were no applications for dispensations from the rules on participation by members with a disclosable pecuniary interest.

PC09/14
Minutes of 7 January 2014

Resolved: to approve the minutes of the Planning Committee meeting of 7 January 2014.

PC10/14
Matters for report arising from the minutes

None.

PC11/14
Application No: 133481: Great Marston Farm, Risbury HR6 0NJ - Installation of 50kw (46.3m high to rotor tip) wind turbine and associated equipment cabinet
(a)
Received: the application (circulated 19 January 2014). The Chairman summarised the application and the issues which the committee would wish to explore.
(b)
Received: an oral statement from the applicant agent’s, Mr Richard Adams: The application would generate renewable energy which would provide power for the farm and export the surplus into the local grid. The turbine and site had been chosen to optimise the required power generation but minimise impact on the landscape and amenity of nearby dwellings, and avoid danger to wildlife. 

(c)
Noted: In answer to questions from the committee and members of the public, Mr Adams said that solar panels would not provide an alternative equivalent renewable energy source; it was estimated that 50-60% of the power generated would be used on the farm and the remainder would be fed into the local grid system and marginally reduce costs to all local electricity users; the construction period would be about 5 weeks during which limited heavy traffic would need to access the farm; payback to the applicant of construction and installation costs from generating the farm’s power requirements and feed-in tariffs would typically take between 7 and 11 years; the turbine had a design-life of 25 years.
(d)
Noted: objections from three members of the public present and two written submissions, saying that the structure was an unacceptably large object which would spoil the landscape, impact upon tourism and adversely affect the amenity of nearby dwellings, especially as there was already permission for another larger wind-turbine at Lower Buckland, and an application had been made for two smaller ones at Burnt Mill, both of these sites being within a mile of the current application.  
(e)
Noted: support from one member of the public present, saying that green-energy generation was a necessary diversification for farmers.
(f)
Noted: a show of hands of members of the public present, indicating support for the application from 8 and opposition from 6.

(f)
Noted in discussion: that the Committee should judge the application on the facts of this particular case against current Herefordshire planning policies (particularly CF4), although there were concerns that there were now potential three wind turbine sites within a small area and there was no county policy for the siting or density of wind turbines. The Committee had to balance the interests of the applicant, neighbours, tourism and visitors, and the long-term impact on the landscape. The site was considered to be well-chosen to contribute to the generation of renewable energy whilst minimising impact on the landscape and nearby properties, although it was acknowledged that some properties would see it.
(g)
Resolved (by 5 votes to 0): to submit the following comments:

The Committee supports the application, as meeting the planning requirements of policy CF4 (Renewable Energy). The Committee took note of the views of local residents, including objections about the impact on the landscape, but judged that this impact was outweighed by the generation of green energy for use in a local business.

PC12/14
Application No: 140116: Land adjacent to Rectory Gate, Stoke Prior – new dwelling
(a)
Received: the application (circulated 25 January 2014). The Chairman summarised the application, noting inaccuracies which had been raised by both councillors and members of the public:


(i) the name of the applicant was apparently incorrectly given as Mr Stuart Hinton;


(ii) the location was actually land adjacent to The Old Rectory and not Rectory Gate;


(iii) there were misrepresentations in the Design & Access Statement and in the covering letter from Mr Hinton that the Parish Council, individual councillors or its officers had indicated their support for the application prior to the meeting of its Planning Committee. Although the applicant had spoken with the Clerk and Chairman about the application, advice had been given only about the relevant planning policies and the procedure for considering applications, including the advice that the Council’s views on the application could only be determined at a formal meeting. 

(b)
Received: an oral statement from the applicant, Mr James Hinton: he confirmed that he was the applicant, and the application was to build a new 4-bedroom home for himself and his family to move back to the village where he grew up. The proposed building would be roughly on the same footprint as existing agricultural buildings, designed to be sympathetic in scale and appearance to the local area and in accordance with principles of sustainability. He had spoken to both adjoining neighbours prior to submitting the application.
(c)
Noted: concerns from the owners of the adjacent Old Rectory about the possible accidental damage during construction to drainage from their septic tank and surface-water drainage from their land through a nearby culvert and ditch. These concerns had been raised with the applicant prior to the application but had not been addressed in the application. Aside from these concerns, they neither opposed nor supported the application. Mr James Hinton and Mr Stuart Hinton responded that care would be taken during construction work to ensure that there was no damage to drains or ditches, and that the new house would be away from these.
(c)
Noted: a letter of support for the application from the owners of the adjacent Grovefields property.
(d)
Noted: that UDP Policy H6 (Housing in smaller settlements) might preclude this development, but that the new draft Core Strategy policy RA1 required the growth of villages including Stoke Prior, and that under the National Planning Policy Framework (para 216), emerging strategy should be given weight in planning decisions. The Committee supported the development of a new house on this site, although it wished the concerns in paragraphs (a) and (c) above to be addressed through either amendments to or a re-submission of the application.

(e)
Resolved: To submit comments noting the concerns identified by the Committee, and concluding that: The committee supports the application as providing additional housing in the village of Stoke Prior, towards the target of meeting the county’s housing needs in the Bromyard Housing Market Area (Policy RA1 in the draft Core Strategy 2011-2031), this support being conditional on the application being amended to: (a) correct the name of the applicant and the location of the development; (b) correct the statements concerning prior statements of support from the Parish Council; (c) address the concerns of the owners of the adjacent land about drainage.

PC13/14
Planning Applications: matters for report

Noted: that, arising from consideration of application 140116, the Committee was concerned to correct the misrepresentation in that application that either the Chairman or Clerk had acted to represent the views of the Council in advance of the Committee meeting, and that the Clerk would write separately to the Planning Department and the ward councillor about this.
PC14/14
Dates of future meetings


Noted: provisional dates for meetings of the Committee in 2014:


26 February, 19 March, 9 April, 30 April all at 7.00pm.

The meeting closed at 9.10pm.
Signed ..................................................(Chairman)
Date ..............................

DRAFT – subject to confirmation
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