SYMONDSBURY PARISH COUNCIL
Phone: 07967 683897 Email: clerk@symondsbury-pc.gov.uk

Symondsbury Parish Council Planning Committee
Thursday 13th April 18:30 – 19:05
Meeting in Person
Held at Symondsbury School

Minutes
Attendees: 
Committee Members
Steve Ralph	PA	Chairman
Steve Evans	SE
Amanda Streatfeild AS
Paul Hartmann  PH

In Attendance:
Public: There were members of the public in attendance as below:
S.L. Holmes, K.Tuck, R Tuck, A Turner, C Fern.

Summary of Action Points arising 
	No
	Item 
	Action

	1
		  6
	PH to generate planning reports.




1. Welcome and apologies:
1.1 The Chairman opened the meeting and thanked attendees for coming. The Chairman reminded the meeting that the public could nominate to speak on planning matters only and the time allowed was 3 minutes. He added that they could contribute further if requested by the Council for clarification purposes. The Planning Committee would only consider the application before them and not consider any speculation.

2.     Declarations of interest: 
	2.1 There were no declarations of interest.	
3.     Approval of the minutes of the January 2023 Meeting: 
	3.1 The minutes of the March 2023 Planning Committee meeting were confirmed as accurate notes of the meeting and were approved.
4. 	Correspondence List (previously circulated)
4.1 No comments on the correspondence list had been circulated. 
5. 	DEMOCRATIC HALF HOUR during which members of the public are invited to raise general matters of interest.  
	5.1 Mr R Tuck commented on the withdrawn application concerning 3 Pump Cottages ref: P/FUL/2022/04755. The Dorset planning authority had been contacted and they advised the neighbours that they had been in touch with the applicants and that a new application was being prepared for submission. This was some time ago and the property was still being used as an Aair Bn&B and advertised as such. He was wondering what could be done to stop the Aair Bn&B use and bring the matter to a close. PH commented that although the retrospective application had been withdrawn the  use was ongoing and the building and its use appeared to detrimentally affect the surrounding neighbours as well as no decision being made on its legal planning position. Paul Hartmann suggested that the neighbours wrote individually to the planning authority and copied in the chief executive expressing the details of the continuance of the building and its use requesting that the enforcement team evaluate the current condition. He also commented that if they required further information to contact himself by email.
	5.2 Mr S Holmes commented on the camping pods positioned on Eype House Caravan Park, Eype, and wondered if planning consent was required. PH reminded the meeting that there were recently 3 applications for lawful development certificates. Working backwards these certificates were as follows:
	a) Certificate for lawful use of Caravan Park for permanent residential use – Refused.
	b) Certificate for lawful use of Caravan Park for  has planning permission to operate as a site for 35 static caravans and 36 tents and motor homes throughout the year and without any restriction on the layout of pitches – Consented.
	c) Certificate for lawful use of Caravan Park for use of Land for the Provision of 35 Permanently Sited Static Caravans and for 36 Camping and Motor Home Pitches for Holiday Use - Consented.
	In addition the definition of the word “caravan” in planning terms was very wide and included camping pods. As such the pods appeared to be within the consent for the camping area which was defined by the red line planning application.

6. 	Planning Applications and to consider any other planning/enforcement issues: (public verbal comments limited to 3 minutes per representation prior to Committee consideration). 
6.1	C. Fern commented on the application for a New Barn at Higher Eype. He stated that the applicant had made an initial enquiry application to Dorset Council and the application before the committee was for full consent. The applicants had carried out agricultural activities in the area for some years and had purchased the land to produce hay and for grazing. The Barn was a fairly standard layout and included space for equipment, livestock and storage. It had been located to suit both the site layout and minimumeffect on the landscape.
6.2	A. Turner commented on the retrospective application for the retention of the barn extension at West Cliff Barn. She commented that the development twork at the farm had been going on for the last 12 months and presented photographs to help describe her concerns. She felt the development was dominatinged the landscape especially as it was in the AONB and affected the views from Donkey Lane Public Footpath and Bridleway. In addition she felt the access door was more like a “warehouse shutter” and did not reflect the agricultural use. She could also not understand the requirement for the retention of the storage units when the barn extension provided so much new space. She felt the application should be refused.
6.1 	Application No: P/FUL/2023/00691 Proposal: Erect agricultural Barn and retain accessway. Location: Higher Eype, Land South of New Street Lane, Bridport.

6.1.1 The Chairman asked PH to outline the proposal. PH commented that he had reviewed the proposal and the barn was typical of those required for a smallholding. The layout included space for vehicles, hay and animal husbandry. The position of the barn and its size was considered acceptable, together with the access across the field which was for agricultural purposes only. The materials were considered acceptable.There are currently no objections from local residents. PH reminded the meeting that they ahad already considered this application and decided that it was appropriate and suggested approval.

6.1.2 Consideration: The committee debated the proposals and the consideration was that the proposals were acceptable. The following Local Plan policies are relevant: INT1, ENV1, ENV12, ECON 1. The following Neighbourhood policies are relevant: L1, L2, HT2, EE1 and EE2.
6.1.3 Conclusion: The committee agreed  the proposal. 
Decision: Approve.
[bookmark: _Hlk127253494]6.2 Application No:  P/FUL/2023/01547 Proposal: Retain extension of agricultural building and siting of two storage containers. Location: West Cliff Farm West Bay Bridport DT6 4HS.

[bookmark: _Hlk127253596]6.2.1  The Chairman asked PH to outline the proposal. PH commented that the application was retrospective for the extension to an existing Barn with the retention of two containers. The development works for the extension were completed however there were works of an agricultural nature that were ongoing. PH commented that he had spoken with the applicant and generally they were tidying and ugrading the farm of which the extension to the existing barn was complete. The Barn extension is an extension of the shape and form of the existing structure generally using the same materials.The extension appears to be necessary to provide more dry internal space for lambing and storage of hay, straw and farm machinery. There are no other existing agricultural buildings on the farm and hence the requirement to retain the storage units. The scale, siting, design and external appearance of the extension are compatible with the existing building and being  an integral part of the farm building complex, fits reasonably with its location, such that there is only minor impact on the local landscape character. The agricultural building and its extension are a considerable distance from residential properties.
6.2.2 Consideration: The extension to the building and its use of similar materials was felt to be sympathetic to the appearance of the building within the landscape from the distant and close views. The size of the “commercial” access doors was unfortunate but necessary given the access required by the farm machinery. In addition the old barn had weathered considerably and it was felt that the extension, given its similar shape would also weather in a short time and would not be as noticeable. There was however concern as to the retention of the two storage units, even though they were positioned close to the existing structure. The committee was encouraged that the farm was being tidied and felt the extension was appropriate and necessary to assure the continuance of farming on the site. As such the following local plan policies are relevant: INT1, ENV1, ENV8, ENV 12, ENV 16, ECON 1 and ECON 9. The following Neighbourhood policies are relevant: L1, L4, EE1, and EE2.
6.2.3 Conclusion: The committee commented that the barn extension had been carefully considered and that it was appropriate for the need on the site. They felt that within time the “newness” of the structure would weather and it would sit comfortably within the landscape. PH commented that normally barn extensions of this type would not attract a planning requirement but understood that as the site was within the ANOB and close to the Heritage Coast it was correct to obtain comment and a formal decision through application. The committee also commented that they felt uncomfortable with the storage units and theirre requirement on the site. It was agreed that PH would raise these directly with the applicant. Overall it was felt there was no objection to the retrospective application. 
Decision: No Objection

7.	Items for inclusion at the next meeting.
7.1 No items noted. 
8.	AOB 
8.1  Vearse Farm:  PH confirmed that there was still no conclusion as to the safety audit on the new roundabout at Vearse Farm. The hedgerow remediation was underway and he reminded the committee that he had responded to the planning enforcement team that the Parish felt the planting specification was still missing an inclusion of mMature tree specimens. There are further ongoing meetings of the working group led by Bridport to influence the development outcome.
9.      Next Meeting
9.1 The next scheduled Planning Committee meeting will be advised, prior to the main Parsish Council Meeting. The venue will be Symondsbury School.

Page 1 of 7
