

 LEIGH & BRANSFORD PARISH COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMITTEE MINUTES

Minutes of the meeting held on Tuesday 10th August 2010, 7.30pm at Leigh & Bransford Memorial Hall
Present:     Les Williamson (chair), John Sharp (chair for items 09/00501/FUL & 10/00902/FUL), Martin Gloster, Roger Husband, Graham Jones, Stephen Seymour, Brian Porter 

 Approximately 90 members of the public

Mr Sharp proposed that Mr Porter be co-opted onto the planning committee for this meeting. The proposal was seconded by Mr Seymour and agreed unanimously. 

1.
Apologies. Paul Miller, Peter Hawkins, Julian Burton, Bruce Tasker 


2.
Register of Interests:
The chairman declared an interest in application 10/00501/FUL 


 











3.
Approval of minutes of meeting held on 13th July
The minutes were approved and signed.


4.
Matters arising.





There were none.
5.
Special items.


The chairman read out a statement confirming his position as chair of the Leigh Sinton Action Committee (LSAC) and that LSAC had distributed notices in Leigh Sinton advising villagers that the amended application for the Romani Gypsy site (09/00501/FUL) would be on the agenda for this meeting.  He noted also that members of LSAC, being concerned with the issue of the significant gap between Leigh Sinton and Malvern, had requested that the notices contained a postscript advising villagers that an application by Les Minton Fencing would also be on the agenda, particularly since only three households had been officially informed by MHDC.

He confirmed that neither the Parish Council or the planning committee had any involvement with the notices and that he had not used his position as chair of the planning committee to obtain any information, the information used by LSAC having been obtained from the MHDC website before the parish council had even been notified of the application. He stated however that in order to ensure no hint of bias he would not take part in or vote on application 10/00902/FUL at this meeting.

He then stated that both he and his wife had been subjected to threats and verbal abuse due to their objection to certain planning applications and that any further instances of threatening or abusive behaviour would result in him taking immediate legal action. 


On the basis that applications 09/00501/FUL and 10/00902/FUL would be discussed first for the benefit of the public in attendance, Mr Williamson then handed the chair to Mr Sharp and moved to the public seating area.

At this point Mr Gloster called a point of order, noting that Mr Williamson had declared an interest in 10/00501/FUL but not in 10/00902/FUL.  He stated that given what had just been said, Mr Williamson should also declare an interest in 10/00902/FUL. Mr Williamson stated that he had taken legal advice on the matter but agreed to declare an interest.  Mr Sharp put this to the planning committee and all were in agreement. 
Mr Sharp stated that planning application 09/00501/FUL would be discussed first and the meeting was then closed to allow the public to speak.
Speaking as chairman of LSAC, Mr Williamson outlined the background to the amended application. He noted that the original application had been based on need for homes on the basis that the Gypsies in question had nowhere else to live. LSAC had employed a lawyer who had pressed for information to support this claim. Unable to provide the necessary evidence this aspect of the application had been dropped. Following further pressure from LSAC’s legal advisor, a landscape report and amended application had then been received. However, the lawyer acting for LSAC had highlighted the fact that the new plan was for an area 60 – 70% larger than the original plan. This was then referred to MHDC planning department who had confirmed that such a fundamental alteration to the plan was unacceptable and today he had been informed that the application had been withdrawn. He requested however that the parish council respond to MHDC to reiterate the objections that had originally been put forward.
Mr Seymour took up this point, expressing the view that if any new application was going to be for a larger site, then the problems identified in the objection to the original plans would be on a larger scale.

Mr Gloster asked if notification of the withdrawal had only been verbal and Mr Williamson confirmed that he had received an email from MHDC as chair of planning confirming that it had been withdrawn.

At this point the planning committee meeting was re-opened.

Mr Seymour proposed that the parish council write to MHDC re-iterating the points made in the original objection, noting that the amended plan has been withdrawn but re-stating our concerns about any development in this location. This was seconded by Mr Husband and carried unanimously.

The meeting was again closed to allow public representations.
With reference to 09/00501/FUL, Mr Williamson made the point that any resubmitted application would quite possibly be for holiday lodges which would be easier to defend against.

The Chairman now asked for any comments from the floor regarding 10/00902/FUL, Springbrook Farm.

Mr Kelsall reiterated Mr Williamson’s remark that few households had been notified of the application and requested that the PC raise this issue with MHDC.

He then referred to the planning documents, calling into question the following points:

- The document states that the applicants are not doing anything they are not entitled to do on the site.

- It states that the site is not being used as a retail premises; if so, why are there so many advertising signs in the vicinity.

- It uses the precedence of other small developments in the area.

- It claims the business complies with DS17 which allows rural pursuits operating on a site that has an open and undeveloped character.

He requested that the planning committee object to it on the grounds that it is development within the significant gap.

A parishioner put the point that not only did the buildings themselves contravene DS17 but so did the ancillary effects such as additional traffic. Another stated that he had contacted the agent who had clarified that storage of fencing and cut timber was to be the principal use of the site and that the workshop activity and retail operation were not included in the application as they were ancillary activities.
At this point the meeting was reconvened.

The chairman stated that 4 members of the PC (Mr Sharp, Mr Gloster, Mr Jones & Mr Hawkins) had visited the site the previous day to view the site and the plans.

Mr Gloster noted that the actual work taking place on the site is the assembly and selling of sheds and that any other business carried out on the site would generate just as much activity.

Mr Seymour made the point that the business had been operating on the site without planning permission and that if proper planning procedure had been followed from the outset then the concerns of local people could have been addressed far earlier in the process. He was also concerned that the process had not been straightforward, a number of applications for the site having been submitted and withdrawn, including one for an equestrian centre that had stated that the fencing business would close down.
The chairman noted that this was not the only retrospective application on the agenda for the meeting and it was vital that the PC be seen to treat all retrospectives in the same way, highlighting the fact that it was likely that the number of retrospective applications coming before the PC was likely to rise since enforcement had become such an issue locally.

Mr Seymour stated that the concerns raised by local people were that the development contravened DS17, that retail and manufacturing activities were taking place on the site and that the watercourse was being polluted.

The issue of whether DS17 allows for an existing agricultural building to be used for an alternative purpose was debated. 

Regarding the issue of pollution, Mr Gloster referred to the wood treatment data sheet which had been supplied by the applicant and confirmed that the substances used were non-hazardous and biodegradable.
It was noted that the district planner is checking the level of retail activity at the site and had also been asked to look into the planning regulations surrounding portacabins.

Mr Seymour reiterated that the basic objection of the parishioners is to the location of a retail establishment in the location rather than the type of activity being undertaken which is essentially rural. The question of what constitutes a retail operation was then debated, noting that few people actually leave the site with goods.
Mr Seymour proposed that the parish council object to the application on the basis of DS17 as it is a retail establishment within the significant gap. Mr Husband seconded the proposal and it was carried 4 votes for to 2 against.

At this point the majority of parishioners left the meeting and the chair was handed back to Mr Williamson who asked if there were any comments from the floor on the remaining applications. There being none the meeting continued.

6.
Applications discussed:   

	L&B

 Ref No
	MHDC
Ref No.
	Proposal Details
	Location
	PC Response
	Summary of reasoning

	455
	10/00426/FUL
	Refurbishment of redundant outbuilding to form ancillary accommodation to main dwelling
	The March
Leigh

Worcs

WR6 5LE
	No objection
	None required

	456
	10/00858/FUL
	Proposed new access and change of use of agricultural to residential cartilage
	Elm Hurst Farm
Hereford Road

Leigh Sinton

WR13 5EA
	No objection
	No objection as long as highways are satisfied with access onto main road
(See note a below)

	457
	10/00809/FUL
	Retrospective application for change of use to commercial equestrian usage and retention of horse walker
	Guinness Park Farm
Leigh Sinton

Worcs

WR13 5EQ
	No objection
	None required 

See note b below

	458
	10/00736/HOU
10/00896/LBC
	Single storey side extension to provide disabled facility
	Far View
Bransford

Worcs

WR6  5JD
	No objection
	No objection on the condition that the restriction to the use of the property by proprietors and past proprietors of the Bank House applies to this extension.

	459
	09/00501/FUL
	Change of use of land for the siting of 10 no. Mobile homes, 10 no. Touring caravan pitches, hardstanding and sewer treatment plant for use by Romani gypsy families
	Land at (OS 7812 5036)
Lower Howsell Road

Malvern

Worcs
	Application withdrawn
	See notes above.
Letter to MHDC reiterating the reasons for objection to development of this site.

	460
	10/00902/FUL
	Change of use of agricultural building for the storage and distribution of fencing and shed supplies 
	Springbrook Farm
Leigh Sinton Road

Malvern

WR14 1UU
	Objection
	The application contravenes DS17 on the basis that it is a retail development within the significant gap.
See notes above.

	461  
	10/00968/HOU
	Conversion of garage to ancillary accommodation
	Ridge Bungalow
Post Office Lane

Bransford

WR6 5JA
	No objection
	No objection on the condition that it cannot be sold as a separate residence.

	462
	10/00922/HOU
	Two storey side extension and detached garage
	6 Dragons Cross

Leigh Sinton

Worcs

WR13 5EA
	No objection
	None required

(note - 4 in favour, 1 against, 2 abstentions)


Notes

a – Mr Sharp raised the question of the educational levy on this site. The meeting was closed briefly to seek clarification on this point from a member of the public present. He stated that it did not apply to the properties in question. He also noted that the application had no connection with Elgar Properties who were named as the applicants on the planning application.
b – The point was made that all applications regarding this site are made retrospectively. The chair read out a statement explaining the reasons for the retrospective application and it was noted that MHDC appear to be taking a harder line with enforcement since the issue was raised by the PC.
There was some discussion as to how this application differed from the retrospective application from Springbrook Farm discussed earlier. It was noted that in this case the significant gap did not apply.

7. Planning decisions received from MHDC

Appeal Ref: APP/J1860/A/10/2124156, Leigh Sinton Garden Centre, Crowcroft, Leigh Sinton 
Appeal not allowed
8. A.O.B.

Re 09/01534/FUL (junction of A4103/B4503), the date stated in the decision notice as the deadline for works to commence had been questioned in the previous meeting. Upon investigation it transpired that this was a typing error and work must in fact begin before 1st September 2011.

Regarding a date for the agreed open meeting, it was decided that the current works in Leigh Sinton should be completed first and that the meeting be delayed until spring 2011 to allow further consideration of the traffic implications of the North Site Development.

It was suggested that the following individuals be consulted prior to the open meeting to obtain further information and discuss various options:

Peter Shambrook – Persimmon Homes

Peter Baker – Travis Baker Associates

Brian Sharp – WCC

Geraint Jones – Pegasus Planning

Colin Weeden – WCC department of Education 

Andrew Moody - MHDC

Mr Sharp noted that the planning permission for affordable housing on the land owned by Mr & Mrs Farr in Bransford had now lapsed. He stated that Elgar are no longer in discussions regarding the site as it appears that Mr & Mrs Farr are talking to another developer. This may be for many more properties than the previous planning permission allowed. Elgar have agreed to find out what the position is.
 Mr Porter informed the meeting that the Bowling Club was no longer active and this may allow the site, which is also owned by Mr & Mrs Farr, to be included in any future development.
 9.
Date of next meeting.




As required. 
The meeting was then closed and a question was taken from a member of the public, Mr Beard. Mr Beard expressed the view that given that WCC had an obligation to provide a designated number of sites for travellers, would it not be more effective for the District Council to take a proactive stance rather than leaving groups of parishioners to raise money to deal with the matter locally. 
Mr Seymour clarified that the actions of LSAC were entirely independent of the parish council.

Mr Beard went on to state that people had a right to know where they stood with regard to such matters and that if they were allowed to drag on there would be inevitable damage to local businesses caused by the uncertainty of the situation.

He requested that the question be put to MHDC to ensure that they are addressing their legal requirements in this regard and it was agreed that this should be included on the agenda for the next parish council meeting and put to the District Council representatives present.
The meeting closed at 9.45pm.

Signed
   ..................................................


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