Humber, Ford & Stoke Prior 

Group Parish Council

Minutes of the Planning Committee held on 
Monday 22 June 2015 at 7.30pm in Stoke Prior Village Hall
Present:
Cllr Mike Hubbard (Chairman)



Cllr Hugh Fowler-Wright

Cllr Ken Bemand



Cllr Gill Stovold

With:
Mr Philip Brown (Clerk) and Mr R & Mrs V Tuffy (applicants for 151257).
The Chairman welcomed members of the public 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).

PC16/15
Membership


Reported: that at its Annual Meeting the Council appointed the following members to the Committee for the period until the next Annual Meeting: Cllr Will Jackson (ex-officio as Chairman), Cllr Hugh Fowler-Wright (ex-officio as vice-Chairman), Cllr Mike Hubbard, Cllr Ken Bemand, Cllr Rodney Thompson, Cllr Gill Stovold. 

PC17/15
Election of Chairman and vice-Chairman


Resolved: to elect Cllr Mike Hubbard as Chairman and Cllr High Fowler-Wright as vice-Chairman of the Committee for the period until the next Annual Meeting of the Council.
PC18/15
Apologies for absence


Received: apologies for absence from Cllr Rodney Thompson and Cllr Will Jackson.
PC19/15
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.
PC20/15
Minutes of 29 April 2015

Resolved: to approve the minutes of the Planning Committee meeting of 29 April 2015.

PC21/15
Matters for report arising from the minutes

None.
PC22/15
Application No.151257: Brook House, Steen’s Bridge – proposed first floor extension, remove garage and remove conservatory and replace with larger conservatory 

(a)
Received: the application (circulated 4 June 2015). The Chairman summarised the application, which was for an extension which would convert the 3-bedroom house into a 4-bedroom house, and make various improvements including flood-mitigation measures. The extension would match the existing stone and render finish of the original cottage. No comments or objections had been received from neighbours.
(b)
Noted: comments submitted in advance by councillors: 


Cllr Jackson had commented that the alterations would be a major change to the property, changing the whole shape of the existing extension and significantly impacting on the original cottage. He noted that the plans appeared to show that the extension roofline would be higher than the original cottage. There was little detail about the proposed finishes to be used. Although the plans improved the site, they essentially changed a small house into a large one.


Cllr Thompson had asked for clarification of foul drainage arrangements for the property, given that it was within a flood zone.
(c)
Noted: comments from the applicants in response to these comments and to questions from the committee: The existing 3-bedroom accommodation was disjointed and the proposed alterations would enable improvements including a viable additional bedroom for a family member and associated staircase. The plans also addressed the flooding problem (the property had been flooded in 2007 and had nearly flooded twice since) by re-siting entrances and making internal alterations. Other flood-protection measures had been deemed unviable following discussion with the Environment Agency. The property was linked to the bio-digester on the adjacent housing association site which was above the flood zone, and no alterations were proposed to this. The wall and roof finishes on the extension would be in keeping with the original cottage. The plans did not accurately show that the roofline of the proposed extension would not be higher than the original cottage.
(d)
Resolved: to submit the following comments to Herefordshire Council:

The Parish Council recommends approval of the application, subject to conditions being made that the materials and finishes used for the walls and roofs of the alterations are in keeping with the character and period of the original cottage.  The current extension’s finishes detract from the original cottage and the alterations have the potential to improve this, while providing improvements to the property’s accommodation. Having heard from the applicants and members having visited the site, the committee is satisfied that the roofline for the extension will not be higher than the original cottage, and that therefore it will not dominate. The alterations will also address the flood-risk to the property and will not exacerbate any flooding as the footprint of the property will not be significantly increased.

PC23/15
Planning Applications: matters for report

(a)
143368, Poplands Lane, Risbury – proposed new dwelling

Reported: that planning permission had been granted subject to standard conditions on 15 April 2015.

Noted: that no conditions had been made concerning provision of passing places, despite concerns about this having being raised.

(b)
151057: Land to SW of Old Rectory, Stoke Prior – removal of conditions 4&5 of previous permission 142749

Reported: that permission for removal of the conditions had been granted on 15 May 2015.

(c)
150677: Land at Old Hall, Stoke Prior – proposed single ecologically sustainable dwelling

Reported: that a decision was awaited on the application.

(d)
143630: Land at Old Hall, Stoke Prior – proposed site for residential unit

Reported: that a decision was awaited on the application.
(e)
142462: Land at Holly Barn, Risbury – proposed dwelling and garage (appeal against refusal)


Reported: that a decision on the appeal was awaited.
(f)
141849: Land opposite Old Hall, Stoke Prior – site for 8 dwellings

Reported by the Clerk: that following discussion at Council on 13 May, the Clerk had replied to the applicant’s agent concerning the proposed orchard (see Council minute 36/15b). A request for contributions from the development to be applied to improving highway drainage had been acknowledged by the Planning Officer and the applicant’s agent, and was expected to be included in the s.106 agreement being negotiated. The orchard was outwith the planning application, and was therefore a matter for discussion between the Parish Council and the applicant, concerning (i) making this space useable for public enjoyment and (ii) protecting it from later development. The suggestion of transferring this land to the Council had been rejected by the applicant, but a request had been made for other ways to make the space available for public enjoyment. Protection of the orchard from future development could be achieved through policies in the future Neighbourhood Development Plan, which was intended to go out for public consultation in July.
The meeting closed at 8.09pm.

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

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

DRAFT – subject to confirmation
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