STANTON LACY PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of the meeting held in the Village Hall

on Thursday 23rd November, 2017 commencing at 7.30pm
	Present:
	Cllrs M Finch (Chairman), R Gatehouse, P Parker, C Radnor, J Whittaker and P Williams, P Jones and E Gatehouse.


	In attendance:
	H Coonick (Clerk) Cllr C Motley (Shropshire Councillor)


	Public Forum:

	17 members of the public and Peter Foster from Strutt and Parker (representing Mr M Wiggin regarding planning application 17/04427/FUL) attended. (See transcript of open meeting at the end of the minutes.)


	1. Apologies:
	Cllr P Cowles.
	ACTION

	2. Declarations of Interests:
	6a. Cllr P Williams, 6b, Cllr P Jones and 6f. Cllr R Gatehouse.
	

	3. Previous Minutes:
	Minutes of the Ordinary Meetings on 28th September, 2017 were agreed and proposed by Cllr Whittaker, seconded by Cllr Parker.  
	

	4. Matters Arising:

	a) Highways:  i) Thriftwicket Lane - Highways are unable to provide material to construct a turning area as the land is not owned by them. Cllr Motley suggested that Outdoor Partnerships should be contacted. She will follow up the waste collection issue.
b) Community: It was agreed that a two hour First Aid Training session for Children should be arranged. 
c) 2018 Parish Council Meeting Dates:  The clerk distributed a list of proposed dates.

	Clerk
Clerk


	5. Finance:
	a) Bank Account – The clerk distributed the report for the period up to 9th November. Income and expenditure since last meeting:
Item

Income
Expend
H Coonick (Clerk reimburse) Defibrillator signage
£73.19
VAT return income
£490.76
Lydehole Farm (Lengthsman)
488.72
The reconciled bank balance as at 3/10/17 was £8022.23. The election charge for 2017 is £100 and invoice will be received in April 2018.  Expected expenditure will be for the Lengthsman for November and December of approximately £500 in total.

b) 
Review Budget for 2018: The clerk circulated the proposed budget. There was discussion regarding the allocation of money from the Transparency Fund and the Minor Highways grant to the Clerks salary budget heading, for attributable time. A revised budget will be presented at the meeting in January 2018 for formal adoption. 
c) There were no other financial issues.

	

	6. Planning Applications:

7. Discussion of any other business:

8. Items for next meeting 18th January, 2018
9. 
	a) Red House Farm – Full planning application – Awaiting Decision.

b) Affordable Housing East of Haytons Bent - Awaiting Decision.

c) 17/04231/COU | Change of use| Church Farm Studios, Stanton Lacy –  Granted.

d) 17/04241/FUL | Erection of rear extension | Bramble Cottage Haytons Bent Granted.

e) 17/05322/Ful Goldstone, Lower Hayton. Considered and supported. 
f) 17/04427/FUL Erection of two link detached dwellings, Hopton Cangeford. Objection by the Parish Council.  There was a lengthy discussion regarding this application and the decision was unanimous that the application was for an inappropriate site and an inappropriate design.  There was also insufficient information on the drawings to make an informed decision including limited scale references.
g) There were no other planning issues. 
a) The chairman had asked the clerk to send a Condolence card to Mrs Sue Kerr (ex-clerk) on behalf of the council after the death of her husband. 
None.

The meeting closed at 22.00 hrs.  

Signed:
…………………………………………(M Finch – Chairman)


Date: ………………………………………
	Clerk

Clerk

	
	
	

	
	
	


Open Meeting, 23rd November 2017 at Stanton Lacy Village Hall.

The public and Stanton Lacy Parish Councillors had the opportunity to discuss the planning application 17/04427/Ful with Mr Peter Foster representing Mr Wiggin the applicant.

Mr Foster explained that he had been involved in the proposal since its inception.  The had chosen to apply for two low rise buildings in flood zone 1 on good permeable ground.  They would be part timber and part red brick with clay tile roofs reflecting the styles of buildings in the hamlet. They would be link-attached with integrated garages.

Having seen the objections to the application Mr Foster had asked the architect to look at Site 2 to reappraise the design, reduce the size and to look more of a cottage style and to use the existing access.

The properties would either be developed by Downton Hall Estate or the land sold to self-builders.  The reason for development was to maintain the Estate as a vibrant and viable concern, with proceeds from the sale of Site 1 allowing the estate to retain Site 2 and make improvements across the estate.
They had considered 7 sites in total and chose the two that were the most appropriate.  When notices were submitted to Shropshire Council Planning Department they were supportive of the plan. The estate had discussed the plans with the residents most affected by the proposal.

Members of the Public and Parish Councillors asked questions of Mr Foster.

Q1. The information given on the pre-application was incorrect so residents were unable to respond.  

A1. Mr Foster was unable to answer as Mr Rouse the architect had sent the letters.

Q2. Why Hopton Cangeford and what other sites had been considered?

A2. Middleton had been considered but rejected by the Local Authority because of a flooding risk. Hopton Cangeford has been identified as a Cluster where development would be considered appropriate by the Local Authority.

Q3. Hopton Cangeford has narrow lanes, poor water pressure and is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, this development is not appropriate.

A3. The Parish Plan survey identified that more housing was required in Hopton Cangeford and more properties would encourage better services. The Estate were not proposing any of the properties would be commercial.

Q4. The general policy of reinvesting is laudable. However, Mr Foster has not identified how this will improve the community. Could he clarify? Also there were sites on the estate which would not affect anyone unlike these.

A5. The estate employed approximately 10 people and support small businesses and invest in woodlands, support the local church, point 2 point and the hunt.   There is not an intention to sell the plots to developers but a priority to sell to self-builders and they would be for sale as two separate plots.
Q4. One member of the public had bought their house in July 2016 and their solicitor did not expect any development nearby as they were in an AONB.  They felt that the applications fit the Parish Plan that was done in 2012 with only a 30% survey return rate and with only half of the present residents now in the hamlet. It is clear that the present residents do not want the development. The Design and Heritage Statement said that there was no impact upon the local area.  The plan for 10 houses is for the whole parish over the coming 10 years.  There is clearly an affect upon local residents with sound travelling across the valley, the dense hedging mentioned is deciduous so will not provide a screen in Winter.

A4. The option considered by the applicant considered the screening.

Q5. Was it possible to opt out of the SamDev policy of Hopton Cangeford being a cluster?

A5. Not able to answer this question.  Should be asked of the planning department.

Q6. Has the estate sold other properties and could other properties be sold to fund enterprises rather than these developments?
A6. Yes, the estate has sold a property in Middleton. 

Q7. There will be a considerable affect on the infrastructure. What will the estate put into that?

A7. The development will pay CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) to Shropshire Council which is for improving local infrastructure.  (Cllr Finch noted that a self-builder does not pay CIL).

Mr Foster stated that the estate was taking objections seriously and may make some changes to the applications.  He had asked Mr Roth to alter the design and they may consider withdrawing the application for site 2 making it a smaller scale and change the design.

Q8. What stops the estate developing other sites in the hamlet? If the estate is socially, morally and environmentally considerate it should take on board public views that the development is not wanted or needed.
A8. There is no intention to develop other sites in addition to these in the hamlet.  The estate is socially responsible and comments are taken seriously.

Q9. There was a concern about the size of the dwellings being 4 bedded and 2 bathrooms.

A9. They had been designed to not be full 2 storey buildings and designed to look smaller.
Q10.  The only person who will benefit will be Mr Wiggin.

A10. Mr Wiggin has his own income and the Estate pays for itself.

Q11.  You said you would consider reducing the size of Site 2.

A11.  Yes but not the number of dwellings.

Q12. The level of broadband in the hamlet is unacceptable, these developments will make matters worse.

A12. There is the argument that more housing will increase the provision of services.
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