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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF LONGPARISH PARISH COUNCIL  

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
HELD AT LONGPARISH VILLAGE HALL 
MONDAY 12 AUGUST 2013 AT 7.30 PM 

 
 

Present: Christopher Duxbury (Chairman); Jeremy Barber; Christian Dryden; Natasha 

Rouse; Phil Harris. 
 
In Attendance: Sally Lawman (Clerk) 

 
Members of the Public: Mr G Mottley; Mr S Mottley; Mr & Mrs J Young (all with interest 

in Item 3); Mrs M Barber (with interest in Item 4). 
 
Introduction 
 

The Chairman began by welcoming members of the public to the meeting, and 
explained the process by which outcomes for each planning application would be 
determined by the Council.  He explained that those members of the public 
wishing to object to a planning proposal would be given the opportunity to 
express their objections to the Council.  Secondly, those representing the 
application would be allowed to speak next, and finally, the Council would 
consider all the comments made, discuss the details of the planning application, 
and reach a decision. 

 
Item 1 - Apologies 
 

 Apologies were received from Jonathan Frere; Jim Sawyer; Karen-Marie 
Dinesen; James Hillier; Jim Neal. 

 
Item 2 – Declarations of Interest 
 
 There were no declarations of interest.  
 
Item 3 – 13/01452/FULLN Beechlands, Longparish – Alterations to existing dwelling 

to reduce to two bedrooms and construction of a four bedroom dwelling. 

 
Members of the Council had made a site visit on 8 August ahead of the meeting 
and looked at the site from both Beechlands and Elm Lodge. 

  

Mr & Mrs Young had already submitted a letter to TVBC outlining their objections 
to the proposed development, which was circulated to members of the Council 
prior to the site meeting.  Mr Young briefly outlined their strongly held concerns 
that: 

 

 The bulk, scale and height of the proposed new 4 bedroom dwelling is 
inappropriate to the plot and will harm rather than preserve or enhance the 
conservation area. 

 The proposed development as submitted will intrude unreasonably on their 
amenities, noting particularly that the ground level to the immediate rear of 
Elm Lodge is about a metre lower than Beechlands. 

  

Mrs J Young added that in her opinion, the proposed development would also 
alter the character of the village, and would set a precedent for similar 
developments to take place.   
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Although accepting that it was not a planning consideration, Mr Graham Mottley 
said that the application was predominantly a family project, not a profit-making 
scheme.  He explained that due to the set-back position of the new building, the 
height of the property would be the same/lower than neighbouring properties 
when viewed from the road.  He detailed the materials to be used in the 
construction of the new property, and stated that these are in keeping with the 
Village Design Statement. 

  

Following detailed discussion and analysis of the proposal, and noting the report/ 
objection from the Conservation Officer, the Council agreed that it was not 
opposed to the principle of an additional infill dwelling, but felt that the submitted 
plans would leave the site overly cramped; and that it might be possible to 
develop a better, more suitable proposal. 

 

JB proposed and NR seconded that 'the Council accepts that there is space for a 
suitable in-fill property on the site, but OBJECTS to the present application on the 
grounds that it is contrary to ENV 15b and DES 06 - in that the bulk, scale, height 
and massing of the proposed development are inappropriate and will leave the 
site overly cramped'. Recognising that this was a difficult case, the proposal was 
agreed by a majority vote, with Phil Harris against. 

 

The Council additionally recognised that that under AME 01 and DES 06 above, 
privacy is and private open space is of considerable importance to all residents.  

 

The Councils also observed that the Design and Access Statement made 
reference to a comparison between the application and the new build  adjacent to 
2 Paddock Cottages, but avoided any detailed analysis recognising that whilst 
there were similarities there  were also differences. That said, the new build at 
Paddock Cottages seemed more acceptable because it is set further back in the 
plot and although close to the boundary with Little Newton there is a garage 
buffer between it and Little Newton itself. 

  

           Outcome: OBJECTION 

 
Item 4 - 13/01406/FULLN River Cottage, Forton – Erection of an oak framed single 

garage with lofted space over to provide a home office. 

 
 Prior to the meeting, members of the Council had made a site visit.  The Council 

felt that the proposed scheme does not seek to preserve or enhance the 
Conservation Area, and would have an adverse effect on neighbouring listed 
buildings.  It was also felt that previous alterations to the existing building have 
already given the property an unwelcome dominance, and changed the feel of 
the local area.  This scheme would exacerbate this.  It was also felt that the 
privacy of residents of Riverside Cottage could be intruded upon from the rear 
window and external staircase to the office.  CD therefore proposed to object to 
this application, and all were in agreement. 

  
 Outcome: OBJECTION  
 
Item 5 - 13/01545/PDJN Unit 7, Harewood Forest Works – Notification for Prior 

Approval – change of use from office to residential comprising eight 2 
bedroom flats and four 1 bedroom flats. 

 
 The Chairman asked the Council to note that this is a Notification, not a Planning 

Application, and therefore the Council are not required to make a response.  This 
was duly noted, and the Council did not wish to submit any comments. 
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Item 6 - 13/01670/LBWN & 13/01669/FULLN River Barn, Longparish - Single storey 

extension to provide a porch and hall with snug off the kitchen; widening of 
existing opening from kitchen and replacement of existing window with 
door from living room to new extension. 

 
 The Council reviewed the plans, and after some discussion concluded that there 

was nothing of particular concern in the proposal.  JB proposed that the Council 
did not object to the application, NR seconded, and all were in agreement. 
Outcome: NO OBJECTION. 

 
 
Item 7 - Raymond Brown TV231 (2 applications - IBAA & alteration to site boundary) – 

deferred to September meeting by agreement with HCC. 
 
Item 8 - New applications received prior to the meeting  

 
 There were none. 
 
Item 9 - Outstanding Planning applications/notifications 
 
 See Appendix 
 
Item 10 - Planning Enforcement Quarterly Report 
 
 The Report was circulated to all members prior to the meeting. 
 
Item 11 - Planning Application response times 
 

 The Chairman explained that due to TVBC/NAPC working to a three-week cycle, 
and the Council meeting once per calendar month, inevitably some Planning 
Applications arrive between meetings.  Previously, requesting an extension for 
such applications has not been a problem, however requests for extensions are 
increasingly being granted with caveats attached.  Paul Jackson has advised that 
the Council simply tell the Planning Officer when a response will be delivered.  If 
however, the Council response arrives after the stated deadline, it may be too 
late for the Ward Member to call the application in.  It is possible to ask the Ward 
Member to call in a potentially contentious application prior to the Council 
meeting, however this could give the impression that the decision has already 
been pre-determined.  Some Councils have separate Planning meetings, but the 
Chairman felt that trying to call an additional meeting for Planning purposes could 
prove problematic.  He suggested that this conundrum be raised at the next 
TVAPTC meeting to find out how other parishes are managing this issue. 

 
 

Signed ………………… 
[Chairman] 

 
Date …………………… 

 
 

 


