BIGBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the meeting of Bigbury Neighbourhood Plan Committee (NPC) held on Wednesday, February 3rd, 2021 at 10:00am discuss Parish planning applications.   In accordance with Government advice and DALC guidance this meeting was held via video link (Zoom).

PRESENT: Cllr: V. Scott (VS) (Chair), Jo Simes(JS), Jill Gubbins(JG), Stuart Watts(SW), Simon       Bronstein(SB), Ian Bramble, Parish Clerk.

1.0	Welcome

	The Chairman welcomed all members of the Committee.

2.0	Planning Applications

  4253/20/FUL: Korniloff, Warren Road, Bigbury-on-Sea.
SB opened the discussion with comments that the proposal of 5 properties was densely grouped on    the site; is brutalist, monumental and industrial in style bearing no resemblance to neighbouring  properties and unsympathetic to the vernacular of Bigbury on Sea(BoS). This was agreed upon by VS, JG and SW.  JG commented on their resemblance to criticised, flat roofed properties in Challaborough and that they would damage outlook and views from immediately neighbouring properties on all sides.  JG commented further that there was no need for more 4 to 5 bedroomed properties in the village as opposed to a need for smaller e.g. 2 bedroomed properties or apartments, into which larger homeowners could downsize, as revealed in the NHP.  

VS referred to NHP policy BP6 and reference to the loss of care or nursing homes being acceptable only; ’where there is a a proven absence of demand for the continuation of their use and the site has been marketed effectively for such use over a period of at least12 months at an appropriate level’. BP6 states also that where a loss of nursing/care home is considered acceptable the ‘site should be used for alternative provisions for the elderly, andsubject to an occupancy restriction to ensure that the dwellings are used for this purpose in perpetuity ’.  The Committee agreed  there will be need to establish the precise period of time over which the care home was marketed for use as a care home rather than as a residential opportunityand that this was marketed at an appropriate price. It was considered that the the houses proposed were too large to meet the needs of the elderly.  It was also noted that theapplicants were unwilling to enter into an occupancy restriction to ensure that the dwellings were used by the elderly in perpetuity.    

Although not a planning consideration VS drew attention to a covenant on the property to prevent building beyond specific boundary lines of the site and that the holders of the covenant may wish to pursue this issue seperately. 

The Committee considered that the proposal was contrary to BP6 and did not respect the vernacular and character of BoS and in particular that flat rooves were not appropriate.

For the above reasons the Committee unanimously objected  to this proposal as it stands.

4233/20/FUL: Proposed artwork at Burgh Island.
The initial point was made that the proposed site, between high and low watermarks, is on land owned by the Crown and is not within the boundary of land owned by ‘Burgh Island’. The Island is within the South Devon Heitage Coast and the Undeveloped Coast.  

SW commented on the impact of the proposal on the character of the landscape, seascape and the Heritage Coast and that siting by the Mermaid Pool on land owned by the Hotel was preferable. 

SB pointed out that it was a sculpture as distinct from a building; questioned whether current political opinions might be a consideration; that it should be sited specifically on private land and where the public can see it, from the mainland and that he had no objection to it. This last point about visibility was echoed by JG.

VS expressed concerns that it should be sited where public could approach it safely and that it was 


even at risk from being climbed and therefore safety considerations arose; was concerned too about 
damage to the rocks of the proposed installation site and that were political issues attached to the subjects of the statue.  JG commented  that there was no historical link between pirates and the area and that if erected it should be in a different position.

SB objected to the proposed site for the above reasons of impact on the Heritageand Undeveloped Coast and on the landscape and seascape and VS seconded.  The Committee unanimously objected to the proposed siting and that there would be greater tolerance if sited on within the already developed private parts of the Island.

0028/20/HHO: Lewin, Marine Drive, Bigbury on Sea. 
Committee members noted that the increases in roof height and the height of the eaves needed to be consideredin terms of whether the increase in height and massing would have a harmful impact on Bali Hai.  This was debateable.  However the Committee also considered the proposed additional windows in the south elevation were unnecessary from the point of view of allowing extra light into an already well windowed room.  They would result in overlooking into the rear garden and windows of Bali Hai and should be omitted.  If any windows are allowed into the southern elevation such as previously allowed they should be designed to avoid direct overlooking of neighbouring gardens and into rooms.  If this window is allowed it should be opaque glazed and non-opening.      

The Committee consideredthat the proposals would provide better access to the dwellings and would enhance the appearance but considered that the windows in the south elevation overlooking Bali Hai should be removed.  

0051/21/HHO: Lincombe Barn, Lincombe Lane, Bigbury.  
Discussion of this retrospective application was about alterations to the building and landscaping of its garden, which had failed to maintain the character of the original farm building and its setting and  therefore contrary to the conditions of the original planning approval.  This retrospective application also fails to include reference to a rear porch, replacement windows and timber cladding.  The Committee believes the alterations made to the barn have impacted adversely on its character, setting and immediate neighbours and was unanimous in recommending objection to the application.

0151/20/ARM: Higher Easton Farm, St Ann’s Chapel, (Farmhouse).
BPC had not objected to the original proposal but the planning case officer had and this new proposal showed cladding with natural materials more in keeping with its location in place of the original rendered finish.  The UPVC windows were commented upon by committee members as not ideal, with hard wood or painted softwood seen as a preferable alternative, which if well maintained was likely to be longer lasting than UPVC.

The committee unanimously recommended support for the new proposal but also that support should be accompanied by comments on the chioce of material for the windows.

2069/20/HHO: Seaspray, Warren Road, Bigbury on Sea.  
The committee felt the alterations to the original proposal to the raise the height of the privacy screen addressed some of the concerns about overlooking of its neigbouring property the ‘Quarterdeck’.  Glazing had been reduced thus reducing light spillage and pollution.  Some members felt that raising the ridge height of the of the northern end to the same level as that of the southern end of the roof would not justify an objection as in itself it did not cause overlooking of the ‘Quarterdeck’.  However there remained the significant problems of the increased massing of the property, the bringing forward of the gabled extension towards the ‘Quarterdeck’, particularly with its full height opening window remaining, which would allow noise disturbance as well as overlooking to intrude detrimentally into the privacy of the’Quarterdeck’.  Further concern was expressed about the lack of car parking space for a development with as much overnight accommodation as proposed.

Overall the Committee still object and recommend objection by BPC to the new proposal, as very little has changed and that it fails to address the concerns about the original proposal.              

0181/21/HHO: Foxhole Cottage, Bigbury: 
With the Chairman’s agreement this proposal was added to the agenda.  SW declared an interest as 


a neighbour and took part in the discussion.  The Committee had no objection in principle to the proposed extension but questioned the choice of materials for the windows and timber cladding and whether this should relate to the rendered and painted cottage rather than the timber garage. 

Overall the Committee had no objection to the proposal.   
       
3         Affordable Housing Scheme:
VS advised and updated the Committee on the above St Ann’s Chapel scheme, that the boundary 
fences had been removed and that conditions attached to the planning approval were being cleared. 
There were still issues with drainage but VS believed these would be resolved  between DCC and SW Water.

In response to questions VS advised that the development was being funded entirely by SHDC and that properties would be sold at a 40% discount, on long leaseholds, to buyers who could satisfy the crtiteria, as required, of being local residents with housing need.  If and when eventually sold on these homes would have to be sold to at a 40% discount to prevailing market prices.  

Building was anticipated to start later in February and that homes could be ready for occupation c12 months after the building commenced.  

4	AOB.
In reply to a question on the matter the Parish Clerk confirmed that a very detailed response to the latest revisions to the Barby Lodge proposal had been submitted to SHDC, well before the response deadline date.

JG asked that the considerable time, level and estimable nature of the commitment given by Cllr Scott on Parish matters, including on planning issues, be recorded. This was unanimously agreed.

Finally SB advised that a planning application for substantial improvement to the facilities of ‘The Oyster Shack’ was imminent and as responsible architect outlined the nature of the proposal.  





5	Date of next meeting
	t.b.a. in response to planning matters and applications as they arise.

 
	The meeting ended at 11:36am.
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