BETLEY, BALTERLEY & WRINEHILL

PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of the special meeting held on 17th December 2020

[Meeting held on Zoom platform]

205/20
PRESENT:


Cllrs Robert Bettley-Smith, Neil Bullock, Seb Daly, Graham Ecclestone, Dave Hales, Richard Head, Tony Reah, Ian Walton and Chris Watkin.  

206/20
IN ATTENDANCE:  


Gwyn Griffiths (Clerk).

207/20
APOLOGIES


Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs Berrisford (family commitment) and Speed (work).


RESOLVED that the reasons for absence be accepted as valid reasons for absence under Section 85 of the Local Government Act 1972.

208/20
Members considered the declaration of interests in agenda items.  Cllr Daly declared a personal interest in the planning application relating to Brown Bank Farm as the applicant was a client.

209/20
There were no members of the public present to engage in public participation.

210/20
The Clerk advised members of notification of the Tax Base for 2021-22; the slight change would have a minimal impact on the budget. The Clerk also advised that the Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) Working Group had requested that the Parish Council arrange a Special Meeting to consider approval of the NDP for submission to the Borough Council.

RESOLVED
a) that a Special Meeting be held on the 11th or 18th February to consider the NDP;

b) that the Council place on record its thanks to Richard Head as Chairman and the Clerk for all the work done in developing the NDP.

211/20
The Clerk advised that no business had been carried out since the last meeting that fell within the definition of Urgent Business within the Council’s Standing Orders.

212/20
Members considered the following planning application.



20/01019/FUL  Construction of an administration centre and groom’s accommodation, Balterley Green Equestrian Centre, Pear Tree Lake Farm, Balterley Green Road, Balterley.



RESOLVED that the Council has no objection subject to any grant of permission requiring the removal of the existing caravan and annexe from the site by a planning condition.

213/20
Members considered the following planning application.



20/00809/FUL  Construction of outbuilding for storage, Brown Bank Farm, Cracow Moss, Wrinehill.



RESOLVED that the Council has no objection subject to any permission requiring removal of the container currently on the site by a planning condition.

214/20
Members considered the following planning application.



Reconsultation on 20/00628/OUT following submission of additional information.  Outline application for a dwelling at Doddlespool Farm, Main Road, Balterley.



RESOLVED that the Council continues to object to the application and authorises the Clerk to submit observations in respect of the additional information provided by the applicant’s agent based upon the report submitted to members.

[The following observations were subsequently submitted:



The Parish Council does not consider that the site is an infill site (see paras 1.2 and 2.1 of the Agent’s submission).  The scattering of properties along this stretch of the A531 are similar to other groupings found in rural areas and do not, in the view of the Council, constitute an “otherwise residential built up frontage” as required to justify its classification as an infill site.  In any event the relevant Local Plan and NPPF policies relate to village settings rather than sites within the open countryside or the Green Belt.



The Parish Council does not consider that the site is “previously developed land” (para 2.2). The site has essentially been used as a paddock and the only “development” appears to be a small building used for storage.  There does not appear to be any record on the Local Planning Authority’s website of this structure having ever been the subject of a planning application. Green Belt policy recognises that the replacement of permanent structures by new construction on a similar scale can be acceptable. This requires the existing structure to be of a permanent nature, in which case one might have expected planning permission to be required, and of a similar scale to that proposed. The application would seem to fall on both counts.



The Agent argues that Betley (the neighbouring village) should be viewed as a key rural service centre in the same way as Madeley, Audley and Loggerheads (each of which has more facilities than Betley) (para 4.4).  This appears to be based on a previous consultation draft of the Joint Local Plan.  However, following a Cabinet decision of December 2020 it appears that Newcastle-under-Lyme is likely to withdraw from the JLP process and the Council would therefore argue that little or no weight should be given to such a consultation draft. The Core Spatial Strategy (2009) (Policy ASP6) specifically states that development should primarily be be on “sustainable brownfield land within the village envelopes” [our emphasis] of the three villages listed above. Again the proposal is contrary to this requirement. (Recent appeal decisions underline that Policy ASP6 is relevant.)



The Council does not accept the Agent’s claim (para 5.13) that the site is “a functional part of the village” of Betley. The site lies within the Parish of Balterley rather than that of Betley. It is striking how the continuous development within Betley ceases at the parish boundary. Although there is sporadic development on the western side of the A531 the only property on the eastern side beyond the village boundary is Beehive Cottage. It is clear that Betley village has a discrete boundary. It is also notable that the parish boundary also marks the transition from the 30mph urban speed limit to a rural national speed limit of 60mph, again emphasising the transition from village to open countryside.



The agent’s case leans heavily on the appeal decision on Old Farm, Wrinehill (para 5.28, though they refer to Old Farm House) where the Inspector found that the site met the requirements of the NPPF, despite being within the Green Belt.



However the Council is of the view that the circumstances at Old Farm were significantly different to those in this case and that other more recent appeal decisions are more relevant, namely the decisions on Wellbank Cottage, Wrinehill and A-Z Aquatics, Balterley.



On the matter of the Old Farm appeal decision (dated January 2016 - now nearly five years in the past) the Council makes the following points.




It was the Inspector’s view that the existence of two functioning publuic houses, a doctor’s surgery, and “development in depth” at and near the site meant that Wrinehill could be considered a village under the terms of the NPPF; none of these factors are relevant to Doddlespool which has no such public facilities and much more limited development.




The Inspector also noted that the application site was entirely surrounded by residential settlement (on three sides) and on the fourth by the A531. He restated this point three times! “Enclosed on three sides by residential development” (para 7 of Appeal Decision), “contained on three sides by residential development” (para 10) and “enclosed by existing houses on three sides” (para 13). The Inspector clearly felt that this was a key factor. This does not apply on the Doddlespool site which abuts open countryside.



The appeal decision on the A-Z Aquatics site (dated  26 October 2020) makes a number of points relevant to this application:




That Policies ASP6 and H1 are still relevant, and specifically that development outside the village envelope is in conflict with policy.




That the A531 is a “busy main road with fast moving traffic” and the pavement is “narrow and uneven” such that residents would be unlikely to use it to access services in the village of Betley. On that basis residential development would not meet the requirements of Section 103 of the NPPF as residents would largely be dependent on private motoring (the Inspector also noted the limited bus service within Balterley).



The most recent appeal decision, in regard to 20/00481/FUL Wellbank Cottage, Wrinehill (dated 19th November 2020) makes the following relevant points:




There is “a general presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt unless very special circumstances exist. Most new development should be regarded as inappropriate, but for certain defined exceptions” (Para 3 of the Appeal Decision). The application does not meet any of those defined exceptions and no very special circumstances are advanced.




Though recognising that Local Plan policies have been overtaken by the NPPF the Inspector took the view that Policy S3 remains “consistent with the aims of the [NPP] Framework” (Para 5). This would suggest that although the NPPF has primacy Policy S3 remains relevant when considering applications within the Green Belt.




Finally the Inspector takes the view that even the relatively modest extension of an existing property (Wellbank Cottage) “would lead to a reduction in the openness of the Green Belt” (Para 9) which would be contrary to the NPPF.  Given that the application at Doddlespool Farm aims to replace a small outbuilding with a two-storey dwelling and detached garage this would clearly indicate a significant reduction in the openness of the Green Belt at that location.


On that basis the Parish Council maintains its objection to the application and urges the Local Planning Authority to refuse the application.]

215/20
Members considered arrangements for the planting of a replacement tree on the Memorial Garden as required under the consent for the felling of the Cedar tree.

RESOLVED that the Council proceed with the planting of the larger Walnut tree as outlined in the Clerk’s briefing note but that the tree be managed in such a way as to prevent it becoming overly dominant.

216/20
The Chairman reported a letter from a resident as part of the NDP consultation pointing out what appeared to be an error within the Betley Conservation Area mapping which failed to include part of the boundary wall of Betley Court. The map was the responsibility of Newcastle Borough Council which had been notified. It was understood that the error would be corrected and that the map within the NDP could then be amended.

217/20
The Clerk advised members  that he had arranged payment of one invoice (L Rimmer, Memorial Garden maintenance, £100) and that he would be happy for settlement to be arranged at the January meeting. Following the Clerk’s oversight at the last meeting a copy bank statement had now been supplied to the Chairman which confirmed that the financial statement circulated to all members balanced with the statement of account.
