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SEAGRY PARISH COUNCIL
DRAFT MINUTES

Council Planning Meeting
held in
The Goss Croft Hall (Small Room). Upper Seagry SN15 SHD
at 7.30pm

12 October 2021

Present: Cllr M Barber (Chairman), Clir N Hutton, Cllr Emma Sotrell and Cllr K
Taylor

Also Present: 4 members of the public and Mr V Vines MBE Clerk of the Council.

NOTICE OF MEETING - Public Notice of the Meeting was given in
accordance with Schedule 12, para 10 (2) of the Local Government Act
1972

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies were received and accepted from Cllr J H Crosland (Vice Chairman), Cllr
A Ball and ClIr R Barr.

Declaration(s) of Interest - in accordance with Seagry Parish Council’s Code of
Conduct (Adopted 12™ May 2015) and Standing Orders (Adopted 12™ May
2015)

There were no Declarations of Interests declared.
PLANNING

Planning Applications:  Prior to the consideration of the Planning Applications, the
opportunity was given for Applicants and their Representatives and any other
interested parties to address the Council. Representations were received from
interested parties and considered before each decision was taken,

a) PL/2021/08755 — Full Planning Permission
Erection of an Agricultural Building for Livestock and Machinery Storage and
Associated Track
The Mount, Upper Seagry, Nr Chippenham, Wiltshire SN15 SEX
For Mr N Good

Following consideration of the application the Council resolved to raise objections
to the proposals in their present form.

The Council wished to advise Wiltshire Council that in considering the proposals the
Council had referred to the submitted documentation and the discrepancy that existed
between the submitted plans and the Supporting Statement. The applicant, who had
been in attendance, had confirmed that the dimensions on the submitted plans took
preference over those given erroneously in the Supporting Statement.
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The Council noted that the Supporting Statement under the “Planning Policy of
Relevance” section had simply mentioned National and Local Plans in a brief manner
and had no mention of the Adopted Seagry Neighbourhood Plan that was now a
significant Policy consideration in the determination of all planning applications in
Seagry Parish.

In this particular instance the proposal conflicted with the Neighbourhood Plan, as the
site location was identified as a “key break™ between the physical edge of the village
and a small cluster of mainly converted buildings and Seales Cowrt to the south.

In regards to the Neighbourhood Plan policies, the general criteria by which all
applications for new development were to be assessed, development would not be
supported unless the proposals met all other criteria, neither extending the seftlement,
nor creating coalescence with existing nearby buildings.

The development, if approved, would extend the built form, at the transition from
open countryside to the village and would not respond to the existing pattern of
development nor integrate with the street scene.

Consequently, the Parish Council considered that these important principles were
pertinent to this planning application.

The Council received representations from the applicant who provided justification
for the proposal on the relatively small parcel of agricultural land and the intention to
store agricultural equipment, feed stuff and the small number of sheep all presently
housed in buildings within the adjacent residential curtilage. The Council had heard
of the applicant’s intention of increasing the sheep stock grazing on the land, from 6
to around 20, some of which would be rare breeds,

The Council queried the overall size of the building, more commonly associated with
a larger size land holding, and was concerned about the scale and bulk of the building
proposed, sited in position where it would be a dominant structure within the open
space key break. The orientation of the building, with its’ length fronting the highway
created this dominance and it was suggested that this could be reduced by turning the
building so that the smaller gable end view fronted the highway.

However, the Council felt that a more fundamental approach was needed to possibly
elicit support, firstly by a more modest size building being proposed and secondly, by
re-siting the building towards the northern boundary of the land holding. Either
parallel with an existing building, presently visible in the adjacent field to the north,
or in the northeast corner of the land holding where it would be seen within the built
form of the applicant’s adjacent land and buildings.

The Council realised that it should not interfere with the applicant’s preferences but
they also had a duty to protect the community led and adopted Neighbourhood Plan
Policies.

With this in mind, the Council objected to the application in its” present form but was
willing to accept the principle that the proposed increased numbers of livestock on the
land did need shelter and would consider more favourably a more modest building
situated towards the northern boundary, as suggested above, reducing the physical
impact on the character of the open space area protected as a key break in the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Turning to other issues. The Council was concerned in regards to highway safety with
increased use of a field gate that was in-situ but had a complicated planning history. It
had to be accepted that it had become legitimate over time but it was in a dangerous
position. Some positive measures appeared to be proposed by the verge
improvements but the verge width would mean that the suggested agricultural traffic
would be standing on the highway in a precarious position until able to move
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onwards into the field. Consideration should be given to setting the gate further into
the field to allow traffic to move off the highway rather than stand on it.

Representations from neighbours in objection to the proposals had highlighted the
excessive size of the building, its” visual dominance within the key break, highway
safety and concerns over future intentions. The Council had considered these
representations during their own discussions that reflected similar concerns.

One issue that was raised related to the provision, storage and removal of manure.
There had been no indication within the submitted documentation as to how this
would be addressed. The Council considered that any favourable decision given by
Wiltshire Council should include a detailed Condition relating to this.

In conclusion the Council had fundamental concerns with the application as it stood
as it compromised the policies of the community based Neighbourhood Plan. The
Council accepted the principle that there could be a need for a modest building for
increased livestock levels but it needed to be situated in a northerly position to be
acceptable.

Cllr M Barber proposed, Cllr N Hutton seconded and RESOLVED
UNANIMOUSLY

b) PL/2021/08708 — Householder Planning Permission
Rear Single Storey Extension, New Front Porch, Sundry Alterations and all
Associated Works
14, Upper Seagry, Nr Chippenham, Wiltshire SN15 5EX
For Ms Valerie McCleod

Following consideration of the application the Council resolved to raise no
objections fo the proposals.

Cllr M Barber propesed, Cllr Emma Sorrell seconded and RESOLVED
UNANIMOUSLY

51/21 FINANCE
The Council considered financial matters and invoices for payment.
a) Payments:
Mr R Tucker, Grass Cutting Inv 06 30.09.21 £ 90.00
Mr R Tucker. Allotments Inv 06 30.09.21 £ 20.00
Community First Trading. Zurich Insurance Policy Renewal 21/22 £ 257,62
Autospeedwatch Ltd. Data renewal 21/22 Inv NV-ASW-W029 £ 249.00

Cllr M Barber proposed, Cllr K Taylor seconded and RESOLVED
UNANIMOUSLY

52/21 DATE OF NEXT MEETING

The date of the next Council Meeting was scheduled for 7.30pm, Tuesday 9"
November 2021.

Signed: Date: 9™ November 2021
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