MINUTES OF THE BIGBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE MEETING
14th OCTOBER 2020

PRESENT: ClIr Valerie Scott (Chairman), Simon Bronstein and Jo Simes.

APOLOGIES: Apologies were received from CliIr Stuart Watts. Jill Gubbins was in France and
therefore unable to attend.

CONSIDERATION OF NEW PLANNING APPLICATIONS:

Prior to the meeting Valerie Scott had advised that there were two planning applications
that she would like to discuss. These were the application for the redevelopment of Barby
Lodge, Cleveland Drive Ref: 2828/20/FUL and the proposed first floor balcony at High View,
Warren Road Ref: 2959/20/HHO.

Stuart Watts who was unable to attend the meeting sent his comments in advance. He had
been on the Parish Council site visits for both properties and had spent some time
examining the plans. Simon Bronstein and Jo Simes both advised that they had also looked
at the drawings for each site on-line and had visited the sites prior to the meeting.

APPLICATION REF: 2828/20/2020 BARBY LODGE:

All of the Members of the Committee considered that the proposed house on the site of
Barby Lodge comprised an overdevelopment of the site with inadequate garden space. They
considered that the development was too large in overall size for the size of the plot, the
ridge height was too high, being well above its current height and above that of the
neighbouring property, Durley Dene, and the building extended too far back on the plot
causing severe harm to the amenities of Durley Dene by reason of it being overly dominant
and intrusive when viewed from the rear windows and rear garden of this dwelling. It would
also cause overshadowing of the private rear garden area. In addition, the proposed
development did not respect the existing front building line and projected too far sideways
and closer to the road frontage along Parker Road.

The sideways and rearward extension and increased height of the house would also cause
harm to the amenities of the properties to the rear in terms of it being overdominant and
resulting in some loss of outlook.

It was also considered that the extension to the side and rear of the property and the
proposal to excavate the currently grassed area at the front and side of the property to
provide a lower ground floor and parking for cars would result in too much of the site being
used for hardstanding with very little of the site used for soft landscaping or green garden
space, which they also considered to be an indication of the overdevelopment of the site
although accepted that a house of this size would need additional car parking.

As a consequence to the above it was considered that the proposed development would be
in conflict with the requirements of Policy BP7 criteria (ii), (iii), and (vi) as follows:




Criterion ii) The height, scale and density of development should reflect the existing grain,
height, density and pattern of development in the surrounding area;

Criterion iii) The front building line should be maintained;

Criterion vi) The proposals should protect residential amenity and should not have an
unacceptable impact on the living conditions of occupiers by reason of loss of outlook, loss
of important views, overbearing and dominant impact.

Criterion ii) also requires materials to be consistent with those used by for other buildings in
the locality. Valerie Scott considered that the materials should preferably be natural stone
and painted render which are the materials used for most buildings in Bigbury on Sea but
other members were less concerned about the use of white/grey brick as shown on the
plans instead of render.

The comments received from Stuart Watts prior to the meeting were similar to those set out
above. His concern was the conflict with existing building lines, the unacceptable impact on
the surrounding properties, especially Durley Dene, and the large increase in mass within a
closely packed group of houses.

High View 2959/20/HHO

The Committee considered that the proposed first floor balcony extending almost to the
back of pavement line along Warren Road, with the neighbouring house extending to the
rear garden boundary of the property behind, resulted in an over development of the
combined site contrary to Policy BP7 (ii).

The proposals were also contrary to Policy BP7 (iii) requiring the front building line to be
maintained and to Policy BP7 (v) requiring front boundary hedges and fences to be kept low,
generally not exceeding one metre in height.

Stuart Watts also objected on grounds of conflict with the existing building line contrary to
Policy BP7 (iii) and that the installation of a hot tub on the balcony could also result in harm
to the amenities of neighbouring properties owing to its proximity to the perimeter, contrary
to Policy BP (vi).

Valerie Scott considered that the proposed oak timber screening at 1.8m high around the
balcony would also look out of place and spoil the otherwise clean and crisp appearance of

the main house and its neighbour.

SUNNYNOOK 2809/20/HHO

Although not included on the agenda the application for a side dormer to serve a new
shower room was discussed. There was no objection in principle to this, providing it did not
result in overlooking of the neighbouring property. The proposed design was not considered



to be very attractive with its high slit window and it was considered that this would be
visible from the estuary as well as from the garden of neighbouring house, but subject to
this window being of obscure glass to avoid overlooking it was considered that there were
not sufficient grounds to object.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCHEME, ST ANN’S CHAPEL:

Simon Bronstein asked if there had been any progress regarding the affordable housing
scheme at St Ann’s Chapel. Valerie Scott advised that the Section 106 Agreement had been
completed and that this would be sent through to the Planning Department once the SHDC
Solicitor’s fees had been paid.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS:

No other business was raised.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING:

There was no date set for the next meeting but will probably be arranged prior to the next

Parish Council meeting if any planning application which require the committees comments
are received.



