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To All Members of the Planning and Transport Committee of the Parish Council,

You are summoned to attend a Planning and Transport (P&T) Committee meeting of
Lympstone Parish Council, to be held 5.00pm on Thursday 13™ February 2025 in the
Meeting Room at the Village Hall. The business to be transacted is set out below.

Members of the Public are cordially invited to attend.

The agenda and all attachments can be found online at www.lympstone.org.

S, Culhane R. qale-Hasleham

Cllr Susie Culhane Cllr Robert Gale-Hasleham
Joint Lead ClIrs of Planning and Transport Committee

AGENDA

Public session POLITE NOTICE - To all Members of the Public, There | 5.00
are 15 minutes at the start of the PC meeting for a public session. This
is where members of the public can raise questions and queries to the
ClIrs, you have up to three minutes to speak. Once this session has
closed, the PC meeting begins and any further points, questions and
queries from the public must be emailed to the Clerk after the meeting
for the Clirs’ attention. Thank you.

P&T 25/5 | INFORMATION: Apologies .15

P&T 25/6 | ACTION: Minutes 5.20

To confirm the minutes of the Planning and Transport Committee
meeting held on the 27" January 2025 (attached pgs 3-6).

P&T 25/7 INFORMATION: To receive any Declarations of Interest 5.25



mailto:lympstone-pc@leriche6.wanadoo.co.uk
http://www.lympstone.org/

P&T 25/8

ACTION: Planning Applications

25/0100/FUL - The erection of two detached dwellings with integral
double garages, to include associated hard and soft landscaping at
Land North East Of Grange Close (expires 21 Feb).

24/2410/VAR - Variation of condition 1 (approved plans) of planning
permission 23/2386/FUL (Proposed dwelling and off-road parking and
double garage within the garden. (Revision of 23/0847 to add a
basement level to the dwelling)). Proposals for revised design to
increase footprint, alterations to fenestration, and adjustment to
driveway at Meadowgate, Church Road (expires 27" Feb).

24/1712/FUL - Removal of existing single storey detached garage.
Replacement with detached annexe for residential use; erection of new
detached garage at Marley House, Hulham Road (expires 27" Feb).

24/2300/FUL - Repurposing of pub into a cafe/bar and farm shop with
6 holiday letting rooms and separate accommodation above at Globe
Inn, The Strand (expires 27™ Feb).

24/2713/FUL - Demolition of existing rear extension to be replaced
with new rear extension with balcony at North Lodge, Courtlands Lane
(expires 28" Feb).

5.30

P&T 25/9

DISCUSSION: Items for the next Agenda

4.25




MINUTES OF A LYMPSTONE PARISH COUNCIL PLANNING AND TRANSPORT (P&T)
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN THE VILLAGE HALL AT 3.30PM ON
MONDAY 27™ JANUARY 2025.

PRESENT:

Councillors S Culhane (SC) (Lead of P&T), S Francis (SF), R Gale-Hasleham (RGH)
(Lead of P&T) and L Staddon (LS) (LPC Chairman)

Clerk L. Tyrrell

County Councillors J Trail

District Councillors None present

Public 16 members

Public session:

NB Due to unforeseen circumstances, the meeting began at 3.40pm.

SC (Joint lead ClIr for P&T) was Chair for the meeting. Representatives of planning application
25/007/MFUL, Mr Simon Collier (SCo) and Mr Nick Yeo (NY) were present to answer queries
raised. SC welcomed all present and invited members of the public to speak.

Residents raised the following issues (answers provided by SCo and NY in italics):
¢ No traffic report issued regarding the proposed planning application.
o Would traffic lights be implemented?

o (SCo) Traffic report was submitted on EDDC planning portal to view.

o (SCo) An assessment of traffic generated was completed and concluded that
the junction would be able to accommodate increased traffic. DCC Highways
would also assess and submit their own report.

o SWW — has discussion taken place since the recent pollution alert and as the closed
beaches was already a concern?

o (SCo) SWW are aware and will upgrade infrastructure.

SC added that a Grampian order would be set by EDDC.

¢ No new or additional facilities on site for residents. The Parish will receive CIL money
but nothing else. Suggest speaking to Kings regarding a pedestrian access to the
centre.

o (SCo) No facilities but only a draft plan. Open spaces are provided and next to
the play area at Goodmores development site. Bus services available.

e Surface water and flooding is a serious concern due to the land above hosting a natural
spring.

o Ecological issues — BNG shows a large negative — where was the offset going? Would
it include the two large Oaks recently felled?

o What is the mitigation of removing the bat species and other wildlife?

e Boundary — does the development reach the ancient wood?

o (SCo) site boundary does reach the wood but not the development. A buffer
of 5m or 10m, around the site development would protect the woods. Existing
hedgerow would be retained.

e 10m buffer is too little to protect the woodland.
Was it a road or footpath shown through the woods as the plans provided varied?

o (NY) EDDC Reg 19 land allocation site. Preapplication discussions had been
held with Highways. The access from Hulham Road would only be for
emergency vehicles.

o (NY) No infrastructure planned beyond site boundary. No vehicular connection
between sites proposed.

RESOLVED that Standing Orders were temporarily suspended to extend public
session.
SC proposed. LS seconded. Unan.




e What was the designs for water quality treatment?

o (NY) water would travel through a swale pond.

¢ A swale pond would not process the water quality. There would be pollutants coming
from the site.

o (NY) A service water engineer had advised and awaiting land flood authority to
respond.
Water quality was not the same as flooding.

o Would you apply for an environmental permit from the EA? Technical and personal
points have not been met regarding water quality. Water quality was being overlooked
and the running water courses. Very clearly covered in NPPF and EDDC local plan
from construction to operation duration.

o (SCo) Many satisfactory technical reports provided on the planning portal and
must be produced for statutory bodies to view.

¢ Number of houses and people — where were they going to go to use already
inadequate infrastructure eg health and education?

SC explained that this was a valid point and a national issue. Unfortunately,
the developer was not here to rectify the issue.

o (NY) Goodmores development site had a space for the provision of a primary
school and there was space in current local primary schools.
LS highlighted that primary schools were not the issue, but the secondary
school was full.

o Wotton Lane was already busy and overused; this development presented a huge
concern of danger due to the increased traffic flow.

P&T 25/1 Apologies
DGA and JP due to other commitments.

RESOLVED that the apologies were accepted.
SC proposed. LS seconded. Unan.

P&T 25/2 To receive any Declarations of Interest
None.

P&T 25/3 Planning Applications

25/0007/MOUT - Outline application seeking approval for access only (with matters of layout,
scale, appearance and landscaping reserved) for residential development comprising of up to
80 dwellings, the formation of vehicular and pedestrian access from the adjoining Goodmores
development site, public open space and other associated infrastructure at Land NE Of Kings
Garden And Leisure Hulham Road (expires 9" Feb).

LPC had previously sent questions to be answered (SCo and NY responses in italics

below):

1. Given the PC agreed position for this site allocation in the early stages of this process
despite its constraints was a ‘east worst option’ we indicated support for the site if
Exmouth Town Councillors (ETC) also agreed. Have you met with them too?

o Both LPC and ETC were met back in Sept 2024. ETC recognised the merits
of the site compared to others proposed. ETC was broadly supportive of the
need.

o There had also been a public consultation and had spoken with EDDC strategic
planning committee.



The original site selection process stated this site was suitable for 52 dwellings — your
application states up to 80. This an increase of almost 54% and expect us to support
the application?
o Not uncommon for a draft application to under estimate initial site development.
An assessment of the site would have informed this plan. It is a proposed and
up to figure. Would know the exact number once the scheme could be fully
supported by infrastructure. Actual number would be a reserved matter. Ten
houses per acre was allowed and this site was nine acres.

Your balance of market to affordable housing 56 to 24 seems a reasonable near 50%
but this is only if approval for 80 dwellings is given. What balance did you have in mind
for the original 52 dwellings stipulated in site selection?
o Application provides 30% proportion of affordable housing. This was
consistent with EDDC local plan.

Can you explain the rational for the emergency/pedestrian access to Hulham road you
propose? Even if an emergency vehicle access could be justified, how can a
pedestrian one be when Hulham Road has no safe footways and its dangers have
always been a matter of high objection to the development of this site and others along
Hulham Road?
o Emergency vehicle access only to Hulham Road and would be gated.
Highways have stipulated emergency vehicles only. No access for other
vehicles or pedestrians.

What provisions are proposed regarding safe pedestrian footpaths and crossings
along the already very busy main road?
o None.

There are acknowledged matters of surface flooding concerns in this area, please will
you briefly outline how these are going to be dealt with?

o Surface water design for a 100yr and 45% climate change event. Rain downfall
and gully’s directed to onsite swale and attenuation ponds and released at a
restrictive rate.

o Foul water has been discussed with SWW who have agreed to remove surface
water in their combined sewer to adopt the foul water.

Do your plans provide facilities eg. green open space, active travel opportunities, play
facilities for residents and adequate visitor parking in addition to parking for
householders?

o Visitor parking would be a reserved mater. There would be amenity open
space and a play area within the vicinity in accordance with East Devon local
plan.

o Atravel plan would be proposed to include walking and cycling.

Will your designs for the dwellings include energy saving devices eg solar panels for
each dwelling and/or heat pumps?
o Have produced an energy and sustainability statement. Would make dwellings
as energy efficient as possible.
SC asked if a grey water scheme had been considered.
o It had but it was not as straight forward with the current systems in place.

How will you protect the wildlife, historic hedges and trees etc that surround the
development area?



o Boundary hedges and trees would have a buffer around the development to
protect them. A landscape and management plan would be secured to ensure
mitigation was secured — including lighting.

10. SC thought the percentage of affordable housing was 50% given that the site was in
the countryside. Could you please outline plans for BNG?

o BNG uplift is not able to be implemented wholly on site given the high
conservation value of the site. BNG is a mandatory requirement and will be
implemented, preferably on land nearby or by purchasing credits. Wildflowers,
new hedgerow and new trees will be planted on site. Exploring other land
under same ownership.

SF felt some planning identified through the East Devon Local Plan had to be
accepted. She explained that LPC had fought hard and must now be pragmatic as
some developments would take place. LPC must be able to continue open dialogue
and communications. The proposed route through Goodmores was better than
Hulham Road. Hulham road was for emergency vehicles only. There was no reason
to object this access.

RGH shared concerns of the inadequate infrastructure and this must be rectified before
any future developments. He had concerns of the future changes in the proposed
outline of houses — the type and numbers.

RESOLVED that a neutral comment would be submitted to EDDC from LPC.
SC proposed. RGH seconded. Unan.

County ClIr Trail felt that the discussion throughout the meeting had been good. He
felt that water quality must be considered. He explained that DCC Highways would
consider traffic lights and make Dinan way safer with added pedestrian crossings ad
islands. He asked what LPC and residents wanted from this site? He suggested that
views were considered, and a plan of action created to work with developers.

P&T 25/4 Iltems for the next Agenda
None at this time.

Meeting closed: 5.00pm

Chairman/Lead Cllr: Date:



