MINUTES OF A LYMPSTONE PARISH COUNCIL PLANNING AND TRANSPORT
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN THE VILLAGE HALL AT 7.00PM
ON THURSDAY 12™ JUNE 2025.

PRESENT:

Councillors S Culhane (SC) (Lead ClIr), S Francis (SF), R Gale-Hasleham (RGH), J Payne
(JP) and L Staddon (LS) (LPC Chair)

Clerk Miss L Tyrrell

County Councillors H. Brown (HB)

District Councillors B. Ingham (BI) and G Jung (GJ)

Public 2 members

Public session
SC, the lead ClIr for the planning and transport committee chaired the meeting. She
welcomed all to the meeting and invited members of the public to speak.
GJ highlighted the fact that in each separate development an estate management
company looked after their own site which included their own open green spaces, flood
and drainage in perpetuity. The estate management company could do this
themselves or buy in a professional company to run the estate on their behalf. He
shared a concern of no joined up thinking between developments adjacent to each
other. Bl queried why a sports pitch wouldn’t be handed over to a sport community to
run it. GJ explained that would be all down to the estate management to consider.
Each household within the development site had to contribute towards the cost. EDDC
was looking at changing the policy of estate management companies. Bl felt a long-
term strategy was necessary, an instinctive ownership rather than Council run. SC
felt the S106 must be tightened and clear. RGH suggested a corporate ownership of
responsibilities than the local council could be a stronger position to run sites. A PC
could be responsible for management as long as the PC was reimbursed.
A resident questioned planning application 25/1070 as to why it had gone to appeal
when the developer had openly said he preferred the second outline plan submitted
to EDDC. SC explained that the PC did not know. SF added that she had gone to the
hearing who felt the developer had kept their option open due to incurred costs. GJ
felt that the original plan had come to EDDC during a time of governmental changes
and the East Devon Local Plan rewrite. He was unsure when the decision of the
hearing would be but felt it wouldn’t be long and would be approved by the planning
inspectorate. BI felt due to the decisions made by EDDC, then going to appeal, then
the costs would be considered by the developer.
A resident raised points on the following applications:

1. 25/1105 - Aldi site
Why don't Aldi consider a 4th design - with access directly off the new Dinan Way
roundabout - this would eliminate traffic issues at Millias Way/Dinan Way (current
planned access route)?
If access directly onto Dinan Way, the application needed to consider not only flows
from their store, but also
- Increased traffic generated by the Dinan Way Extension (DWE)
- Additional traffic from other commercial units
- 75 proposed dwellings from site NE of Kings Garden Centre
- Additional traffic from dwellings on Goodmores site (there were only 3 entrances —
so say 1/3rd or 100 dwellings)
- Additional traffic from the proposed (future) Primary School




He added that he was also concerned that the development encroached on Root
Protection Areas of 3 separate tree groupings.

2. 25/0007 — Land NE of Kings Garden Centre
The site would generate additional vehicle traffic onto Dinan Way (all the same points
about access as above).
Needed confirmation that access onto Hulham Road was only for Emergency vehicles.
It would be dangerous to allow pedestrians/cyclists to access next to The Coles
entrance.
Assurance required that access for pedestrians would be available to Kings Garden
Centre — Had the developer agreed this yet?
The access point between this site and adjacent development site (25/0078) appeared
in different places in respective plans — This need to be agreed by both developers
before any planning granted/
Environmental Issues are already well documented — but would note that BNG at
minus 66% was unacceptable and partly arose from over development.

GJ explained that BNG was reduced for sites with 50-100 houses.

SC asked HB where were safe pedestrian crossing located. HB explained that they
were already on the plans.

SC suspended Standing Orders for the public session to continue. Unan agreed.

A resident quoted that LPC response of ‘working collaboratively’ with the developer
and asked if this had happened. SC explained that LPC would get CIL funding and
ask for safe active travel routes to access the common and would like this considered
on planning conditions. SC explained that LPC could not keep saying no to allocated
development sites as it was going to happen so LPC must continue to keep working
with developers. BI explained that referring to an old map of Lympstone, original
footpaths went straight from the Estuary to the Common, he added it would be
common sense to connect Summer Lane with Squabmore. He felt it was not beyond
DCCs remit to provide a safe connection path to both Lympstone and Woodbury
common.

Mr John Brewer (JB) was present from Lympstone Flood Resilience Group (LFRG).
He was representing the group to speak on planning application for Longbrook
Cottage. He explained that this property was known to flood and the group could not
support the application as they stood to prevent flooding. He shared concerns of the
doubled/tripled increased size of the footprint of the current building in flood zone
three. GJ added that the application of an extension could not be refused in a flood
zone but conditions could be enforced. JB reiterated that LFRG strongly objected to
the application due to increased flooding concerns.

P&T 25/24 Apologies
Clir Hill due to other commitments.

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

P&T 25/25 Minutes
This item was deferred to the next meeting due to not having a quorate of Clirs.

P&T 25/26 To receive any Declarations of Interest
LS declared a personal interest with item 25/1102/FUL.



This was recorded in the book.

P&T 25/27 Planning applications

P&T 25/27.1

25/1070/MRES - Reserved matters application for layout, scale, appearance and

landscaping for the erection of up to 42 dwellings, affordable housing and associated

infrastructure and the discharge of conditions 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 14 pursuant to

outline application 24/0301/MOUT at Land South of Meeting Lane, Lympstone.
SC read concerns highlighted by Highways on the impact of the meeting
Lane/A376 junction and explained they were working with developers. LPC
would like Highways to consider a roundabout for a safer route in and out of the
Parish from this junction. The travel plan report submitted by the developers
was undertaken in November 2023 and only along Meeting Lane and
Strawberry Hill and it was based on data from 2014. She felt there was a lack
of evidence for this report and requirement further supplementary data. She
added that CIL money could be used to support a mini roundabout. She
explained that the bio net gain (BNG) assessment provided was handwritten
and not dated. It did not consider the recent flailing and removal of hedges.
The 10% BNG was not achievable on site. There was only one cycle route link
provided through Gulliford Close where permission had not been sought to use
this private road. SC felt this plan was more acceptable if the list of concerns
was addressed. GJ explained that the previous planning application for this
site was prior to BNG. The open areas were separate to BNG. The BNG was
for 30 years but the open areas were forever. This should be conditioned by
an S106.
HB shared her concerns with the dangerous junction at Meeting Lane/A376. BI
added that this conversation had been ongoing for the last forty years and was
still trying to be rectified. Historically, DCC had explained it was just not
affordable. SC added that the PC did not have the answers but was trying to
look at solutions. The junction was not a safe place to cross for pedestrians,
horse riders and cyclist. She explained to HB that the PC would welcome any
advice. LS suggested that the speed limit was reduced to 30mph along the
A376. RGH pointed out that the developer had originally considered a left turn
out of the junction but had now excluded it.

RESOLVED that SC would draft an objection and circulate it to all Cllrs for
approval.
SC proposed. LS seconded. Unan.

P&T 25/27.2

25/1102/FUL - Proposed two storey rear extension and detached garage at Longbrook

Cottage.
SF raised concerns of the negative adverse impact to the street scene. SC
added the detrimental character of the area due to the location of the garage
and the site being in flood zone three.

RESOLVED that the Clerk send the recommendation of object from LPC to
EDDC.



JP proposed. SF seconded. SC and RGH supported the resolution. LS
abstained.

P&T 25/27.3
25/1105/MOUT - Hybrid planning application for development proposals comprising
the following: i) Detailed approval for the construction of new foodstore (Use Class E)
together with associated works including parking, access and landscaping ii) Outline
approval with all matters reserved except access for flexible employment development
(Use Classes B2 (General Industry), B8 (Storage and Distribution), E(g) (ancillary
offices, research and development and light industrial) and Sui Generis (Trade
Counter)) plots including public realm works, landscaping, access and associated
infrastructure at Goodmores Farm, Hulham Road.
SC reported there were site specific concerns of the validity of safe travel plans
and tree root protection areas appeared too small. She questioned how the
trees would be managed in the future.
RESOLVED that the Clerk send the recommendation of object from LPC to
EDDC.
SF proposed. JP seconded. Unan.

P&T 25/27.4

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 75 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.
SC referred to the Highway report on EDDC planning portal and felt the site
was not suitable for development due to the biodiversity in situ. The
development would never meet BNG. SC felt LPC added to their previous
neutral response submitted on 4" Feb 25 with density of houses too high and
access onto Dinan Way was unsafe due to increased volume of traffic.

RESOLVED that the Clerk send the recommendation of neutral from LPC to
EDDC.
SC proposed. LS seconded. Unan.

P&T 25/28 Iltems for the next Agenda
Lympstone Neighbourhood Plan and funding.
Waddeton planning.
Correspondence received regarding traffic monitoring systems.

Meeting Closed: 8.24pm

Signed: Date:



