
MINUTES OF A LYMPSTONE PARISH COUNCIL PLANNING AND TRANSPORT 
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN THE VILLAGE HALL AT 6.00PM  

ON THURSDAY 9TH APRIL 2026. 
 
PRESENT:   

Councillors  R Coleman (RC), S Francis (SF), R Gale-Hasleham (RGH), K Hill (KH) and L 
Staddon (LS) (LPC Chair) 

Clerk  Miss L Tyrrell  

County Councillors None 

District Councillors  None 

Public 12 members 

 

LS, Chair for Lympstone Parish Council chaired the meeting. 
 
Public session:   
A resident wanted to publicly praise SF for all her hard work to date on the new 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
The Chair asked members of the public to speak on individual planning applications at the 
appropriate item on the agenda. 
 
P&T 26/1 Apologies 

Cllr Atkins, Payne and Roberts due to other commitments.  
 

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

The Chair announced that sadly, Cllr Culhane had submitted her resignation to the 
PC.  She thanked Susie Culhane for all her work and time on the PC. 

 
RESOLVED that the PC would send a letter of thanks to Susie Culhane. 
LS proposed.  RGH seconded.  Unan. 

 
 
P&T 26/2 To receive any Declarations of Interest 
 None. 
 
P&T 26/3 New draft Neighbour Plan  

SF read her report regarding the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) to date (See Appendix 
1).  She reiterated that there would be a public consultation held on the 9th May to 
view and make comments on all draft documents to date.  All documents would 
also be available online at Lympstone.org before and after the public consultation 
day.  She presented her most recent draft documents to all present (Appendix F 
and survey response grids). 
Residents raised the following points to consider: 

• Online documents should only be accessed once and not able to be edited 
once completed and submitted. 

• LPC had declared a Climate action commitment in 2024, where were the 
climate action strategies implemented by LPC?  Another resident added that 
Cllr Culhane had been committed to propose strategies for the PC to consider. 

SF explained that the public consultation would offer more time for members of the 
public to make comments for consideration to support additional amendments to 



the NP. SF added that the East Devon Local Plan was the guiding principle of what 
the NP could include and areas could be strengthened. 
LS thanked SF and the NP working group for all their committed hours of hard 
work.   
 

P&T 26/4 Planning applications  
26/4.1) AMENDED PLAN: 25/0078/MOUT - Outline application seeking approval 
for access only (with matters of layout, scale, appearance and landscaping 
reserved) for residential development comprising of up to 119 dwellings, public 
open space, landscaping, sustainable urban drainage system and engineering 
works, with vehicular access off Higher Marley Road at Land At Higher Marley 
Road, Exmouth. 

 Residents highlighted the following concerns: 

• Main significant change to the amended plans was a slight reduction in housing 
numbers.  The development principle remained the same. 

• Dangerous access proposed to the site on a corner junction. 

• Proposed drainage plan will fail the row of protected Oak trees. 

• Ongoing existing issues of speed and volume of traffic on Marley Road. 
SF felt that the PC had strongly objected before and there was no satisfactory 
mitigation to the PCs original concerns. 
 
RESOLVED that the Clerk send the recommendation of strongly object from LPC 
to EDDC as previously submitted.   
SF proposed. LS seconded.  Unan. 
 

 
26/4.2) 26/0445/FUL - Proposed raising of rear tenement roof and minor internal 
alterations at 4 Harefield Cottages, The Strand. 
 
RESOLVED that the Clerk send the recommendation of support from LPC to 
EDDC. 
SF proposed. RC seconded.  Unan. 
 

 
26/4.3) AMENDED PLAN: 26/0090/FUL - Removal of 2no. timber outbuildings, 
construction of a detached garden room, replacement steps and railings at Rose 
Cottage. 
LS read the correspondence received from a neighbour of the property (See 
Appendix 2). 
Residents raised the following concerns: 

• Increased flood risk to this and surrounding properties.  

• No drainage assessment submitted. 

• Lack of privacy from proposed raised platform with out building erected on. 

• Materials proposed are out of keeping with the area. 

• Size of structure and out of proportion for the area. 

• Stilts are being used for out building so flood water can run under and through 
to surrounding properties. 

RC felt there was no significant change from the original application.  
 

RESOLVED that the Clerk send the recommendation of object from LPC to EDDC 
as previously submitted.   
KH proposed. LS seconded.  Unan. 



26/4.4) 26/0540/VAR - Application Reference Number: 25/1848/FUL Date of 
Decision: 22/10/2025 Condition Number(s): 2 Conditions(s) Removal: We wish to 
reduce the size of the development in order to reduce the cost of the works We 
wish to remove the side extension at Alfayda, Underhill. 
 
RESOLVED that the Clerk send the recommendation of support from LPC to 
EDDC.   
LS proposed. RGH seconded.  Unan. 
 

 
P&T 26/5 TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

APPEAL BY: Goosemoor Ltd   APPEAL REF: 6005764 
PROPOSAL: Construction of proposed 'Educatering' facility (use class E(g) 
and B8) including parking, access, area for growing crops and landscaping.  
LOCATION: Land north east of Parkfield Cottages Pink House Corner 
Lympstone. 
SF explained that she had attended EDDC planning committee meeting for the 
original application.  She explained that it was a close vote with six Cllrs against 
and five Cllrs in support for the development.  She believed it was a good business 
but proposed in the wrong location.  The site had been originally rejected for 
development by EDDC in the East Devon Local Plan.   
Residents raised the following points: 

• Woodbury PC have had several meetings regarding this appeal and are very 
concerned with the location of the proposed development.   

• Very poor access to this site. 

• Dangerous A376 junction at access point to the site.   

• Site location does not make sense. 

• Business could extend exponentially. 

• Business is currently based at an industrial estate in a much better location. 

• Other industrial estates are available e.g Greendale. 

• Proposed land is prime agricultural land. 

• Concerns of increased water run-off and flooding from proposed laid tarmac 
and huge warehouse size roof space. 

 
RESOLVED that SF would register and represent LPC to object to the proposed 
application at the hearing. 
LS proposed.  RGH seconded.  Unan. 

 
 
P&T 26/6 Items for the next Agenda 
 Access to the bus stop opposite Kings Garden centre. 
 EA permit for new development behind the Old Dairy. 
 
 
 
 
Meeting closed: 7.00pm 
 
 
 
 
Chairman:        Date: 



Appendix 1: 
 

Where we are and next steps – report to Council 9th April 2026 
 
Thank you for coming along, the working group have been busy moving to the next 
phase of our process.  
The documents circulated to Councillors are as ready as we can make them for the 
Second Public  
Consultation on May 9th.   
Linda Lyon is an absolute star and has contacted or visited Community Groups and 
Stakeholders to generate interest and invite feedback.  
The Working Group had a very productive Zoom meeting with Devon Communities  
Together where the initial proposals of how they were going to assist us were narrow
ed down and agreed.  
For the 2nd Public Consultation along with members of Working Group and Council, 
DCT are going to have two representatives at the Consultation all engaging with       
public.    
The Draft Policies will be on display along with evidence folders. All content will also 
have been available on Lympstone.org for public consideration. Feedback will be     
gathered on line or in hard copy.  
DCT will collate the feedback and make a report. From these, final adjustments to     
the draft will be made.  
DCT will conduct a further survey (3rd) of simple yes or no – are you satisfied with the 
final draft plan.  This however will need to be marketed very carefully so the public   
do not confuse it with the official legal referendum to ‘make’ the Plan conducted        
under the auspices of EDDC which will come later – we think probably nearer          
December now.  
 
Immediate planned timescales are suggested to be: -  

• Consultation prep and actual plan drafted over next 4 weeks  

• 3 weeks for survey to be returned  

• 4 weeks for DCT report  

• 1 week to incorporate report into draft plan  

• 1 week for PC and interested parties to review draft plan (should this be 2 
weeks)  

• 1 week to do amendments  

• 1 week to review updated actual plan (only typos etc changes allowed at   
this stage)  

• 2 weeks for Plan hard copies to be printed (may be put on Website at this 
stage)  

• Earliest plan hard copy available is 10 August.   

• DCT further engagement to judge success of plan   

• Plan submitted to EDDC September/October(?)  
 
 
Cllr Sue Francis 
9th April 2026 
 
 
 



Appendix 2: 
 
8th April 2026 
Dear Parish Council Members,  
I am writing in relation to the recently submitted amended plans for the development of outbuilding at 
Rose Cottage.  
We note that the Council previously objected to the earlier application, and we wish to make clear that 
we fully support that objection. Having reviewed the amended plans, we are very concerned that none 
of the fundamental issues raised previously have been properly addressed, other than a slight reduction 
in height and removal of one window. 
 
While the amended plans indicate a slight reduction in height, the structure remains excessive in scale 
for this sensitive location. Based on the provided scale (noting that no actual measurements have been 
submitted), the proposal still appears to be in excess of four metres in height, which is wholly 
disproportionate to its setting. 
Even with the marginal reduction, the overall massing and height remain excessive, with the building 
appearing close to eaves/guttering height when viewed in context. This continues to represent 
overdevelopment of the site, which we are concerned has been overlooked due to the focus on only 
slight numerical changes rather than the proposal as a whole. 
  
Additionally, the development would result in a significant loss of privacy to our property, particularly 
affecting: 

• Our rear bedroom 

• Our dining room 

• Our living room 
The proposed structure would also block light to dining room and living room, causing unacceptable 
harm to residential amenity that remains unchanged from the original proposal. 
We are concerned that both Geoff Young and the Conservation Officer appear to have focused on the 
fact that amendments have been made, rather than whether those amendments resolve the substantive 
planning objections. 
The revised plans still: 

• Fail to address the overall scale and overdevelopment of the site; 

• Remain inappropriate for the character and sensitivity of the location. 
This raises concern that key issues may inadvertently be missed simply because changes appear, on 
the surface, to have been made. 
  
Flood risk and riparian responsibilities 
Crucially, flood risk has still not been addressed at all. Given the site’s proximity to the Harefield stream 
-  this omission is extremely concerning. 
  
The property is a second home, and the owner is rarely in residence. I note he has expressed a wish 
to use this as an extra room, which doesn’t adress the fundamental flood risk rules around such a 
building. This raises serious questions regarding the practical management of riparian responsibilities, 
particularly during periods of heavy rainfall or flood risk. Jac and I have regularly  had to attend to the 
stream via Rogers back garden, because the gentleman in question isn't here and fails to recognise the 
seriousness the flood risk presents. 
  
At present, we find ourselves having to monitor the river and stream more frequently, working alongside 
Roger to ensure issues are managed responsibly. We are also aware that Roger relied on you to 
articulate his concerns, as he is uncomfortable using a computer. This may unintentionally mean that 
his direct objections are less visible on the planning file, despite being strongly felt. 
  
We are not opposed to a reasonable summer house in an appropriate siting. However, the current 
proposal remains unacceptable, and we urge the Parish Council to maintain its objection and highlight 
that minor amendments do not overcome major planning harm. We do no object to the amendments 
the resident wishes to take inside the property. 
Thank you for your time and continued consideration of this matter 
 
Best wishes, 
Sophie  


