Bath and North East
Somerset Council

PLANNING COMMITTEE

Minutes of the Meeting held
Wednesday, 9th March, 2022, 11.00 am

Councillors: Sue Craig (Chair), Sally Davis (Vice-Chair), Shelley Bromley, Vic Clarke,
Lucy Hodge, Duncan Hounsell, Shaun Hughes, Dr Eleanor Jackson, Hal MacFie and
Rob Appleyard (Reserve) (in place of Paul Crossley)
102 EMERGENCY EVACUATION PROCEDURE

The Democratic Services Officer read out the emergency evacuation procedure.

103 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Paul Crossley. Councillor Rob
Appleyard attended as substitute.

104 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest.

105 TO ANNOUNCE ANY URGENT BUSINESS AGREED BY THE CHAIRMAN
There was no urgent business.

106 ITEMS FROM THE PUBLIC - TO RECEIVE DEPUTATIONS, STATEMENTS,
PETITIONS OR QUESTIONS

The Democratic Services Officer informed the meeting that there were a number of
people wishing to make statements on planning applications and that they would be
able to do so when these items were discussed.

107 MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING
The minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 9" February 2022 were confirmed
and signed as a correct record.

108 SITE VISIT LIST - APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION ETC FOR
DETERMINATION BY THE COMMITTEE
The Committee considered:

A report by the Head of Planning on various planning applications.

An update report by the Head of Planning is attached as Appendix 1 to these
minutes.



Oral statements by members of the public and representatives on items. A copy of
the speakers’ list is attached as Appendix 2 to these minutes.

RESOLVED that in accordance with the Committee’s delegated powers, the
applications be determined as set out in the Site Visit decisions list attached as
Appendix 3 to these minutes.

Item No. 1

Application No. 21/00419/EFUL

Site Location: Resourceful Energy Anaerobic Limited Resourceful Earth Ltd,
Charlton Field Lane, Queen Charlton, Bristol, Bath And North East Somerset
Development of an Anaerobic Digester Facility (including retention of the
existing Feedstock Reception Building, Digester Tank (x5), Storage Tank, CHP
Engine (x4), Transformer, GRP Substation, GRP Technical Room (x5) and Gas
Equipment) to produce both gas and electricity for injection into the local grid
networks, alongside the restoration of the former Queen Charlton Quarry Site
with ecological and landscape enhancements

The Case Officer reported on the application and her recommendation to refuse.

A representative from Compton Dando parish Council spoke against the application.
A representative of the local objectors spoke against the application

The agent spoke in favour of the application.

Councillor Alistair Singleton, local ward member, felt that the application falls short of
what is required on the site and a large digester is not suitable on this site. The last
application to come forward was a much smaller and better planned application but
this new application is too large an operation for the site. The applicant has not
justified the very special circumstances for development in the green belt, there is
not enough waste in the local area for the planned development and feels there is
enough capacity available elsewhere in the local area already for the planned waste
site. The planned need for maize would make the site untenable as the transport to
get this amount of material from distances outside of the local area would mean
further journeys and more vehicle movements so outweighs the perceived
environmental benefits outlined in this application.

Councillor Paul May, local ward member, felt the officers report is exceptional and
agrees with the officer’'s decision to reject this application, the site is in the wrong
place and has been ruined by past owners of the site, and if approved would have
serious effects on the local community. There are not enough details on the traffic
movements and narrow lanes nearby would cause major increased disruption
around the site. The need for enforcement action on the existing site is needed as
there are already infraction son the site that need to be dealt with and cannot be
used as a justification to increase the size of the site as they are already in breach of
what is allowed on this site.



Councillor Paul May read out a Statement on Behalf of Councillor Lisa O’Brien, local
ward member, 750 additional homes in near proximity since the last application,
uncovered dumping/storage sites for the waste will also lead to more smells emitting
from the site and more vehicle movements per day in the maize harvest, with spores
from the maize for 8 weeks traveling through the local area by road from far and
wide, the local farmers should not be encouraged to grow more maize as this crop is
not positive for the soil as it creates more run off and effects the fertility of the soil,
causing serious damage to the land. This local land would be better used for food
production as would reduce food milage and there is no need for this extra capacity
for this planned site as there is already oversupply in the local area for this function.

Councillor Alan Hale, local ward member, highlighted the traffic and transport issues
in the area highlighting several pinch points and increased pollution this application
would produce. He felt there is a significant chance of the increased collisions on the
roads due to these extra HGV movements on the local roads that are not suitable
due to various restricted locations close to the site. 112 extra HGV journeys a day
and 196 extra during the harvest period.

The Case Officer responded to a question as follows:

e she was not able to respond to the question in regard to the detrimental
effects of growing maize and any way of mitigating the perceived detriment
with the perceived benefits of the digester.

Clir Hounsell felt that the planning case for showing very special circumstances for
building in the green belt has not been met, and that the applicant has only looked at
opportunities this application is perceived to give and not actually shown any special
circumstances for this site. The applicant has not shown that they have done enough
to look for a more suitable site for this facility. The wider highway issues caused by
this development in a mainly rural location not suitable for HGV movements that
would be required. The closest lorry park to this site is Gordano services so in the
applicants plan for lorry movements this means that HGV’s and waste will be coming
from and traveling from much further afield than is expected in the application. In the
application it states that there will be minor adverse harm due to decrease in air
quality for those living nearby especially for vulnerable groups, so surely this
evidence provided shows that loss of amenity for those living nearby. There is
already increased massing and height which is unauthorised. Effects the openness
of the green belt site. Incompatibility of highways plan with the travel plan for Queen
Charlton

Clir Hounsell Moved that the application is refused in accordance with the case
officer’s report with further reasons regarding loss of amenity for those living nearby
due to an adverse harm due to decrease in air quality for those living nearby
especially for vulnerable groups, Incompatibility of construction management plan
with the travel plan for Queen Charlton, loss of openness of the green belt in the
southern quarry section. Seconded by Clir Clarke.

Clir Davis not the right place for this facility and supports the case officer’s
recommendation and highlights the increased number of objectors for this facility.
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Clir Appleyard supports the case officer's recommendation

Clir Jackson agreed with Clir Hounsell especially as there has been no justification in
this location as there is no local need for this facility

Clir Hodge wanted clarification for the extra reasons for refusal

The senior planning officer clarified how the extra reasons would affect the reasons
for refusal

The Highways officer is aware of a new scheme for Queen Charlton but has not had
adequate detail to suggest that the plan could not be able to be carried out alongside
this.

Clir Hounsell suggested that his motion is amended to state that there is potential for
conflict for the construction management plan with the travel plan for Queen
Charlton

The motion was put to the vote, and it was RESOLVED unanimously to REFUSE the
application subject to the conditions set out in the report, and three additional
reasons regarding loss of amenity for those living nearby due to an adverse harm
due to decrease in air quality for those living nearby especially for vulnerable groups,
potential for conflict for the construction management plan with the travel plan for
Queen Charlton, loss of openness of the green belt in the southern quarry section.

MAIN PLANS LIST - APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION ETC FOR
DETERMINATION BY THE COMMITTEE

The Committee considered:
A report by the Head of Planning on various planning applications.
An update report by the Head of Planning attached as Appendix 1 to these minutes.

Oral statements by members of the public and representatives. A copy of the
speakers’ list is attached as Appendix 2 to these minutes.

RESOLVED that in accordance with the delegated powers, the applications be
determined as set out in the Main decisions list attached as Appendix 4 to these
minutes.

ltems 1,2 and 3

Item No. 1

Application No. 21/05528/VAR

Site Location: Bath Rugby Club, Bath Recreation Ground, Pulteney Mews,
Bathwick, Bath Variation of condition 1 of application 20/00135/VAR (Variation
of conditions 1 and 2 of application 17/01637/FUL to allow the stands and
related development to remain in situ for a further 2 years (until 30th May 2022)
and the retention of the east stand during summer 2020 (Erection of temporary
spectator stand along the eastern side of the playing field including associated

4



works and ancillary facilities comprising floodlighting, toilets, food and bar
facilities within structure. (Amended location 3 metres to the east of stand
granted planning permission 12th February 2016 (LPA ref. 15/05237/FUL).
Structure and capacity to remain as approved.))).

Item No. 2
Application No. 21/05529/VAR

Site Location: Bath Rugby Club, Bath Recreation Ground, Pulteney Mews,
Bathwick, Bath Variation of condition 1 of application 20/00136/VAR (Variation
of condition 1 of application 15/05235/FUL to allow the stands and related
development to remain in situ for a further 2 years (until 30th May 2022) (Part
demolition of existing permanent West Stand (retaining rear wall and concrete
slab) together with terraces in north west corner of the site and removal of
existing temporary stands and seating; erection of temporary covered West
Stand and seating, including camera gantry, uncovered seating and
associated works and ancillary facilities including retention of existing
floodlighting, erection of boundary fence with new access gates onto riverside
path, provision of toilets and food and bar facilities within temporary stand
(temporary application for a period of up to four years).)).

Item No. 3
Application No. 21/05530/VAR

Site Location: Bath Rugby Club, Bath Recreation Ground, Pulteney Mews,
Bathwick, Bath Variation of condition 1 of application 20/00137/VAR (Variation
of condition 1 of application 15/05237/FUL to allow the stands and related
development to remain in situ for a further 2 years (until 30th May 2022)
(Erection of temporary spectator stands along the north and eastern sides of
the playing field; erection of hospitality boxes to either side of the retained
south stand; erection of control box and screen/scoreboard between north and
east stands including fence enclosure. Associated works and ancillary
facilities comprising floodlighting, and toilets, food and bar facilities within
temporary north and east stands (temporary application for period of up to
four years)).

The Chair explained the procedure to allow an efficient meeting taking all three
applications but splitting when it comes to the debate and separate votes and the
speakers have three lots of time.

The Case Officer reported on the three applications and his recommendations to
permit.

Four members of the public spoke against the applications



The agent spoke in favour of the applications.

Councillor Manda Rigby, local ward member for Bathwick, felt that exceptional
circumstances have not been shown in this application as this does not feel like a
temporary application as it has been the same for ten years, and feels meaningful
communications are not being carried out by the applicant. Poor timescale planning
by the applicant has meant that these applications are even required. If the
committee is minded permitting it limits the application for two years, the condition to
remove the stand in the summer months is kept, and the due diligence is carries out
as if it was a full application, with updated surveys, security and travel plans
completed

The Case Officer then responded to questions as follows:

e Regarding the covenant/legal matters quoted by the speakers, these are not
material considerations for planning

e Regarding the Covid pandemic delaying plans for two years and why not just
extending for two years, the officer stated that the committee can choose how
long to set the consent for, but the officers view is that the usual timeline of 12
months to carry out and get planning permission then additional 3 years is the
normal time for consent to be granted to allow time for developer to get
everything ready and for construction to start/complete.

e There is no agreement or timetable given by the applicant but there have
been pre-application enquiries regarding the future planning application for
the site.

e To achieve planning permission and the rest of what is required within two
years would seem quite a tight timescale to allow for this to be competed, as
in report a 4-year timescale is recommended.

e The Club have been updating their travel plan and think the last time was
completed in 2019, it would be a perfectly reasonable thing to add to the
permission if minded to.

e The condition to remove the stand each year is still within the conditions and
will not change with these updated applications as the conditions stay the
same.

¢ Adding to the condition wording, with a reasonable time frame, is not the
officer recommendation but could be added if the committee feels it is
required.

Clir Appleyard stated that there are frustrations from lots of parties regarding these
and possible future applications on this site. He feels the timescale is the main issue
with these applications and takes the officer’s professional opinion and reasons for
the timescale as stated due to time taken to get planning permission and the team
and builders in place for any possible future development. He then moved the officer
recommendation to permit. This was seconded by Clir Davis.

Clir Hughes has concerns and that four years needs to be a maximum, and it would
be better sooner to get a long term solution to the site.

CliIr Davis thinks it’s difficult as the conditions that the committee would like to put on
this application are not possible, but the updated travel plan would be an additional



condition she would be happy to see added.

Clir Appleyard stated that he was happy for this extra condition to be added to his
proposal to permit.

Clir Bromley reasonable timescale as indicated by officers and would allow time for
all the necessary work to be completed but would also like to see an updated
security plan.

Clir Craig would prefer in two years’ time to be being asked to extend again with a
half-built stand rather than wait four years for anything to be happening.

CliIr Clarke considers it needs to be looked at on planning grounds as the
commercial and other aspects are not within the remit. The applicant really needs to
get moving and be communicating their future plans at the earliest opportunity and
get moving on their plans immediately if these applications are permitted.

Clir Hounsell would have preferred 3 years rather than four and implores the
applicant to get a proper plan in place and timeline for future plans.

Clir MacFie feels four years is too long an extension and could not support this.

Clir Hodge agrees with Cllir MacFie that four years is too long and would prefer three
years.

Clir Hounsell stated that after hearing from other Councilors he will not now support
the original motion as he would prefer three years rather than four.

Clir Jackson feels four years is too long and we could be back in four years in the
same situation, three years could be agreed but two would be better.

Clir Hughes feels four years gives timescale for them to get the job done

Vote on Item No. 1

Application No. 21/05528/VAR

The motion to delegate to permit to approve the officer recommendation with an
updated travel plan was put to the vote and the motion was REFUSED, 5 votes in
favour, 5 against. The Chair used her carrying vote against the motion.

A new motion was proposed by Clir Hounsell and seconded by Clir Hodge to
approve the officer recommendation with the term limited to 3 years and to delegate
for an updated travel plan

The motion to delegate to permit to approve the officer recommendation with the
term limited to 3 years and for an updated travel plan was put to the vote and it was
RESOLVED unanimously to APPROVE the application for the reasons set out
above.



Vote on Item No. 2
Application No. 21/05529/VAR

Motion proposed by Clir Davis and seconded by Clir Clarke to approve the officer
recommendation with the term limited to 3 years and to delegate for an updated
travel plan

The motion to delegate to permit to approve the officer recommendation with the
term limited to 3 years and for an updated travel plan was put to the vote and it was
RESOLVED unanimously to APPROVE the application for the reasons set out
above.

Vote on Item No. 3
Application No. 21/05530/VAR

Motion proposed by ClIr Jackson and seconded by Clir Bromley to approve the
officer recommendation with the term limited to 3 years and to delegate for an
updated travel plan

The motion to delegate to permit to approve the officer recommendation with the
term limited to 3 years and for an updated travel plan was put to the vote and it was
RESOLVED unanimously to APPROVE the application for the reasons set out
above.

Item No. 4

Application No. 21/03682/FUL

Site Location: Church Farm, Church Lane, Priston, Bath, Bath And North East
Somerset Erection of two dwellings and associated works, to follow demolition
of existing equestrian related barns.

The Case Officer reported on the application and her recommendation to permit.
A representative from Priston parish council spoke against the application.

Two members of the public spoke against the applications

The agent spoke in favour of the application.

The Case Officer then responded to questions as follows:

e The properties do have a close boundary but have no windows on that side
so no overlooking, and have a shared driveway, so residential amenity
between the two acceptable. They are detached and have a gap between the
properties.

In the report it gives the reasons for why it is defined as developed land.
During the application the applicant changed from the use of a septic tank.
The condition on lighting states that no external lighting is currently allowed.
Equestrian use is considered to qualify for brown field site status.



Clir Davis is happy to accept the offers recommendation new plan not as high as
current barns in the location, and proposes to accept the offers recommendation
seconded by Clir Hounsell

The motion was put to the vote 4 votes in favour, 5 votes against and 1 Abstentions.
Clir Jackson proposed a site visit seconded by Clir Bromley

The motion was put to the vote and it was RESOLVED by 7 votes in favour, 0 votes
against and 3 Abstentions to DEFER consideration of the application pending a SITE
VISIT.

ltems 5 and 6 were heard together

Item No. 5

Application No. 21/03965/FUL

Site Location: Manor House, Watery Lane, Burnett, Keynsham, Bristol
Installation of solar PV panels and ground source heat pump pipe work to
eastern paddock to provide renewable energy sources for manor house.
Connection of pipework to existing lower ground floor plant room.

Item No. 6

Application No. 21/03966/LBA

Site Location: Manor House, Watery Lane, Burnett, Keynsham, Bristol Internal
and external alterations for the installation of solar PV panels and ground
source heat pump pipe work to eastern paddock to provide renewable energy
sources for manor house. Connection of pipework to existing lower ground
floor plant room.

The Case Officer reported on the applications and his recommendations to permit.

A representative from Compton Dando parish council spoke against the application.

Two members of the public spoke against the applications

The agent spoke in favour of the application.

Councillor Alistair Singleton, local ward member, with the challenge of supporting the
climate change this applicant has been worked through the planning system and all
the correct procedures followed and looked at, there is objections to this
development, and these must be considered. All recommendations from the
specialist officers must be addressed, but the benefits of this application he believes
it is right to recommend this application.



The Case Officer then responded to questions as follows:

We do not have the figures for any surplus going back into the grid

No other sites for the location of the panels were provided as this location will
have the best amount of solar gain and the least amount of loss of trees as
only one tree would require removal and the furthest point away from the
Manor House and St Michaels Church.

The gap between the arrays is required | assume to avoid obstruction.

The siting in the location would allow continuity of boundary as this side
already has a hedge planning and the other boundary goes onto the highway
without hedging.

There has been no request to look at putting the solar panels on the roof of
the listed building.

The hedge planting condition requires the hedge to exceed the height of the
panels and security fencing.

A consideration was made to minimizing the view from and towards a listed
building.

Clir Hounsell stated that it is needed to look at the application in front of the
committee and not what could be possible, this application has gone through the
planning process. There have been many comments from people today about not
being able to picture the location or how it will look like so he felt that it would be
helpful for members to view the location and moved that consideration of the
application be deferred pending a site visit, seconded by Clir Bromley.

Vote Item No. 5
Application No. 21/03965/FUL

The motion was put to the vote and it was RESOLVED by 6 votes in favour, 2 votes
against and 1 Abstentions to DEFER consideration of the application pending a SITE

VISIT.

Vote Item No. 6
Application No. 21/03966/LBA

The motion was put to the vote and it was RESOLVED by 6 votes in favour, 2 votes
against and 1 Abstentions to DEFER consideration of the application pending a SITE

VISIT.

During this Item ClIr Jackson had to leave the room and did not vote on these
applications due to her absence as she did not hear all the debate.

10
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Item No. 7

Application No. 21/05364/FUL

Site Location: 16 Broadlands Avenue, Keynsham, Bristol, Bath And North East
Somerset, BS31 2DU Erection of front, side and rear extension. Provision of
attic conversion and garden room.

The Case Officer reported on the application and her recommendation to permit.
There were no speakers on this item.
The Case Officer then responded to questions as follows:

e The Impact of light would decrease light to one window next to the property
but would not because a significant loss of light overall.

e There are various extensions to neighboring properties so fits within the local
building character.

e The rear lane has a lot of buildings and has various cars parked along it; the
proposed garden room is within the applicants plot so may only be affected
during construction.

e Mainly the objections as outlined in report were regarding over development
of the site.

Clir Clarke proposed a site visit and seconded by Clir Hodge.

The motion was put to the vote and it was RESOLVED by 6 votes in favour, 2 votes
against and 2 Abstentions to DEFER consideration of the application pending a SITE
VISIT.

NEW PLANNING APPEALS LODGED, DECISIONS RECEIVED AND DATES OF
FORTHCOMING HEARINGS/INQUIRIES

The Committee considered the appeals report.

RESOLVED to NOTE the report.

The meeting ended at 4.09 pm

Chair

Prepared by Democratic Services
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BATH AND NORTH EAST SOMERSET COUNCIL

Planning Committee

Date: 9" March 2022

OBSERVATIONS RECEIVED SINCE THE PREPARATION OF THE MAIN
AGENDA

ITEMS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION

Item No. Application No. Address

001 21/00419/EFUL Resourceful Earth Ltd
Charlton Field Lane
Queen Charlton
Bristol
Bath And North East
Somerset
BS31 2TN

Revised information was submitted by the agent on the 11™ February as follows:
- Policy Response Note;
- Highways Response Note;
- Response to landscape queries;
- Vertical Lighting Level Modeling; and
- Updated Lighting Spill Plan.

As a result the following consultees were reconsulted on the scheme:
- Policy

Highways

Landscape

Ecology

The Planning Policy Officer states in their response that ‘The second Policy
responses (Jan 2022) follow the first responses (March 2021) and clarify the policy
position in terms of Policy 2 of the Joint Waste Core Strategy. The Planning Policy
Response Note submitted by the applicant was concerned that the Council has not
taken into account its stated significant benefits in our policy assessment. The
sustainability benefits were discussed in the first responses. Comments by the Policy
Officers and Climate Policy Officer along with other officers and stakeholders would
allow the case officer to assess whether the harm to the Green Belt and other harm
represented by the proposal are considered to be outweighed by the opportunity and
benefits presented in terms of waste management and renewable energy
production.’

The Highways officer had no further comments on additional submitted information

stating that ‘The [transport] note does not provide any new proposals or information
on the application’.
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The highways officer did make the following comments of clarification on the
committee report:

The applicants Transport Assessment used baseline traffic surveys undertaken
between 10th -16th November 2020. Due to the Covid- 19 pandemic traffic level
were significantly lower than normal and Highways raised an objection. The
Transport Assessment Addendum contains new baseline traffic data using surveys
carried out between 22" June and 28" June 2021 during which Step 3 of the
Roadmap out of Lockdown was in place and most businesses in all but the highest
risk sectors were open. Following advice from our traffic data officer it was agreed for
an uplift of 10% to be applied to the data to reflect that some restrictions were still in
place which may have the effect of reducing travel. Highways are now satisfied with
the baseline traffic data.

The TA has validated the HGV loads for some feedstocks and assumed an average
load of 26tn for imported agricultural waste, food waste and vegetable waste. This is
based on sample data rather than maximum payloads.

The applicant has provided some sample data from two AD plants in the north of
England which are included in Appendix G of the TAA. The data is not supported by
the site names and location which is usually provided with trip information from the
industry standard TRICS database. Additionally, the data 7" June 2021 to 315 July
2021 does not have any time stamps. The data from 7" June to 3" August 2021 is
difficult to follow due being out of date order. As such the data is not transparent and
verifiable.

At junction 3 Sleep Lane arm, the additional delay as a result of the proposed
development in the future year of 2028 equates to approximately 49 and 56 seconds
respectively in the AM and PM peak. In terms of queues, circa two and three vehicles
are predicted to be respectively added on Sleep Lane in the AM and PM peaks.
Highways consider the additional delay at this junction to be a severe impact,
especially when considering the total delay of 166 sec delay and 305 sec delay
respectively in the AM and PM peaks.

As the modelled impact is already severe, it will only be worse in harvest time when
trips are predicted to be significantly higher.

HDC'’s experience of industry applications identifies that trips are unlikely to be
evenly distributed throughout the day. If more than two HGVs arrived within a short
time period this would result in HGV’s waiting outside of the site due to the site layout
which in turn would impact on other road users and their safety

The Landscape officer comments were received before the committee report was
publish and therefore have already been captured in the committee report.

The Ecology officer has continued to object to the scheme, stating, ‘Revised lighting
proposals and revised and additional light spill modelling have been submitted which
now include modelling on the vertical plane for the NW, northern and NE boundaries,
which were identified as habitats used by bats (including light-sensitive horseshoe
bats).

Light spill levels onto boundary features are reduced, and the number of lamps is

reduced, which is welcome, and the modelling shows that predicted light spill falls
within acceptable thresholds for the majority of the modelled areas.
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Locations do remain however where modelling shows the required threshold for
avoiding harm to light-sensitive bat activity will still be exceeded.

The position of the modelled plane also appears to be at the far side of the northern
boundary vegetation/ hedgerow rather than the near side, which suggests that the
light spill levels onto the vegetation on the edge nearer to the light sources will be
higher. The central stretch of the northern boundary hedgerow is affected such that
predicted lux levels exceed 5lux over a number of metres. It is not clear whether
modelling to a height of 8m provides data for the maximum lux levels that will be
reached.

The maximum modelled light spill level is 2.7 lux at the western boundary, the
affected area is limited in extent.

The additional ecological assessment of the lighting design is welcome however
reliance on reduced likelihood of bat activity coinciding with hours of lighting during
autumn, winter and spring cannot be relied upon in the way suggested. Bats can be
more vulnerable when active during these periods and the darkness of this area and
habitats here during late afternoon / early evening may be particularly important to
movement of bats during spring and autumn.

Therefore, in conclusion, the revisions made so far and the additional light spill
modelling details are welcome, but there remain some areas where light spill levels
exceed the required thresholds. Further revisions or additional mitigation measures
combined with the existing commitments to use of lighting controls should be
incorporated into the scheme to address these points. If this can be achieved it
should be possible to withdraw the ecological objection however at this stage the
ecological objection must remain due to the risk of ecological harm from the
proposed lighting scheme and anticipated lighting requirements of the site.’

The ecologist notes the concerns raised by the landscape officer including concerns
about “skyglow”, which suggest that the overall assessed / predicted impact on
existing darkness and the wider landscape continues to be unacceptable — and the
ecologist states that there is a reasonable risk that this will also have wider ecological
impacts.

Overall, none of the consultee comments on the additional information alter the
recommendation within the officer report.

Members were sent additional information from the applicants in the form of a
Briefing cover letter and pamphlet, no of the information contained within this alters
the recommendation. It is unclear where come of the figures have come from within
the letter as these don’t appear to align with the figures in the submission.
Additionally, the document suggests the proposal will reduce the UK’s reliance on
imported gas and spikes in energy cost, siting, amongst other things the impact of
the war in Ukraine. This reduction on dependence of imported gas nationally could
be addressed in many alternative ways, including through a less harmful more
appropriate scheme for renewable energy, as such this is not considered to be a very
special circumstance which outweighs the harm arising from the scheme.

Finally, an additional objection comments has been received on behalf of the group
POKE (Protect our Keynsham Environment) raising concerns that the quarry
restoration results in harm to the openness of the Green Belt. This is a matter of
planning judgement. The committee report sets out that the quarry restoration is
acceptable in the Green Belt.
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Item No. Application No. Address

04
21/03682/FUL Church Farm
Church Lane
Priston
Bath
Bath And North East Somerset
BA2 9EF

In the Heritage section of the report it refers to section 72 regarding conservation
areas. The site is not within the conservation area. The site is however in close
proximity to some listed buildings, therefore the follow section should have been
referred to:

There is a duty under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990, when considering whether to grant planning permission for
development which affects a listed building or its setting, that the local planning
authority shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

To confirm, here it is considered that the proposals are consistent with the aims and
requirements of the primary legislation and planning policy and guidance. The
proposals would not have an unacceptable impact on the nearby grade Il listed
farmhouse, nor the grade | listed Church of St Luke and Andrew, or their setting and
would preserve the significance of the designated Heritage assets.

The proposal accords with policy HE1 of the Placemaking Plan for Bath and North
East Somerset (2017) and part 16 of the NPPF.
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Item No. Application No. Address

05 & 06 21/03965/FUL & Manor House
21/03966/LBA Watery Lane
Burnett
Keynsham
Bath And North East
Somerset

GREEN BELT POLICY:

With regard to the impact of the proposal upon the Green Belt, members are
reminded that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt, as
stated under paragraph 148 of the NPPF.

This was explicitly referred to under the ‘Principle of Development’ section of
the report in outlining relevant Green Belt policy but is not reiterated under the
section considering the impact on the openness of the Green Belt. This is a
matter of clarification for members and does not affect the officer's
recommendation.

FURTHER COMMENTS:

Following the drafting of the Committee Report for this meeting, two further
representations were received from a neighbour in objection to the
application, dated 22 February 2022 and 4 March 2022. Both objections have
been published on the online case file and circulated to members of the
Planning Committee. The comments made are summarised as follows:

- Burnett is a primary example of an unspoilt traditional British village.
Its priceless value should not be sacrificed for renewable energy.

- The benéefits of the development are for the owners of Manor House
and the development will serve no community benefit.

- Burnett already has a solar farm which is hidden behind farm buildings
and has no visual impact.

- The submitted documents are biased in favour of climate change
goals.

- The solar panel array and security fencing will be an eyesore, visible
for one quarter of a kilometre of the main road.

- A fully formed, full height mature hedge should be planted before any
metal work is installed above ground.

- An instant hedging planting of 2.4m hornbeam is not possible. The
growth rates of 400mm per year for a Hornbeam hedge is optimistic
and will take decades to exceed the height of the hedge.

- The Conservation Officer's comments focus on alterations to Manor
House and do not indicate consideration of the setting of listed
buildings or the setting of the village.

- The majority of comments object to the proposed location of the
panels.
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- The supporting comment from the ward councillor is biased in favour of
green agenda aims and the claim that the project is sympathetic to the
local environment is questioned.

- Arequest from the Parish Council for an appropriate level of supporting
information has been seemingly ignored.

The comments mostly reiterate objections previously raised and, in
considering all points raised, do not affect the recommendation outlined in the
Committee Report.

Regarding the request for appropriate supporting information, it should be
noted that this Parish Council comment predates the submission of further
documentation, including the Heritage Statement, Bat Survey and
Assessment, and the letter from GeoEnergy Design Ltd, all dated and
received November 2021.
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BATH AND NORTH EAST SOMERSET COUNCIL

MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AND REPRESENTATIVES SPEAKING AT THE
MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE ON WEDNESDAY 9 MARCH 2022

SITE VISIT LIST
ITEM SITE NAME NAME FOR/AGAINST
NO.
1 Resourceful Earth CliIr (Parish) Phillipa Pagett N/A
Limited
Rob Duff Against
Phil Gerrard For
Clir Alastair Singleton N/A
Clir Paul May
Clir Paul May (on behalf of Clir
Lisa O'Brien - Local Ward
Member)
Clir Alan Hale — Local Ward
Member

MAIN PLANS LIST

ITEM SITE NAME NAME FOR/AGAINST

NO.

1,2 &3 | Bath Rugby club Against (To share 9
Ceris Humphreys minutes)

Rosemary Carne
Martin Farrell

Steve Osgood

For (To share 9
Tim Burden minutes)

Tarquin MacDonald
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Church Farm, Church
Lane, Priston

5&6 Manor House, Watery
Lane, Burnett,
Keynsham, Bristol

7 16 Broadlands Avenue,
Keynsham, Bristol
BS31 2DU

Clir Manda Rigby

N/A

CliIr (Parish) Robert Davies N/A
Niels Cross Against
Matt Bollan (Agent) For

Clir (Parish) Phillipa Paget

N/A

Rosemary Turner

Richard Arthur

Against (To share 6
minutes)

Hilary Oliver (Applicant)

For (6 minutes)

Alastair Singleton

N/A

Clir Brian Simmons
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BATH AND NORTH EAST SOMERSET COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMITTEE
9th March 2022
DECISIONS

ltem No:
Application No:

Site Location:
Bristol

Ward: Saltford
Application Type:
Proposal:

Constraints:

Applicant:
Expiry Date:
Case Officer:

001
21/00419/EFUL
Resourceful Earth Ltd, Charlton Field Lane, Queen Charlton,

Parish: Compton Dando LB Grade: N/A
Full Application with an EIA attached

Development of an Anaerobic Digester Facility (including
retention of the existing Feedstock Reception Building, Digester
Tank (x5), Storage Tank, CHP Engine (x4), Transformer, GRP
Substation, GRP Technical Room (x5) and Gas Equipment) to
produce both gas and electricity for injection into the local grid
networks, alongside the restoration of the former Queen Charlton
Quarry Site with ecological and landscape enhancements

Bristol Airport Safeguarding, Agric Land Class 1,2,3a, Policy CP8
Green Belt, Policy CP9 Affordable Housing Zones, LLFA - Flood
Risk Management, Policy NE3 Local Nature Reserve, Policy NE5
Ecological Networks, SSSI - Impact Risk Zones, Policy ST8
Safeguarded Airport & Aerodro,

Resourceful Energy Anaerobic Limited

10th March 2022

Samantha Mason

DECISION Refuse
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Bath & North East
Somerset Council

BATH AND NORTH EAST SOMERSET COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMITTEE
9th March 2022

Application Type:
Proposal:

Constraints:

Applicant:
Expiry Date:
Case Officer:

DECISIONS
Item No: 01
Application No:  21/05528/VAR
Site Location: Bath Rugby Club, Bath Recreation Ground, Pulteney Mews, Bathwick
Ward: Bathwick Parish: N/A LB Grade: N/A

Application for Variation of Condition

Variation of condition 1 of application 20/00135/VAR (Variation of
conditions 1 and 2 of application 17/01637/FUL to allow the stands
and related development to remain in situ for a further 2 years (until
30th May 2022) and the retention of the east stand during summer
2020 (Erection of temporary spectator stand along the eastern side of
the playing field including associated works and ancillary facilities
comprising floodlighting, toilets, food and bar facilities within structure.
(Amended location 3 metres to the east of stand granted planning
permission 12th February 2016 (LPA ref. 15/05237/FUL). Structure
and capacity to remain as approved.))).

Article 4 Bath Demolition Wall, Article 4 Reg 7: Estate Agent, Article 4
HMO, Agric Land Class 3b,4,5, Policy B4 WHS - Indicative Extent,
Policy B4 WHS - Boundary, Conservation Area, Contaminated Land,
Policy CP9 Affordable Housing Zones, Flood Zone 2, Flood Zone 3,
Policy LCR5 Safeguarded existg sport & R, LLFA - Flood Risk
Management, MOD Safeguarded Areas, Policy NE1 Green
Infrastructure Network, Policy NE5 Ecological Networks, Placemaking
Plan Allocated Sites, Public Right of Way, River Avon and Kennet &
Avon Canal, SSSI - Impact Risk Zones,

Mr Alex Cohen (Bath Rugby)
8th February 2022
Chris Griggs-Trevarthen

DECISION Delegate to permit subject to conditions
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Item No:
Application No:
Site Location:
Ward: Bathwick
Application Type:
Proposal:

Constraints:

Applicant:
Expiry Date:
Case Officer:

02

21/05529/VAR

Bath Rugby Club, Bath Recreation Ground, Pulteney Mews, Bathwick
Parish: N/A LB Grade: N/A

Application for Variation of Condition

Variation of condition 1 of application 20/00136/VAR (Variation of
condition 1 of application 15/05235/FUL to allow the stands and
related development to remain in situ for a further 2 years (until 30th
May 2022) (Part demolition of existing permanent West Stand
(retaining rear wall and concrete slab) together with terraces in north
west corner of the site and removal of existing temporary stands and
seating; erection of temporary covered West Stand and seating,
including camera gantry, uncovered seating and associated works
and ancillary facilities including retention of existing floodlighting,
erection of boundary fence with new access gates onto riverside path,
provision of toilets and food and bar facilities within temporary stand
(temporary application for a period of up to four years).)).

Article 4 Bath Demolition Wall, Article 4 Reg 7: Estate Agent, Article 4
HMO, Agric Land Class 3b,4,5, Policy B2 Central Area Strategic
Policy, Policy B4 WHS - Indicative Extent, Policy B4 WHS -
Boundary, Conservation Area, Contaminated Land, Policy CP9
Affordable Housing Zones, Flood Zone 2, Flood Zone 3, Listed
Building, Policy LCR5 Safeguarded existg sport & R, LLFA - Flood
Risk Management, MOD Safeguarded Areas, Policy NE1 Green
Infrastructure Network, Policy NE2A Landscapes and the green set,
Policy NE3 SNCI, Policy NE5 Ecological Networks, Placemaking Plan
Allocated Sites, All Public Rights of Way Records, River Avon and
Kennet & Avon Canal, SSSI - Impact Risk Zones,

Mr Alex Cohen (Bath Rugby)
8th February 2022
Chris Griggs-Trevarthen

DECISION Delegate to permit subject to conditions
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Item No:
Application No:
Site Location:
Ward: Bathwick
Application Type:
Proposal:

Constraints:

Applicant:
Expiry Date:
Case Officer:

03

21/05530/VAR

Bath Rugby Club, Bath Recreation Ground, Pulteney Mews, Bathwick
Parish: N/A LB Grade: N/A

Application for Variation of Condition

Variation of condition 1 of application 20/00137/VAR (Variation of
condition 1 of application 15/05237/FUL to allow the stands and
related development to remain in situ for a further 2 years (until 30th
May 2022) (Erection of temporary spectator stands along the north
and eastern sides of the playing field; erection of hospitality boxes to
either side of the retained south stand; erection of control box and
screen/scoreboard between north and east stands including fence
enclosure. Associated works and ancillary facilities comprising
floodlighting, and toilets, food and bar facilities within temporary north
and east stands (temporary application for period of up to four
years)).

Article 4 Bath Demolition Wall, Article 4 Reg 7: Estate Agent, Article 4
HMO, Agric Land Class 3b,4,5, Policy B4 WHS - Indicative Extent,
Policy B4 WHS - Boundary, Conservation Area, Contaminated Land,
Policy CP9 Affordable Housing Zones, Flood Zone 2, Flood Zone 3,
Listed Building, Policy LCR5 Safeguarded existg sport & R, LLFA -
Flood Risk Management, MOD Safeguarded Areas, Policy NE1
Green |Infrastructure Network, Policy NE2A Landscapes and the
green set, Policy NE5 Ecological Networks, Placemaking Plan
Allocated Sites, All Public Rights of Way Records, River Avon and
Kennet & Avon Canal, SSSI - Impact Risk Zones,

Mr Alex Cohen (Bath Rugby)
15th March 2022
Chris Griggs-Trevarthen

DECISION Delegate to permit subject to conditions
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[tem No:

Application No:
Site Location:

04
21/03682/FUL
Church Farm, Church Lane, Priston, Bath

Ward: Bathavon South Parish: Priston LB Grade: N/A
Application Type: Full Application

Proposal:

Constraints:

Applicant:
Expiry Date:
Case Officer:

Erection of two dwellings and associated works, to follow demolition
of existing equestrian related barns.

Agric Land Class 1,2,3a, Coal - Standing Advice Area, Policy CP8
Green Belt, Policy CP9 Affordable Housing Zones, Housing
Development Boundary, SSSI - Impact Risk Zones, Tree Preservation
Order,

The Trustees of the Jones Family Settlement

10th March 2022

Samantha Mason

DECISION Defer for site visit
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Item No:
Application No:
Site Location:
Ward: Saltford
Application Type:
Proposal:

Constraints:

Applicant:
Expiry Date:
Case Officer:

05

21/03965/FUL

Manor House, Watery Lane, Burnett, Keynsham
Parish: Compton Dando LB Grade: Il

Full Application

Installation of solar PV panels and ground source heat pump pipe
work to eastern paddock to provide renewable energy sources for
manor house. Connection of pipework to existing lower ground floor
plant room.

Agric Land Class 1,2,3a, Policy CP8 Green Belt, Policy CP9
Affordable Housing Zones, Listed Building, MOD Safeguarded Areas,
SSSI - Impact Risk Zones,

Mr & Mrs David Oliver
21st October 2021
Dominic Battrick

DECISION Defer for site visit
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Item No:
Application No:
Site Location:
Ward: Saltford
Application Type:
Proposal:

Constraints:

Applicant:
Expiry Date:
Case Officer:

06

21/03966/LBA

Manor House, Watery Lane, Burnett, Keynsham
Parish: Compton Dando LB Grade: Il

Listed Building Consent (Alts/exts)

Internal and external alterations for the installation of solar PV panels
and ground source heat pump pipe work to eastern paddock to
provide renewable energy sources for manor house. Connection of
pipework to existing lower ground floor plant room.

Agric Land Class 1,2,3a, Policy CP8 Green Belt, Policy CP9
Affordable Housing Zones, Listed Building, MOD Safeguarded Areas,
SSSI - Impact Risk Zones,

Mr & Mrs David Oliver
21st October 2021
Dominic Battrick

DECISION Defer for site visit
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Item No: 07
Application No:  21/05364/FUL

Site Location: 16 Broadlands Avenue, Keynsham, Bristol, Bath And North East

Somerset

Ward: Keynsham North Parish: Keynsham Town Council LB Grade: N/A

Application Type: Full Application

Proposal: Erection of front, side and rear extension. Provision of attic
conversion and garden room.

Constraints: Bristol Airport Safeguarding, Agric Land Class 3b,4,5, Coal - Standing

Advice Area, Policy CP9 Affordable Housing Zones, Housing
Development Boundary, SSSI - Impact Risk Zones, Policy ST8
Safeguarded Airport & Aerodro,

Applicant: Skuse
Expiry Date: 15th March 2022
Case Officer: Isabel Daone

DECISION Defer for site visit
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