Bath and North East
Somerset Council

PLANNING COMMITTEE

Minutes of the Meeting held
Wednesday 30th July 2025, 10.00 am

Councillors: Tim Ball (Chair), Paul Crossley (Vice-Chair), Deborah Collins, Fiona Gourley,
lan Halsall, Hal MacFie, Ruth Malloy, Shaun Hughes, Dr Eleanor Jackson and
Tim Warren CBE
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EMERGENCY EVACUATION PROCEDURE

The Democratic Services Officer read out the emergency evacuation procedure.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS

Clir Malloy was substituting for Clir Simon who had submitted apologies for absence.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.

TO ANNOUNCE ANY URGENT BUSINESS AGREED BY THE CHAIR

There was no urgent business.

ITEMS FROM THE PUBLIC

The Democratic Services Officer informed the meeting of the process for public
speakers to address the Committee.

MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 2 July 2025 be
confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chair.

SITE VISIT LIST - APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION ETC FOR
DETERMINATION BY THE COMMITTEE

There no site visit applications for consideration.

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

The Committee considered:
1. Areport and update report by the Head of Planning on the applications under the

main applications list.
2. Oral statements by members of the public and representatives. A copy of the



speakers’ list is attached as Appendix 1 to these minutes.

RESOLVED that in accordance with the delegated powers, the applications be
determined as set out in the main applications decisions list attached as Appendix 2
to these minutes.

1. 25/01695/FUL - 6 Southdown Avenue, Southdown, Bath, Bath And North
East Somerset

The Planning Officer introduced the report which considered an application for the
change of use from a 3-bedroom dwelling (Class C3) to a 6-Bedroom
HMO (C4).

She gave a verbal update to amend the recommendation to delegate to permit
subject to an additional condition to those listed in the report to secure obscure
glazing to the bathroom windows at the rear.

The following public representation was received:
1. Martin Allsop, local resident, objecting to the application.

Clir Dine Romero was in attendance as ward Councillor read a statement as

summarised below:

1. She was concerned that there was not sufficient amenity space for occupiers and
also that there would be a loss of amenity for residents of neighbouring
properties.

2. The building works on site were not in line with what had been outlined in the
plans and there was a concern that the property may be converted to a 7-bed
dwelling.

3. The conversion of the garage into a bedroom would have a detrimental impact on
neighbours of the adjoining property.

4. There was a further concern that there would be an increase in pressure for
parking in the wider area.

5. She asked the Committee to refuse the application due to the unacceptable
amenity space for occupiers of the property and loss of amenity to neighbouring
properties.

In response to Members’ questions, it was confirmed:

1. The application was for converting a 3-bedroom dwelling (C3) to a 6-bedroom
dwelling (C4). An application for a 7+ bedroom dwelling would be sui generis and
would require a separate planning permission. In terms of the HMO
concentration test, a 6-bed or a 7-bed dwelling would be counted as one unit.

2. Most of the bedrooms met the standard size requirements but 2 were slightly
below. Officers considered the application to be compliant with policy D6
(residential amenity).

3. The communal living space was 23.3m?

4. Access to the rear of the dwelling would be through the house. Bicyles would
need to be taken through the house to reach the cycle store at the rear.

5. If planning permission was granted, works would need to be in accordance with
the submitted plans.

6. The application was policy compliant in terms of car parking and cycle parking
provision.



Clir Crossley opened the debate as ward Councillor and raised concerns about the
density of the HMO; the lack of adequate community space, 2 of the bedrooms being
below the recommended standard size and the loss of amenity to neighbouring
properties. He moved that the application be refused as contrary to policy D6 on the
grounds of over development of the site, loss of amenity to neighbouring properties
and inadequate amenity space for occupiers of the property. This was seconded by
Clir Halsall.

Clir Hughes spoke in support of the motion and also raised concerns that cycle
parking was only accessible by carrying bikes through the house and this could
encourage car use.

On voting for the motion, it was CARRIED (10 in favour and 0 against).

RESOLVED that the application be refused as contrary to policy D6 of the
Placemaking Plan for the following reasons:

1. There was inadequate amenity space for occupiers of the property.

2. There would be a loss of amenity for neighbouring properties.

3. The application would result in over development of the site.

2. 25/00872/PIP - Highbanks, The Street, Stowey, Bristol

The Planning Officer introduced the report which considered a Permission in
Principle application for the erection of 2 dwellings following the demolition of an
existing detached annex.

He confirmed the officers’ recommendation that permission in principle be granted.

The following public representations were received:

2. Mr & Mrs Webb, local residents, objecting to the application (statement read in
absence).

3. Kevin Morley, agent, supporting the application.

Clir David Harding was in attendance as ward Councillor read a statement as

summarised below:

1. He acknowledged that there was a lack of 5-year land supply for housing which
was a material consideration, but asked the Committee to note two points of
principle:

a. Stowey was not a sustainable location, residents were reliant on using
cars, public transport was limited and financially in secure and there was a
lack of local amenities. The highways authority had recognised that
Stowey was not a sustainable location.

b. The site was in the green belt.

In response to Members’ questions, it was confirmed:

1. Officers had given limited weight to the use of delivery vehicles, as the site was
accessible by smaller vans and delivery vehicles would currently be accessing
the village.

2. In terms of whether the site could be regarded as infill, it did meet some of the
definitions, e.g., D7 of the Local Plan, but not others, e.g., the neighbourhood
plan.



3. The site was in the green belt. It had not been redefined as grey belt due to its
unsustainable location. If permission in principle was granted, a detailed
application for the two dwellings would need to meet the conditions relating to
openness of the green belt.

4. If permission in principle was granted, there would still be an option to refuse a
future planning application if details were not acceptable.

5. The number of dwellings in the permission in principle was the upper limit and so
the detailed application could not be for more than 2 dwellings. The number of
bedrooms would be considered as part of a detailed application.

6. The officer recommendation was to grant the permission in principle application
due to tilted balance resulting from the lack of a 5 year land supply for housing.
Officers acknowledged that the site was in an unsustainable location and contrary
to policy.

7. Limited weight had been given to whether the site was on a sustainable cycle
route and officers recognised that Stowey was a car dependent area.

Clir Halsall opened the debate and acknowledged that the site was unsustainable
and that there was an objection from the highways authority but felt that the
Committee needed to support the officer recommendation to grant permission in
principle due to the lack of a 5-year land supply for housing.

Clir Jackson concurred with this view and moved the officers recommendation to
grant permission in principle. This was seconded by ClIr Warren.

Clir Gourley spoke in support of the motion in view of the need for small scale
developments in rural areas.

CliIr Crossley spoke against the motion due to the unsustainable location.
On voting for the motion, it was CARRIED (9 in favour and 1 against).

RESOLVED that permission in principle be granted subject to the conditions set out
in the report.

3. 25/00041/FUL - Parcel 6200, Moorledge Lane, Chew Magna, Bristol

The Planning Officer introduced the report which considered a retrospective
application for the change of use from an agricultural field to a secure dog field with
proposed fencing around the perimeter of the field and a proposed single storey
mobile field shelter.

He confirmed the officers’ recommendation that the application be permitted subject
to the conditions set out in the report.

The following public representations were received:
1. Barney Paul Bonner, architect, supporting the application.

Clir David Harding was in attendance as ward Councillor read a statement as
summarised below:
1. He was objecting to the application on behalf of local residents and Parish
Council on the following grounds:
a. Amenity — the noise from up to 6 dogs barking was likely to disturbance to

4



local residents and was not in accordance with the Chew Valley
Neighbourhood Plan which had an aspiration for tranquillity.

b. Sustainability — it was likely that users would drive to the site.

c. Unsuitable access — the access to the site was by a single track lane
which was 3m wide with high banks in places.

2. If the Committee was minded to approve the application, he asked that
consideration be given to conditions to reduce the opening hours in the early
morning/weekends and bank holidays in the interests of residential amenity;
fencing off the area to protect flora and redesignating the land as agricultural land
if the site was no longer in use.

In response to Members’ questions, it was confirmed:

1. The disposal of dog waste would be managed by the applicants using a private
registered waste operator. The arrangements were set out in the management
plan which would be secured by a condition (as set out in the update report).

2. The distance to the nearest residential dwelling was 50m. It would not have been
proportionate to ask the applicant to provide a noise assessment. The noise
levels would not be dissimilar to dogs in residential gardens, but any
unacceptable noise could be addressed by the management plan.

3. The land was classified as grade 3a agricultural land. The NPPF designated 3a
as high-grade agricultural land but the local plan only classified 1 and 2 as high
grade. In terms of considering this application, weight had been given to the fact
that the land was not being developed and could be reverted to agricultural land if
the use ceased.

4. There would be an online booking system which would control the number of

dogs to a maximum of 6 at any one time. There would be a 10-minute buffer

period in between sessions.

There was no proposed lighting associated with the application.

In relation to impact on badger setts, the ecology team was satisfied that

compliance with a wildlife mitigation scheme could be secured by a condition.

7. The field shelter was not defined as a building as it was a moveable structure and
therefore consideration did not need to be given to whether it would cause harm
in the green belt.

oo

Clir Warren opened the debate and stated that although he saw the benefits of this
type of facility, in particular exercising dogs away from areas where sheep were
grazing, he questioned whether this was the right location due to the proximity to
residential dwellings.

Clir Gourley commented that a managed facility would be advantageous in terms of
controlling dog mess.

Clir Halsall moved the officers recommendation to permit the application subject to
the conditions in the report/update report and stressed the importance of the
management plan to ensure the smooth running of the facility. He expressed the
view that the noise levels would not be different to dogs in a residential garden. This
was seconded by Clir Gourley.

Clir MacFie spoke against the motion on the grounds that he considered the site to
be too close to neighbouring properties and that disturbance from dogs would have a
detrimental impact on residential amenity.



Clir Hughes agreed with concerns about a loss of amenity for residents, and also
that the site was not in a sustainable location and access was likely to be by car.

Clir Malloy also expressed concerns about the loss of grade 3a agricultural land.

On voting for the motion to permit the application, it was NOT CARRIED (4 in favour
and 6 against).

Cllir Hughes moved that the application be refused due to the loss of amenity for
local residents; the lack of sustainability of the site and the loss of grade 3a
agricultural land. This was seconded by Clir MacFie.

On voting for the motion, it was CARRIED (6 in favour and 4 against).
RESOLVED that the application be refused for the following reasons:

1. The site was in an unsustainable location.
2. Loss of grade 3a agricultural land.
3. Loss of amenity for local residents.

4. 25/01768/FUL - 41 Bloomfield Rise, Bloomfield, Bath

The Planning Officer introduced the report which considered an application for the
installation of side and rear dormers.

He confirmed the officers’ recommendation that the application be refused for the
reason set out in the report.

The following public representations were received:
1. Tim Brind, applicant, supporting the application.

Clirs Steve Hedges read a statement on behalf of himself, and fellow ward member,

Clir Joel Hirst summarised as below:

1. The applicant had undertaken detailed research to support his application and
had demonstrated a willingness to cooperate with Planning Officers.

2. There was a significant lack of consistency on advice/ decision making on dormer
windows extensions in the immediate area of the application.

3. A precedent for similar developments had been demonstrated in the same street
and wider locality.

4. The proposed scheme was less prominent in visual impact than several existing
permissions in more exposed locations.

5. The proposed design was proportionate, coherent with the character of the host
dwelling, and consistent with planning policies CP6, D2, D5, and relevant
provisions of the NPPF regarding contextual and high-quality design.

6. There would not be unacceptable harm to the character and appearance of the
host dwelling and surrounding area.

In response to Members’ questions, it was confirmed:

1. The application for both the side and rear dormer windows had been assessed as
a whole and considered to be inappropriate.

2. The other dormer windows in the area had been approved between 2016-2021
and there had not been a substantial shift in relevant policies during that time.

3. There was no supplementary planning guidance relating to dormer windows.
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Clir Warren opened the debate and moved that the officers recommendation to
refuse be overturned, and permission be granted as it would not be out of keeping
due to the number of similar dormer extensions in the area. The motion was
seconded by ClIr Halsall who expressed the view that the application would not have
a detrimental effect on the house or the surrounding area.

Clirs Collins and Jackson spoke in support of the application.

In speaking in support of the motion, Clir Crossley also asked officers to consider
whether there needed to be a policy review in relation to dormer windows.

On voting for the motion, it was CARRIED (10 in favour and 0 against).
RESOLVED that the application be permitted subject to appropriate conditions.

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

Clir Halsall drew members’ attention to the decision relating to Hartley Wood in
Clutton, where the Inspector had allowed the appeal due to the lack of a 5-year land
supply for housing.

RESOLVED that the report be noted.
QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE REPORT 1 APRIL - 30 JUNE 2025

Members welcomed the information and asked that future reports also include
comparisons with neighbouring authorities.

In response to a question about the slight dip in the number of planning applications
determined on time, the Deputy Head of Planning Development responded that
there was no specific reason but this would continue to be monitored.

RESOLVED that the report be noted.

The meeting ended at 12.31 pm

Chair

Prepared by Democratic Services



