
 

 

 

 

Minutes of the planning committee meeting  

held at 18:00 on 17th July 2016 in the Elsted Inn 

 

Present: Mr D Dawtrey, Mr K Tregunna, Mr J Daborn 

In attendance: Mr N Ryder (clerk) & 2 members of the public 

1. Appointment of meeting chairman: Dave Dawtry was elected chairman of the meeting 
2. Apologies: none 
3. Minutes of last meeting (15th June 2016): agreed and signed 
4. Disclosure of interests: none 

Planning application SDNP/16/02418/HOUS: (Tuxleith Chithurst Lane Chithurst GU31 5ET): The meeting was 
arranged to consider the revised plans and other documents relating to this application, the committee having 
considered the original applications at its last meeting 

5. Public questions or comments: neighbours had expressed concerns that: 
a. No restrictions were being applied to ensure reasonable hours of work by contractors (eg evenings / 

weekends)  

b. No restrictions were being applied to the number / sizes of contractors’ vehicles being allowed to park  on 

the road, despite the comments already sent to the planning officer relating to the narrowness of the road 

c. Despite the comment sent in by one neighbour about the shared septic tank, the revised plans still failed to 

address the issue of foul water drainage 

d. Although the previous owner always maintained that the property had been listed in the Domesday book, 

there did not appear to have been any request for archaeological studies as part of the application process 

e. Despite the multiple openings to the roof space, and the period of non-residence in the house, there did 

not appear to have been any request for ecological studies (eg bats) as part of the application process 

6. Discussion of the application 
a. Concerns were expressed that, although the clerk had admitted he might have deleted the email notifying 

him of the revised application (he has now changed his practices to store ALL emails and attachments), 

when he was instructed to ask for another copy, he had been sent the letter but no evidence of the email 

to which it was supposed to have been attached. This email and letter had also not been added to the 

planning website. 

b. Since other emails (between the planning officer and the agent for the applicant) had also not been 

disclosed on the CDC website until the committee had asked to see them, despite the important 

discussions included in them, and since the planning officer had not provided any explanation for the 

partial disclosure (as requested by the clerk) concerns were also expressed that full disclosure of 

correspondence relating to the application could still not be assumed. 



 

 

c. Concerns were expressed that there might have been a trade-off - ie the applicant agreeing to comply with 

all the suggestions of the HBA in return for being allowed permission for the annex. 

d. The committee members were not aware of whether it was the existing buildings or the whole property 

that are covered by the listing restrictions in this case, and therefore whether the new building proposed in 

the revised application could subsequently be altered to create a separate dwelling. It was agreed that, if 

the listing restrictions do not preclude this possibility, then planning restrictions should be applied to 

ensure that the new building could not be turned into a separate dwelling on the site (ie by internal 

alterations to add cooking and bathroom facilities). 

7. Decision 
a. It was unanimously agreed that the council should object to the application until further consultation time 

had been allowed to resolve the concerns outlined above 

b. In the meantime, it was agreed that the clerk should contact the SDNP planning department to ask how to 

raise these issues with them if the committee is not satisfied with the planning officer’s response. 

8. Next meeting: To be decided depending on planning applications 
 

 

 


