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Minutes of the Thurlestone Parish Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Group 

Tuesday 4th September 2018, Yeo Room, Thurlestone Parish Hall 

Present: Sue Crowther (Chair) (SC), Graham Gilbert, Jack Rhymes, Sian Williams, Richard Boughton  

& Chris White  

In Attendance: Helen Nathanson (Parish Clerk, Minutes), District Councillor Judy Pearce & Neill Irwin  

1. There were no apologies.  

2. NP Review (Jan – Aug 2018).  See item 3 below. 

3. Commenting on planning applications, with particular reference to Policy TP1 

SC produced a summary of all parish planning applications to date in 2018 (see attached). She 

explained that Parish Council (PC) comments to South Hams District Council (SHDC) need to draw 

SHDC’s attention to policies in our Neighbourhood Plan (NP) because it is part of the development 

plan and must, by law, be used to help decide all planning applications in the parish over the next 15 

years. She talked through each planning application and drew attention to the fact that SHDC had 

given appropriate weighting to the NP in all 12 applications since the end of the public consultation 

in February, which is very positive. Of concern, however, were the four applications to which the PC 

had objected, but which were subsequently passed by SHDC. Interestingly, each of these 

applications was objected to by the PC on the grounds of Policy TP1 (General Development 

Principles) in the NP, yet approved by SHDC as being in accord with TP1.   

The four applications were: 

(i) 1300/18/FUL Middle Gables, Bantham:  New access to existing parking area through boundary 

wall. The PC objected on the grounds that the plans were unclear and that removal of a section of 

the old stone wall would alter the appearance of the lane. SHDC disagreed, considering that it would 

not have any significant adverse impact upon residential amenity (TP1.1) nor upon the landscape 

and character of the area (TP1.2), and adding that the wall could have been removed under 

permitted development rights and did not need planning permission. Bantham does not have a 

Conservation Area and the wall is not located within the curtilage of a Listed Building.    

(ii) 1608/18/HHO 28 Court Park, Thurlestone:  Single storey rear extension and extended dormer 

window. The PC acknowledged that the proposal satisfied Policy TP7.2 of the NP but objected on the 

grounds that it was inappropriate in the AONB, as it would be a gross overdevelopment of the site 

and out of character with other properties on the estate, contrary to Policies TP1.1 and TP1.2 of the 

NP and AONB Guidance. SC made the point that it is difficult to apply AONB grounds in the case of 

development proposals on an existing housing estate, as here.  SHDC disagreed with the PC 

objections, considering that the extension did not amount to overdevelopment (TP1.1) and a 4th 

bedroom would not be out-of-keeping with other properties in the estate (TP1.2).  SHDC also 

disagreed with the PC that the extension could become a self-sufficient unit, as access is taken from 

the main entrance to the property and therefore it could not be separated from the main dwelling 

house. SHDC also pointed out that the PC’s concern that the additional bedroom may become a 

holiday let is not a material planning consideration.   

(iii) 1710/18/HHO 21 Court Park, Thurlestone: Revised application for alterations and extensions to a 

detached house. The PC objected on the grounds of Policy TP1.7 of the NP due to the lack of room 

for the parking and manoeuvring of 3 cars on the front garden. SHDC disagreed and said that there 

http://www.thurlestoneparish.co.uk/uploads/4/8/9/6/48967079/summary.pdf
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only needed to be parking for 2 cars to meet highway requirements and there was no need for a 

turning area: two cars could be parked on the front garden and a third on the driveway. The 

amendments to this revised application were acceptable to SHDC and the application was approved.  

(iv) 2011/18/HHO 16 Meadcombe, Thurlestone:  Balcony rigging wire. The PC objected on the 

grounds of TP1.1 of the NP, unacceptable impact on the living conditions of occupiers of 

neighbouring properties, but did not give reasons or detail about the nature of the impact - whether 

it related to privacy/overlooking/dominance/light, etc. SHDC did not agree that there would be any 

impact on residential amenity (contrary to TP1.1) and granted approval, adding that the wires would 

allow for planting and could arguably increase the neighbours’ privacy by creating additional 

screening above the existing balcony screen.  Members of the Group agreed that this application 

demonstrated that care was needed in defining and using residential amenity (Policy TP1.1) as a 

reason for objection.  

There followed a discussion about 1715/18/FUL The Downs, Thurlestone: Construction of single 

storey detached dwelling with attached garage. It was agreed that this could set an unacceptable 

precedent as, if it gets permission, it may lead to other similar applications on land adjoining the 

three settlement boundaries, contrary to Policy TP4.2 of the NP.  Further representations had been 

prepared and had been submitted to SHDC by the PC, saying that personal circumstances can only 

be taken into account if exceptional and that the argument that applicants may need a room for a 

carer in the future is not a material planning consideration. The decision is still awaited and it was 

noted that the planning officer had erroneously not referred to the emerging NP in the pre-

application enquiry. 

4.  Joint Local Plan (JLP) Update  

The JLP remains at Examination and the Inspectors have removed the requirement for Sustainable 

Villages within the AONB to each provide around 10 houses, given the absence of any clear evidence 

that these villages are suitable for housing. The Inspectors were also not happy with the evidence 

that SHDC had provided to justify settlement boundaries so, following the adoption of the JLP, there 

will be a separate document, a Development Plan Document (DPD), which will deal with settlement 

boundaries. Settlement boundaries that have been defined in NPs will remain in place until 

superseded by the DPD. Ironically, the new settlement boundaries for Bantham and Buckland 

identified in the NP, which were introduced to allow a limited amount of market housing to meet 

local need, were commended by the NP Independent Examiner as a “bold step” and, having 

originally been opposed by SHDC, were subsequently agreed by SHDC in their NP decision letter of 3 

May. 

5. Pre-application Advice consultation  

The SHDC pre-application draft consultation had been circulated to members ahead of the meeting.  

SC is collating a response and asked for any comments to be sent to her. She will then circulate the 

response to parish councillors for their approval before it is submitted to SHDC.  

6. Garage site/Asset of Community Value application/other possible employment uses  

Neill Irwin (NI) gave some background about the garage site, its potential use as extra parking for the 

Parish Hall and its continued employment use for the parish. Looking at it now and being realistic, it 

is likely that it could be sold for open market housing, but this would not be considered to be a real 

contribution to the village. Advice is therefore being taken from funding consultants to see what 

grant funding might be available.   
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There was discussion about possible uses for the site and the following points were made: 

• If the site were no longer to have an employment use, the applicant would have to comply 

with TP16 of the NP before it could be used for housing.  The applicant would have to 

demonstrate that the premises had been extensively marketed as a commercial property at 

a reasonable market price for at least a year. The site is not being presently being marketed, 

so far as members are aware.  

• The garage could be listed as an Asset of Community Value (ACV) if it can be shown that the 

garage had furthered the social wellbeing or social interests of the local community and that 

the future use could do the same. NI is working on an application and if approved by SHDC, 

the parish would have the opportunity to buy the site from the owner within a set 

timeframe, if and when the owner decided to sell the site. The application needs evidence of 

community support and NI will locate letters detailing the history of the garage and its role 

over the last few decades. If the parish needs to raise money to buy the site, we should look 

at grants, crowd funding and partnerships. There are potential funders within the parish 

who might help do this as a parish project. 

• The potential for the site to remain as a garage was considered a good option, but noted 

that an approach had already been made to a Kingsbridge garage and it had proved 

unsuccessful. 

• The ideal mix was considered to be a co-working space with a mixture of community and 

commercial ventures. It would be the first site of its kind for work/social space in the parish. 

There was discussion about whether or not to put an article in Village Voice and it was decided it 

was too early in the process.  

7. Community-led Housing/Community Land Trust/Community Engagement Event 

The following points were made: 

• It was agreed by all that affordable housing was required and that this project should go 

ahead.  

• If public funds are going to be used then it is important to have PC backing for the project. 

SHDC can use public funds, such as the Community Housing Fund, to secure an option on the 

land but only once the scheme has been to public consultation and there has been an 

appraisal to see who would be eligible for the housing.  

• SHDC would enter into an option agreement to buy the land and the landowners would 

receive up to £10,000 per plot. There would be no strings attached. 

• A Village Housing Initiative funded by open market cross subsidisation, such as was used in 

Churchstow [13 affordable, 3 open market], is not desirable in the parish at this time.  The 

priority is to help young local working people get on the housing ladder in order to secure 

the sustainable future of the parish by keeping them in the area.  

• Money is available from the Community Housing Fund which has been awarded to SHDC for 

parishes in which there is a high proportion of second homes.  Thurlestone is one of the 

highest with 39% second homes.  Some of this money is currently being spent in Dartington, 

so there is a need to progress a scheme without delay whilst the funds are available.   

• If there has to be any open market housing to cross-subsidise the scheme, it was agreed that 

those houses must be of the same design as the affordable houses on the site. Any market 

housing will also be subject to a main residence or principal residence requirement (Policy 

TP3.5 of the NP). 
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SHDC is presently carrying out site feasibility assessments for a small number of possible sites in the 

parish and Councillor Pearce has asked for this to be given priority. Once completed, it will be 

important to ensure that the scheme is handled sensitively so that residents are fully informed and 

engaged in the process. SHDC will prioritise the sites purely in planning terms but it is up to the 

parish to decide which site to progress.  It was agreed that a full-scale public consultation will be 

needed and should include as much information as possible, including maps and photos from 

outside of and within the proposed site(s). Members of the group will be informed once the site 

assessments have been completed by SHDC in order to decide how to bring this into the public 

domain.  

SC thanked everyone for attending the meeting, which ended at 22:00.  

The next quarterly meeting will take place on Tuesday 4th December at 7.30pm in the Yeo Room. It 

will be open to the general public and will be advertised on the parish website. 


