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ARKENGARTHDALE PARISH COUNCIL
Clerk to the Council – Lisa Bridge
Email: arkengarthdale21@outlook.com


DRAFT MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD IN ST MARY’S CHURCH, ARKENGARTHDALE
ON WEDNESDAY 24st AUGUST 2022 AT 7 PM.
Present: Councillor P Harker (Vice-Chair, acting Chair), Councillor R Stones, Councillor N. Barningham, Councillor S. Atkinson, Clerk L. Bridge. District Councillor R Good.
1. Apologise for absence and approve reasons for absence.
Apologise and reasons for absence were approved for Councillor S Stubbs and County Councillor Y Peacock.

2. Declarations of interest
Councillor N Barningham declared her interest in the planning application as she lives in sight of the proposed building.

3. Public session – This was a public part of the meeting and there were about 50 plus members of the public in attendance, along with Tony Hayes and Charles Cody, for the presentation.

3.1. Tony Haynes gave a presentation of the planning application in detail. Initially, he clarified that he was a retired architect, not a planning consultant. He also clarified why there were two notifications issued, one for a change of land use and the second for the building plans. This was then changed to just one, as the land had never been officially registered as the school playing field so there was no requirement for a change of use.
The plans and drawings he had brought for the presentation he was going to leave in the church for people to view in their own time.
Before going into detail about the application he stated that there was no intention to use this for holiday accommodation now or in the future.
Then he went through the layout and the reasons behind it, flats to accommodate couples as they wanted to encourage couples to work for the pubs. Also, there would be no kitchen just a microwave and a kettle. At this point, Charles Cody stood to explain why they needed so much staff accommodation. Over the years their staffing needs had changed and the population of the Dales had reduced and so they felt the need to employ from outside and the accommodation made it feasible for them to move there. They also had more specialist staffing needs than they had previously, like chefs. They did not have the need for the accommodation now but they were trying to ‘future proof’ the business.
Tony Hayes continued with the layout of the building, there are no habitable rooms facing the front just the corridor and communal rooms. The sustainability of the building, the materials used, where the access would be and the parking spaces.
Charles Cody briefly mentioned that the history of the playing fields was clearly documented for anyone who wanted to learn more. 
3.2. The public was invited to ask questions and they ranged from the location of the building and the impact it would have on the views of nearby residents, clarifying if the build would also house staff from the Punchbowl at Low Row, the height of the build, the impact of the building on the spring water supply, especially during times of drought and also the increased outflow to the sewage system, the non-traditional materials being used such as the aluminium on the roof and windows to concerns about noise. They asked if a 3D image could be created and Tony Hayes offered to create one and the clerk said she would put it on the website for everyone. When this was finished Tony Hayes and Charles Cody left.
3.3. The public was invited to ask the parish council questions and express their opinions about the application after what they had heard. The overall view was they were against the plans and did not feel the presentation had answered their concerns sufficiently, in some cases they appeared to contradict themselves. There had been no mention in the application about the public rights of way which ran on three sides of the building. They felt there was too much concentration on the roadside view of the building and they would have liked a 3D image to assist them. It was also asked why he couldn’t buy an existing building which would be cheaper and better looking than the proposed ‘warehouse’. Some stated that there had been no consideration for the Dale and it was all for the benefit of the business. There were no voices of support for this application. 
Councillor Barningham read a statement expressing her concerns about this planning application which were met with a positive response from the public. As follows
Firstly, I would like to say that I am disappointed that the Parish Council did not keep the land when it was offered to them.  But it was before my time, but I think it’s a shame.
This planning application has not been easy for me.  I am all for the dale growing and thriving, but I am also for keeping its natural beauty and iconic views, which is what attracts people to visit and stay, bringing tourism to our dale.  The view across the dale from this point is a very picturesque view of Scar House and the hillside behind.
As it stands, I am the only councillor that will have to look at this building from home.  Yes, the others will see it driving about the dale.  I am not a NIMBY as over the last 25 years 6 planning applications have been made to allow the CB to grow into the hotel it is today without any objections.  But I don’t feel this is the best sight for an accommodation block for the hotel.
Any local person wanting to build a new build, or a barn conversion finds achieving planning permission very difficult.  In the farming world pushing for a home for a family member or farm worker on the grounds of working on the farm is often the only way to get things considered.  This then reduces the value of the building by having a 106-covenant applied to it.  So just because this is a business shouldn’t mean permission be automatically granted and especially without a lifetime restriction on it.
The building itself I do not like.  The view from the road is not attractive and looks like a boxy warehouse.  It is very big taking up the entire playing field.  I can see that the architect has tried to make the building look like a stone barn, but its not so why make it so.  A nice attractive house would be better, but I still don’t think this is the best sight for staff accommodation.  From the other side the side I would see daily from home has lots of windows and big door so making a possible problem of light pollution.
There is no other residential building in the dale with an aluminium roof, windows, and door frames, in fact the opposite with most planning permission being given that stipulate that the windows must be wood painted white and for their lifetime.  Again, this may have been done to make it look like a farm building, but its sheer size and location does not lend itself to being nestled into the landscape.
My personal fears are that the building has been designed to very easily be split into 3 houses and a bungalow.  So, is this a possible application under the pretence of something else?  Would it be better redesigned and moved closer within the CB curtilage?
My family and I are personally concerned about more water clean or septic going down the drains that are in place now.  These drains are small old clay pipes, and they are clearly struggling with the amount of water coming from the CB and adding more they just won’t cope.
This building is very close to the old school and even closer to Croft House.  I feel there could be a problem with noise especially at the end of shifts when you have student-like accommodation clearly for single people and the word “party house” has been used.
I know our school is no longer a school, but it is a much-loved building in its current position for 200 years, it would be a shame to see its beauty detracted from by having a monstrosity 20yards away.  The school is a single-story building and would lose its view completely.  When planning permission was given for the change of use from a school to a dwelling it was done with and rightly so, that the front did not change.  The Bike Centre 4 miles down the road was restricted to only having the accommodation block single story.
There are a lot more things I don’t like about this planning application than I do.  

4. To consider and decide upon the following planning application
4.1. It was requested that the if any member of the public stayed, they were not to speak during this process. Councillor Harker started by reading an email sent by David Williams, as follows:
‘With some knowledge of the planning system through work, I set out below the pros and cons of the planning application as I see it.
In favour of the proposal:
· It is on brownfield land. There is implied general consent for planning on brownfield land and a disused playing field is redesignated brownfield after quite a short period.
· It is infill development.
· There is a definite proven need for accommodation for local workers.
So, the planners will give it 3 ticks.
Against it
· The size of the project and proximity to the road is out of keeping with all other architecture in the Dale.
· The blank wall on to the roadside, in particular, gives it all the architectural merit of an Amazon warehouse (not my expression but it describes it well)
· It has part metal roofing where everyone else has to have stone roofs and I think this should be particularly objected to.
· The solar panels are on the roadside (west side) making them unnecessarily stand out whereas I would have thought they would get more sun on the other side.
· It detracts significantly from Croft House being one of the most prominent buildings in the whole Dale.
I hope this helps. Personally, I think a better-designed building would easily go through.
David’
This was followed by the Councillors mentioning the email that Sue Evans sent to the council but due to it being so long, the Councillors did not feel they could read it out due to the time factor. The clerk said she would ask for her permission and put it on the website for all to view. 
Councillor Harker said he understood the need for staff but did not feel he could support the application in its current format and considering the strong feeling in the Dale. He proposed that the Council would not support this application and the Councillors voted unanimously in favour of this proposal. Councillor Barningham did not vote due to her personal interest. 

The meeting was closed at 8.35 pm.
