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 MINUTES OF A MEETING OF BOURTON PARISH COUNCIL 
HELD IN THE VILLAGE HALL AT 7.00PM ON MONDAY, 25TH JUNE 2018 

 
PRESENT: S Firbank, M Martin, M Chapman, T Heaton, E Wynn (Clerk), A Miller, P Williams, 
  M Withers, G Miller, Cllr A Cattaway, John Parker (Chairman, DAPTC) 
 
APOLOGIES: None received 
 
ATTENDING: approximately 30 members of the public. 
 
 
18.22 APOLOGIES – AS PER ABOVE 
 
18.23 OPEN FORUM  
SF welcomed everyone to the meeting. He went on to read from a prepared statement “I have had 27 years as a 
Parish Councillor here in Bourton, 23 of them as Chairman.  This has been rewarding and at times challenging.  Given 
the current position of a planning application I have taken the view that for the sake of transparency it is the right time 
for me to step aside.  I would also remind you that I have often said that I would be standing down prior to the 2019 
elections.  I sincerely thank all those 50 or so Parish Councillors and 9 Clerks who have valiantly worked with good 
humour and more than a little frustration to try and keep me on the straight and narrow.  Following rules has never 
been high on my lifelong agenda.  I wish you and your successor’s wise decisions and good fortune in the future.  I will 
now hand over the baton to our Vice Chairman, Mike Withers, as per our standing orders” SF then left the meeting.  
MW, as Vice Chairman, agreed to chair the meeting.  MW thanked SF for his many years of service to the community 
as Chairman. MW also announced that Councillor Jenny Morgan had also resigned. MW then thanked everyone for 
coming along to the meeting and welcomed John Parker, Chairman of Dorset Association of Town and Parish 
Councils.  MW explained that JP’s role on the evening was to be an independent moderator for the Brixey’s Farm 
planning application.  MW asked the councillors to confirm that they were in agreement with the advice received from 
DAPTC that the PC should re-visit the decision made at the last meeting and that the PC have a full debate and vote 
on the issues with the involvement of the public and to have an independent moderator assisting for that agenda item. 
Agree: 6. Disagree: 1. MW explained that he intended that the meeting would take its usual format with members of 
the public wishing to make comments or ask questions to do so in the Open Forum at the beginning of the agenda, 
except for the item concerning the planning application for development of the land west of Brixey’s Farm, where MW 
asked that any comments be made during agenda item 7.1.  MW reminded all those present at the meeting of the 
ground rules for conduct – to behave calmly, with respect for everyone’s views and to not be rude or aggressive in 
their manner.  Any questions were to be addressed to the Chair and an appropriate councillor would be asked to 
respond.  MW asked that if anyone intended to record any of the evening’s meeting, as a matter of courtesy, that they 
indicate their intentions to do so. Alex Ross asked if the PC had agreed the grant application for the Bourton Bash but 
it was agreed this would be discussed under agenda item 8.3.  A member of the public said she was still battling on 
with Dorset Waste Partnership re refuse collection.  AC said he will chase DWP on her behalf.  Bernard Sullivan, on 
behalf of Bourton Wildlife and Habitats Group, gave a brief update on Public Footpath 11.  He reported that the 
materials had now been delivered and the volunteers, under guidance from Graham Stanley (DDC Countryside 
Ranger) are ready to start the construction of the boardwalk.  Someone asked that on the Bourton Village Day fliers it 
was stated that dogs were to be allowed on leads on the school playing field – is this correct?  SM and TK explained 
that they have permission from Michael Salisbury, St George’s School head teacher. A question was asked about the 
closure on Factory Hill and how long this was going to be closed for – AC explained that the agreed target date with 
the local authority is the end of July.  Following concerns about a possible change of use of a field at The Old 
Vicarage the owner took this opportunity to explain that his intentions were to return the field to its original use, that of 
an orchard.  He also explained that there were restrictions agreed with the previous owner and that the field will stay 
as such and will not be turned into a garden.  He also asked what would happen to the old village hall.  MC explained 
that the land belonged to the Diocese of Salisbury and it would be their decision as to what happens with the current 
VH.  One of the landowners whose land is crossed by Public Footpath 11 asked that when the works on the 
boardwalk are complete that signs be supplied asking that dogs be kept on leads.  TH agreed that this was a good 
idea but that it was down to the landowner to install any such signs.  JM explained that she would continue to be the 
person to report on the Mill site if the PC wanted her to.  MW said that this would be most helpful. JM said the south 
side is virtually complete and the whole site is looking much more clean and tidy.  The reinstatement of the Factory Hill 
road will begin this week and should be completed before the end of July.  Wessex Water’s proposed closure of 
Bridge Street will not take place until Factory Hill is open to the public.  Once the cabins have been moved to the 
North side work on the compensation basin will begin.   
  
18.24 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
None declared. 
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18.25 MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
The May minutes were agreed as an accurate record and were signed by the Chairman. TH asked MW about his 
position as councillor following his verbal resignation at the last meeting.  MW explained that he hadn’t resigned 
officially. 
 
18.26  ACTIONS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES  
Asset Register - PW said that this was a work in progress. 
Village Deeds – EW said this was yet to be done. 
Playground Inspections – EW said that an inspection had taken place and the invoice was on the agenda. 
 
18.27 REPORTS BY THE DISTRICT AND/OR COUNTY COUNCILLOR           
AC reported that plans towards a unitary authority were in place with the single exception that Christchurch have 
logged an objection against it and this had been granted by the High Court.  The first meeting with the Shadow 
Authority – 140 current County Councillors of the 6 different authorities, 20 people proposed by the 6 authorities.  The 
Leader of the Shadow Authority is Cllr Rebecca Knots from Beaminster.  PW reported that the Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) review consultation was to take place on the 3rd July and then the PC 
would have the opportunity to comment before 27th August. 
 
18.28  PLANNING  
18.28.1  Applications received 
2/2018/0285/FUL 
Proposal: Erection of partial open channel to enable temporary diversion of River Stour during construction of 
consented development including site excavation following site investigation and phased remediation. Construction of 
bridge, highway works, erosion protection measures and works to existing dam. Reinstatement of existing 
watercourse (River Stour). Location: Bourton Mill, Factory Hill, Bourton, SP8 5AX. No objections were raised. 
2/2018/0521/FUL 
Proposal: Erect 1 No. single storey dwelling, form new vehicular access and 4 No. parking spaces. Location: Land 
West of Brixey’s Farm, Factory Hill, Bourton, Dorset.  With John Parker sitting alongside the chairman and acting as a 
moderator MW asked the applicant, Mr Sean Dandy, if he would like to speak but he said he would give no comment 
until everyone else had had their say.  MW then gave every member of the public the chance to speak about this 
planning application.  A member of the public (MP) asked who owned the land.  It was confirmed that this was SF.   
Another MP commented that it was a large house that would be visibly intrusive.  Bernard Sullivan, on behalf of the 
Bourton Wildlife and Habitats Group read the following statement: I would like to object to the proposed development 
on two counts, firstly as a member of Bourton’s Wildlife and Habitats Group, secondly as a concerned member of the 
parish. Environmental issues: the riverside environment in Bourton is a Priority Habitat for wildlife. This is not just my 
view as a member of Bourton Wildlife and Habitats Group. It is also that of the consultant ecologist Colin Menendez 
whose Preliminary Assessment accompanies the application. Concern for our habitats is also a high priority issue in 
the Bourton Neighbourhood Plan, overwhelmingly supported by voters in the parish. The poor evidence presented by 
supporters of the application, suggesting it is simply waste land of no value indicates an almost unbelievable lack of 
understanding of the importance of the countryside to wildlife. I would suggest that they have either not read Colin 
Menendez’ assessment or failed to understand its significance. Unmanaged land can be extremely beneficial to 
wildlife and this is especially true of a riverside environment. Let us not forget that whatever the site looks like at 
present, the Bourton Mill developers are under an obligation to restore it to its former state. That must be a priority. 
The purpose of an ecologist’s preliminary report is to guide potential developers and planners so that wildlife habitats 
can be protected as best as possible when plans are drawn up or considered for approval yet it appears to have been 
largely ignored. Mr Menendez highlights a number of High Priority Habitats on this site.  An 8m bankside wildlife 
corridor – a priority habitat. The river is CRITICAL for the passage of otters at night. No illumination of the river to 
protect otters moving along the river.  A grassland lowland meadow A Priority Habitat  a small stand of hill-side wet 
woodland –A Priority Habitat. So how has the developer paid attention to this expert guidance? To plot the driveway 
right through the wildlife corridor with access to the main road directly adjacent to the waterway? It is a major concern 
that this could be in order to ensure there is sufficient land remaining for an additional number of bungalows on the 
same site at a later stage perhaps? As a resident I have huge concerns about the potential implications of setting a 
precedent by building outside the settlement boundary. The importance of precedent is largely unknown, and if this 
receives approval, we do not know as yet, what the ongoing implications might be. Even the possibility of further 
properties on the same site cannot be overlooked. I may take a different view if there was an exceptional reason why 
one should extend beyond the boundary, for example to permit the construction of affordable housing, something 
every community desperately needs, but this is not such a proposal and does not provide sufficient grounds in my 
opinion. I would therefore ask that this application be rejected.” 
Other comments from the MP’s were: I accept the Mill site development went through but enough is enough; Our NP 
is registered with the District Council and is relevant until 2031; Since the DC established the neighbourhood 
boundaries they have not approved a single application outside.  BPC have undermined the hard work of the NPG 
and the PC must be very wary of setting a precedent.  The NPG have done a marvellous job, taking an enormous 
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amount of trouble over the NP.  A Parish Clerk, Iain McVie said it was the right decision to revisit this issue and he 
urged the BPC to look at the NP as a stand-alone item; is the NP part of the statutory development plan? MW said 
that it is; The plan is a statutory document and therefore there is no choice but to advise NDDC to object to the 
planning application; MW said he was very much involved in the NP and said he was confused by the BPC decision at 
the last meeting and would BPC members to take on the comments of the residents. AC commented that it was 
incorrect to say that 93% of the villagers voted on the NP, it was 93% of those who voted.  NDDC were made aware of 
the shortage of land supply in the summer of last year and press announcements made it clear that this would mean 
that applications outside of the settlement boundary were to be considered in line with the National Planning Policy 
Guidelines.  The District Councils all received clear instructions re development boundaries  and that decisions must 
be decided on the merits of a wide field of applications; comments from MP re the lack of affordable housing in the 
parish; there have already been an enormous amount of new houses built in the village but none of them affordable 
and Bourton has done its bit in fulfilling NDDC’s housing plans; this application if approved will just be another big 
house that will not be affordable to young people wanting to buy a home. 
MW then asked the applicant again if he wanted to comment and he said he felt there was no benefit in saying 
anything tonight.  MW then asked each Parish Councillor for their comments. GM said he had misgivings about the 
refusal of the application and that we shouldn’t limit development outside of the boundary.  He asked if this meant that 
all applications outside the boundary would be refused for the duration of the NP? MW said no it doesn’t mean that we 
keep saying no as the NP was a living document.  TH reminded MW that as chairman he needed to stay impartial.MW 
replied that he was only trying to answer the question that GM has raised.  MC said he had listened very carefully to 
IM and AC.  He said we are only consultees.  Everyone should have the right to put in a planning application and we 
respect that.  If this does represent a precedent then that could undermine the New Village Hall Plans but a privately 
owned house adjacent to a multi house development does not set a precedent.  He agreed that environmental issues 
matter; the issue of balance; MW said he felt that the most important issue is whether the NP gets scuppered by any 
decision made today and then that presents a difficulty as far as creating precedents go.  AM said that he has listened 
to all the views expressed and agrees with most of them on both sides.  He said we should support the NP and stay 
within the settlement boundary.  TH said he was genuinely saddened that so many people feel hurt and angry by what 
had happened and sorry that the BPC were revisiting the decision made at the last meeting.  If the vote were to go 
another way this evening then we could be opening ourselves up to possible litigation by the applicant.  We cannot fall 
back on advice from DAPTC as we have an alternative opinion that BPC made the right decision at the last meeting.  
TH thanked the public for their comments this evening and said the points re the settlement boundary and the 
environment were very eloquently made at the last meeting by MW.  He said that the NP is an excellent document and 
the hard work of the group involved had been applauded by BPC but the PC is not sub-servient to the NP – it exists to 
guide development within the village.  With reference to the comment that the PC has adopted the NP TH commented 
that it was adopted by the people who voted in the referendum, the PC only approved the draft document, it has not 
adopted it.  TH said he does not see there are reasonable grounds to object to the application.  IM said he wrote the 
Standing Orders for BPC and it is clear that when items come up they have to be on the agenda so that the public are 
made aware and can comment.  He said it was important that this application stands alone.  MM stood to address the 
members of the meeting.  She said that since the last meeting she had thought very deeply about the decision made 
at the last meeting. MM said she remained deeply opposed to the application for 3 reasons: 1. not one councillor 
objected to the NP and it went forward in good faith. 2. Understands the reasons for new houses, in particular social 
housing but this application is for one dwelling. 3. The NP is a relatively new document and the primary duty of BPC is 
to have resilience and we should not surrender our NP over just one dwelling.  PW described the strategic 
environment whereby councils are expected to conform to the National Planning Policy Framework.  PW said there 
had been a recent example at Charlton Marshall where in spite of local opposition, NDDC Planning Committee 
approved an application for 40 dwellings on a site just outside of the settlement boundary due to the absence of 
significant and demonstrable harm, and because of the ‘titled balance’ which exists in favour of developers now that 
North Dorset no longer has a 5 year Housing Land Supply (HLS).  Exception to this policy ruling is for a town/village 
with an Adopted Neighbourhood Plan, in which full weight can be given to planning polices, i.e. a settlement boundary 
still constitutes a limitation in development, provided that local authority has at least a 3 year (HLS).  North Dorset 
currently has a 3.4 year HLS so this exception applies in the case of Bourton which has an adopted NP.  PW said 
there is a lack of clarity with regards to whether any precedents have been created whereby the settlement boundary 
has been breached, against local wishes, in a situation where a village has an adopted NP and the 3 year HLS 
condition has been met.  PW said the risk here is that if this application for a development outside the settlement 
boundary is supported, Bourton could be establishing a precedent which may be used with adverse consequences 
elsewhere within the village and also used as a precedent elsewhere within Dorset and possibly nationally, thereby 
undermining the work of those communities engaged in producing their own NPs.  In summary MW expressed his 
thanks to everyone who had contributed to the discussion this evening and especially to Bernard Sullivan for his report.  
JP reminded all the parish councillors that this was an application to be considered and that only material 
considerations be taken into account.  JP explained that SF had asked DAPTC for advice, as well as NALC but advice 
from the latter had not been received yet.  JP said BPC were correct to revisit this issue.  Following this a vote was 
taken by BPC on this application with 4 objections, 2 abstentions and 1 in support.  BPC therefore do not support the 
application and would make their views known to NDDC planning department. 
Proposer: PW. Seconder: MM. No objections. 
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18.29 FINANCE 
18.29.1 ACCOUNTS TO BE PAID 

E Wynn   June wages: £403.62 (net) £20.50 (expenses) £25.73 (back pay, net) £449.85 

Bourton Roofing  Repairs to bus shelter near the church     £145.00 

P Cowell   Invs 1484 (£183.60) 1485 (£152.40) 1486 (£60.00)   £396.00 

Elite Playgrounds  Annual Play Area Inspection      £90.00 

DAPTC   Annual Membership Fee      £298.97 
18.29.2 Accounts received 

Wincanton Museum Purchase of Parish Bier       £60.00 

E Wynn    Payment to BPC for HMRC payment     £239.10 
18.29.3 Grants and Donations 
Bourton Bash - £600 loan or a request of a grant of £600.  PW said that when Alex Ross had first requested a grant 
the Parish Council had offered a loan. TH had now had an opportunity to read the papers.  It was proposed that the 
PC give a loan of £600. 
Proposed by MC, Seconded by MM. 
 
18.29.4 Bourton and Silton Charity Trust 
GM gave an update and information of this charity.  He explained that Silton joined with Bourton as they had very little 
money at that time.  The charity owns 10.5 acres of land which was part of Gillingham Farms and currently the total 
assets stand at £14,800.  The charity has just changed tenants to two local people who pay rent of £1500 annually, 
which the Trust then distribute.  MW asked GM if people in need can apply and if the charity received any requests for 
help. GM said no recent applications had been received, although the Trust does advertise in local media for 
applicants to come forward.    
 
18.30 NEW VILLAGE HALL 
MC reported that the plans including drawings were to be received for the Jubilee Field which would be equivalent to 
those on the Sandways site. The next actions are for appropriate portrayals of both sites to be made with the use of 
drone videos.  September 2018 is an important date as the lottery funding will have run out by then.  MW asked if 
there would be time between July and September to complete plans for both sites and have a workshop.  MC said that 
this was the aim.  MM said she was concerned that when people participate in workshops it is then the facilitators that 
gather the information for the PC to comment on.  MC said he would ensure that all the relevant information is widely 
available.  MC said he hoped that everyone can make the workshop, including the councillors. 
Proposed by: PW.  Seconded by: MM. 
 
18.31 HIGHWAYS 
Nothing to report. 
 
18.33 BOURTON VILLAGE DAY 
EW reported that she had booked a local business with a food wagon to attend the BVD. 
 
18.34 FOOTPATHS 
See Open Forum.  
 
18.35 CEMETERY, GRASS BANKS AND VERGES MAINTENANCE 
EW reported that she was chasing a payment of £600 from DCC re their contribution to the maintenance of the parish 
verges.  GM commented that Phil Cowell is doing an excellent job in maintaining the cemetery and that he should be 
congratulated on how wonderful the cemetery looks.  MW commented on how effective the Soldier Silhouettes were 
and thanked AC for his suggestion that the PC purchase these. 
 
18.36 BOURTON WEBSITE 
Nick Hall is the website editor and any content posted on the website will have to be approved by him.  TH asked who 
the domain host is and NH replied that it is a company called Design Jam.  NH submitted an invoice and it was agreed 
that this should be paid ASAP. 
 
18.37 FOOTPATHS 
See Open Forum. 
 
18.38 COMMUNITY SAFETY 
SW reported the following: After last month’s visit from Brian Austin and Martha Perry of Dorset Road Safe, who 
encouraged members of the public as well as the Speed Watch team to help them curb excessive speeding in the 
village, a number of incidents have been reported.  The junction of West Bourton Road and the main road is perhaps 
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the area of greatest concern.  The complete disregard for the hatchings by some motorists turning into West Bourton 
Road is the cause of many near misses.  Two serious incidents there have been reported – one involved a child on a 
bike attempting to cross the road to school and another involved the coal lorry trying to exit Brickyard Lane.  Brian 
Austin was asked to raise the issue at county level, which he did and we wait now to hear suggestions of how the 
problem might be tackled; whether it be strategically placed concrete bunker-type flower tubs or cobbled areas of 
extended kerbs.  It is a very dangerous corner.  As mentioned many times in the past, the problem is exacerbated by 
parents parking on and around the junction, often blocking the sight line for other motorists.  We now have two new 
volunteers currently undergoing vetting and training and we are hoping to trial the new piece of radar equipment very 
soon.  MW thanked SW and the Speedwatch team for their excellent work. 
 
18.39 CORRESPONDENCE 
 Email re concerns about possible change of use at The Old Vicarage. 
 
18.40 ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
EW to clarify the position on including AOB on any future agendas. 
 
DATE OF THE NEXT MEETINGS 
Monday 23rd July at 7.00pm and Monday 20th August at 7.00pm in the Village Hall. 
 
  
MW closed the meeting at 9.37pm 
 
 
 
Chairman:                                                                 Date: 23rd July 2018 
 

 
Note: The minutes will be reviewed and formally ratified by the BPC on 23rd July 2018 


