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Kenn Parish Council 
April 2020 Report of the outcome of the survey carried out to consider a 
planning application. During this consideration, the Parish Council made every 
effort to gauge the views of the applicants, their agent (via email) and those  
with concerns (via comments available on North Somerset Council’s website) 
within the challenging circumstances imposed by the Corona Virus Act 2020. 
 

20/44  Format to give Kenn Parish Councillors the opportunity to provide each other with 
their opinions on this planning application by the deadline. This was at the start of the restrictions 
imposed by the Corona Virus Act 2020 and before permission was given for online meetings. 
 

All seven councillors took part. Sheila Naish (SN), Neal Breeden (NB), Wilf Bessant (WB), 
Stephen Brain (SB), Jon-Paul Humberston (JP), Mark Titterton (MT), Rob Treble (RT). 
 

20/45  Planning Application – Duck Lane   20/P/0426/OUT       Outline application 
for the erection of 2no. four bed detached dwelling houses with access and scale to be considered, 
with matters of appearance, layout and landscaping reserved for subsequent approval. 
 

20/46  Declarations of Interest: none 
 

Question 1.  Do you have any comments/information for other councillors to consider on this 

application?  

Answer Choices    Responses     Responders 
Yes     57.14%   4  SN, SB, NB, JP 
No     42.86%   3  WB, MT, RT 
If Yes, please provide these: 

NB – Concern the proposed development is outside Kenn Boundary. Footage is larger than existing 
buildings. Flood risk, although minor. Infill has been quoted, the proposed are outside of Kenn 
Boundary so is hard to define as infill & what I assume is agricultural land. If it is agriculture land, 
this could set a president for more of the same. I find it difficult to distinguish how two outbuildings 
outside of the Kenn Boundary can be used as a platform to build two four bedroom properties. The 
proposed sets out a desire for 4 cars to each property, the drawing shoes two to each property. 
Traffic will be an issue with so many vehicles accessing properties. 
 

SB – I have no idea on the validity of the settlement boundary arguments. Certainly as NS does not 
have a 5 year housing stock some of the normal planning constraints are not applicable. Whether 
this applies to settlement boundaries I don't know. The developer's comments about Stowells are 
irrelevant. - There have been other new builds in Duck Lane in recent time. This one does not seem 
that dissimilar. - It is a pity however that 4 bedroom houses are assumed. Also from what I can see 
they will have no garage. I guess these details can be sorted later or these comments conveniently 
forgotten. 
 

SN – Outside village fence. Large area. Bigger than what used to be there. We usually turn down 
applications outside the village fence 
 

JP – There are 3 comments on the application from neighbours who all appear concerned about the 
application, especially as it falls outside the development boundary. If we were able to meet as 
normal I feel this would form part of the discussion. I am personally not against this type of 
development as I am aware of the need to build more houses. I do though think that we ought to 
make reference to the fact the proposed development is outside of the boundary and if NSC were 
to approve it then we would like to hear the justification for doing so. I also think that we ought to 
make reference to the fact that we feel the application deadline should have been extended as it is 
unreasonable to expect us to make informed decisions without hearing from both the applicants 
but also those who are in objection to the proposal. 



Question 3.  Which of the following would be your preference? 
Answer Choices    Responses   Out of 7 respondents 
No objection     57.14%   4 chose this response 
Recommend Approval   14.29%   1 chose this response 
Recommend Refusal    28.57%   2 chose this response 
 

Question 4.  If Recommend Refusal, what would your reason/s for this be? 
The 2 responses were: 
 

(1)    Traffic      Development much larger than existing 
Development outside Kenn Boundary   Access & Parking  
Development as a whole replacing outbuildings  The term Infill quoted in application 
Flood risk, although minor 
 

(2)   Outside village fence. Large development 
 
 
 
20/47  Decision 
The following resolution was circulated and approved by Votes:   5 For,   1 Against,   1 Abstention: 
 
RESOLVED: 
Kenn Parish Council in considering this application: 

• recalled that Kenn is designated as an In-fill village in the current Local Plan 

• also observed that the proposed development is outside of the defined village boundary 

• are concerned that the land proposed for development is agricultural land – not a back-land plot or 
garden land – even though it is near other residential properties. 

 

Kenn Parish Council are mindful that Kenn lies in a flood risk area and the impact any development has on 
this, both in compounding on existing effects and in the standards of building construction required. 
 

Kenn Parish Council also referred to the impact of traffic and support North Somerset Council’s Highways & 
Transport Department’s comments. 
 

While Kenn Parish Council does not formally object to the outline planning application, however, there is a 
high level of concerned at aspects which may set precedents: 

• for future applications which could then presuppose a possibility of change of use of land adjacent 
to the village boundary 

• for development outside the village boundary – which the Parish Council have not supported in the 
past – and which may result in similar developments being proposed on other land bordering/outside 
the village boundary. 

 

If North Somerset Council are minded to approve the application Kenn Parish Council would like to request 
to be advised of their justifications for doing so. 
 
 
 
 

 APPROVED AS A TRUE RECORD 
 

 Signed by the Chairman ………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 

 Date ……………………………………..…………………………………………………………………………….. 
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Kenn Parish Council 
April 2020 Report of the outcome of the survey carried out to consider a planning 
application. During this consideration, the Parish Council made every effort to gauge 
the views of the applicants (via email) and those with concerns (via comments available 
on North Somerset Council’s website) within the challenging circumstances imposed by 
the Corona Virus Act 2020. 
 

20/48  Format to give Kenn Parish Councillors the opportunity to provide 
each other with their opinions on this planning application by the deadline. This was at the start of the 
restrictions imposed by the Corona Virus Act 2020 and before permission was given for online meetings. 
 

Six councillors took part.   Sheila Naish (SN), Wilf Bessant (WB), Stephen Brain (SB), 
Jon-Paul Humberston (JP), Mark Titterton (MT), Rob Treble (RT). 
 

20/49  Planning Application - Kenn Estate   20/P/0623/MMA           3 Kenn Estate Minor 
material amendment to planning permission 19/P/1479/FUH (replace existing rear conservatory with single 
storey rear extension) to extend the width of proposed extension from 6400mm as approved to 6660mm. 
 

20/50  Declaration of Interest: Cllr Breeden declared an interest in this application (email dated the 
1 April 20 - circulated to all Kenn Parish Councillors) as it is for the house that he lives in. He took no part in 
the survey but provided the following information in the email: ‘For the Parish Councils information, the 
minor amendment is to build to the boundary.’ 
 

Question 1.  Do you have any comments/information for other councillors to consider on this application?  
Answer Choices    Responses     Responders 
Yes     16.67%   1  RT 
No     83.33%   5  SN, WB, SB, JP, MT 
2.  If Yes, please provide these:  
RT – If, as the neighbour says, this application impinges on their land, then I can’t see that we can approve it 
.If there is any uncertainty about the boundary line ,this must surely be clarified prior to consideration of the 
application as the proposed amended building line is tight to the boundary. 
 

Clerk’s note: on the NSC website for this application there is a long comment/report by the residents of the 
adjacent property on the discussion between the applicants and themselves relating to the alleged 
encroachment into their property boundary during this building works. 
 

Question 3.  Which of the following would be your preference? 
Answer Choices    Responses   Out of 6 respondents 
No objection     100%   5 chose this response, 1 Abstained 
Recommend Approval    0 
Recommend Refusal    0 
Question 4.  If Recommend Refusal, what would your reason/s for this be? No responses. 
 

20/51  Decision 
The following resolution was circulated and approved by Votes:   5 For,   1 Abstention: 
 

KPC comments are that the application to amendment application 19/P/1479/FUH to extend the width of 
the proposed extension should only be approved subject to a satisfactory outcome regarding the alleged 
encroachment into an adjacent property – 4 Kenn Estate – and any possible enforcement action resulting in 
relation to this. KPC had no objections to the initial application, 19/P/1479/FUH. 
 

 APPROVED AS A TRUE RECORD 
 

 Signed by the Chairman ………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 

 Date ……………………………………..…………………………………………………………………………….. 
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