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COTSWOLD DISTRICT COUNCIL

PLANNING AND LICENSING COMMITTEE
12TH DECEMBER 2018
Present:
Councillor RL Hughes
Councillor Juliet Layton

-

Chairman
Vice-Chairman

Councillors SI Andrews
AR Brassington
Sue Coakley
Alison Coggins
PCB Coleman (from 09.45 a.m.)
RW Dutton

David Fowles
SG Hirst
Mrs. SL Jepson
Dilys Neill
LR Wilkins

Jenny Forde

M Heaven

Substitutes:

Observers:
Andrew Doherty (from 09.45 a.m.
until 1.00 p.m.)
Apologies:
RC Hughes
PL.76

MGE MacKenzie-Charrington

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
(1)

Member Declarations

Councillor Coggins declared an other interest in respect of application
18/03520/FUL, as she used the veterinary practice that was the subject of the
application.
Councillor Jepson declared an other interest in respect of application
18/03317/FUL, as she was acquainted with the Applicant and his family.
Councillor Andrews declared an other interest in respect of application
18/02869/LBC as one of the Applicants was a member of the Kempsford
Church Choir and member of the Kempsford Parochial Council, both of which
he was also as member.
Councillor Fowles declared an other interest in respect of application
18/03317/FUL, as he was acquainted with, and had been employed by, the
Applicant’s family.
Councillor Fowles declared an other interest in respect of applications
18/03426/LBC and 18/03445/FUL, as he was Vice-Chairman of Cirencester
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Community Development Trust who had been in discussions with the Museum
regarding activities relating to the Cirencester Abbey 900 events.
Councillor Hirst declared an other interest in respect of applications
18/03426/LBC and 18/03445/FUL, as he was the Council’s Cabinet Member for
Housing, Health and Leisure and therefore oversaw the management of the
Museum.
Councillor Forde declared an other interest in respect of application
18/02869/LBC, as she had worked with the Agent at an event at North Cerney
Primary School in their capacity as School Governors.
.
(2)

Officer Declarations

There were no declarations of interest from Officers.
PL.77

SUBSTITUTION ARRANGEMENTS
Councillor Heaven substituted for Councillor MacKenzie-Charrington.
Councillor Forde substituted for Councillor RC Hughes.

PL.78

MINUTES
RESOLVED that the Minutes of the Meeting of the Committee held on 14th
November 2018 be approved as a correct record.
Record of Voting - for 9, against 0, abstentions 4, absent 1.

PL.79

CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS
The Chairman welcomed Councillor Jepson to the Committee, as a
replacement to Councillor Berry, and explained that he looked forward to
working with her in the future.

PL.80

PUBLIC QUESTIONS
No Public Questions had been submitted.

PL.81

MEMBER QUESTIONS
No questions had been received from Members.

PL.82

PETITIONS
No petitions had been received.

PL.83

SCHEDULE OF APPLICATIONS
It was noted that the details of the policies referred to in the compilation of the
Schedule did not comprise a comprehensive list of the policies taken into
account in the preparation of the reports.
The Planning and Development Manager drew attention to the general update
provided in the first set of Additional Representations relating to progress with
the Local Plan, and the fact that receipt of the Inspector’s Final Report meant
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that the Plan, in its modified form, could now be afforded substantial weight in
decision-making, both at Officer level and in the work of the Committee.
RESOLVED that:
(a)
where on this Schedule of Applications, development proposals in
Conservation Areas and/or affecting Listed Buildings have been
advertised - (in accordance with Section 73 of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and the Town and Country
Planning (Listed Buildings and Buildings in Conservation Areas)
Regulations 1977) - but the period of the advertisement has not expired by
the date of the Meeting then, if no further written representations raising
new issues are received by the date of expiration of the advertisement,
those applications shall be determined in accordance with the views of
the Committee;
(b)
where on this Schedule of Applications, the consultation period in
respect of any proposals has not expired by the date of the Meeting then,
if no further written representations raising new issues are received by
the date of expiration of the consultation period, those applications shall
be determined in accordance with the views of the Committee;
(c)
the applications in the Schedule be dealt with in accordance
with the following resolutions:18/03520/FUL
Change of use from office (B1) to veterinary clinic (D1) with office space
(B1) at 3 Wychwood Court, Cotswold Business Village, London Road,
Moreton-in-Marsh, Gloucestershire GL56 0JQ The Case Officer drew attention to the extra representations received since
publication of the Schedule of Planning Applications. The Case Officer
displayed an aerial map of the site, floor plans and a virtual Google Street View
of the site.
The Applicant was then invited to address the Committee.
The Ward Member, who served on the Committee, was then invited to address
the Committee. The Ward Member explained that the application provided an
excellent opportunity for high-paid employment and that, as a Council, the
Committee should be doing everything possible to encourage this. He added
that the proposal would provide a full-time veterinary practice in the town and
drew attention to the number of letters of support in regards to the application.
The Ward Member stated that there were hundreds of pets within the town and
surrounding villages that needed caring for and residents desired a full-time
veterinary practice as they considered the current practice, (which opened for
one hour each weekday), to be insufficient. The Ward Member commented
that the Case Officer’s report set out all the relevant information relating to the
distinction between ‘B1’ and ‘D1’ use categories and the need to safeguard the
continuing availability of employment sites. He explained that the Cotswold
Business Park was the ideal location for the application and concluded that the
precedent needed to be set in regards to this application being one of ‘good
old-fashioned common sense’.
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In response to various questions from Members, it was reported that with
regard to usage categories; ‘B1’ related to office use and light industry; ‘B2’ to
heavy industry and ‘B8’ to storage and disruption; reference to waste
receptacles had not been included within the proposals and therefore Officers
assumed these would be stored internally; 33 letters of support had been
received from various parties, though Officers could not confirm if or how many
of these had been received from other business on the Business Park; if
approved, the site could return to prior designation use as a ‘D1’ site; a
condition could be imposed by the Committee if required regarding the
condition use as a veterinary practice, but should not be made personal to the
individual company; other employment sites were available within the vicinity
but did not currently have planning permission for this use; Policy EC2 allowed
for an exception to Policy if there was no other potential use for the site aside
from employment; it was expected that six people would be employed at the
site, and at present, the site was unoccupied and privately owned.
A Proposition, that the application be approved, subject to the Condition that
following a change of use of the building, the class use be reverted back to ‘B1’
usage class, was duly Seconded. A further Highway’s condition was
recommended to ensure a disabled parking bay was provided.
A Member commented that she was uncomfortable that information relating to
waste receptacles and regarding the use of the site had not been provided and
commented that, until this information had been presented by the Applicants, a
decision should not be made by the Committee.
A further Proposition, that the application be deferred to enable the Applicant to
present further evidence in regard to the application, was duly Seconded.
Various Members commented that the application’s site was the ideal location
for the proposals and would serve nearby residents well. Those Members also
highlighted that the application represented a growing business and that it
would be difficult for the employees of the business to ‘prove the use’ for the
application.
The Ward Member was then invited to address the Committee again. The
Ward Member reminded the Committee of the site’s suitable location and
explained that, following long discussions over the Local Plan, the Inspector
had agreed that an ‘abundance’ of land should be provided for employment
use.
Approved, subject to a condition relating to restricting the class use ‘D1’
to a veterinary clinic only and upon caseation of the use the site being
reverted , following any change to the current business use and the
provision of one disabled parking bay.
Record of Voting, for 12, against 2, abstentions 0, could note vote 1.
Note:
This decision was contrary to the Officer’s recommendation for the reasons
outlined above.
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17/04151/FUL

Variation of condition 1 of reserved matters permission 12/03810/REM
dated 23/01/2013 to provide detailed plans and sections of open space
provision and to provide amended plans for hard surfacing and planting
at Land Parcel at Upper Rissington, Gloucestershire, GL54 2NP The Case Officer drew attention to the extra representations received since
publication of the Schedule of Planning Applications. The Case Officer
displayed various plans relating to playspace, areas of play and a trim trail and
photographs of the site from various vantage points.
A representative from the Parish Council and the Agent were then invited to
address the Committee.
The Committee Officer then read out comments on behalf of the Ward Member,
who served on the Committee, but was absent from the Meeting. The Ward
Member had stated that the application was in respect of ‘open space provision
and to provide amended plans for hard surfacing and planting’ only and did not
relate to many other concerns that residents of Victory Fields held. The Ward
Member commented that, owing to the Developers failing to provide facilities,
environment and life-style promises, the residents concerned had been
severely let down but highlighted that these were issues between the residents
and the Developers and were therefore not to be considered when determining
this application. The Ward Member added that whilst he hoped the Committee
would approve the application, as recommended, strict conditions would be
enforced and completion ensured within a timely manner and to a quality
standard. He added that he hoped to see, (i) a Multi Use Games Area (MUGA)
provided within the proposals; (ii) a combined cycle and pedestrian pathway of
tarmac, not hoggin, surface; and (iii) provision for vehicle access to the
allotment site and drew attention to the fact that a mains water system, as
oppose to a bowser, would now be provided for the allotments. The Ward
Member continued that he was delighted to see that the Council would obtain a
peer review of the final contamination report and that the Developers would be
providing a suitable certificate authenticating and verifying the report which
would leave them liable for the future. With regard to the location of the trim
trail, play areas and exercise equipment, the Ward Member explained that
concerns regarding the positioning of these areas previously close to properties
had now been mitigated and that the distances proposed now met national
guidance standards without any overlooking or noise issues. In conclusion, the
Ward Member wished to extend his thanks to the Case Officer and
Environmental Health Officer for their time in relation to the application and
concluded that he hoped the Committee would debate the application to the
length that it deserved.
In response to various questions from Members, it was reported that the
radiation hot-sport, believed to be caused by buried former aircraft dials was to
the west of Duncan Way and was not affected by the development; a
contamination report of 2015 had found that the current use of the site was
suitable; the Parish Council had previously requested a MUGA, however the
Developer had offered a skate park as an alternative which was above and
beyond requirements; the original scheme had featured a plain open space
intended for use as a football pitch, which would also serve the village, but this
had been replaced by the proposed skate park; a MUGA required high fencing
and lighting and was therefore, in the view of Officers, not considered suitable
for the AONB location of the site; enforcement action had not been taken by the
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Council against the development as Officers had undergone conversations with
the Developers and had been impressed by the recent and substantial progress
at the site; an area by the Officer’s Mess was considered the most suitable for a
MUGA pitch but, owing to the number of different pitches required of the Area
(football, cricket and five-a-side), there was not considered enough space to
accommodate an Area; the central cycle and foot path on the main spine road
at the site would be tarmaced whilst the other paths would be of a hoggin
surface as this was considered to be suitably hard-wearing by Officers; parking
nearby to the allotment site, in the view of Officers, would not outweigh the
potential harm caused and therefore was not considered suitable to condition;
and as the application represented a new full application, there was a
requirement to re-apply all of the original conditions to any permission granted
and hence the number of conditions in relation to this application.
A Member commented that he considered it vital that the Developers
apologised to the Parish Council and residents of the site after they had been
let down on many occasions over a period of years and added that; should the
Developers had undertaken positive communication with the residents during
the development, the effects would not have been so disappointing.
Another Member expressed his support for the application explaining that the
application was a welcome departure resulting in the creation of a new
community within the District. He also explained that, thanks to the work of
Officers, compromises on some aspects had been met and that a good overall
result had now been achieved.
A Proposition, that the application be approved, was duly Seconded.
Various Members also echoed the views expressed by the Ward Member in
that any conditions linked to the application be restrictive and properly executed
by the Developers. They also added their disappointment on behalf of the
residents at the Developer and commented that the development had wasted a
large amount of Council time.
Approved, as recommended, subject to the Case Officer being granted
delegate authority to negotiate vehicle access to allotment plots located
on the site.
Record of Voting, for 15, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 0.
17/04151/FUL
Erection of 28 hotel bedrooms and dining pavilion, creation of car parking
and new access and use of barn as plant room at Hare and Hounds,
Fosse Cross, Chedworth, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, GL54 4NN The Case Officer drew attention to the extra representations received since
publication of the Schedule of Planning Applications. The Case Officer
displayed an Ordnance Survey map of the site, existing and proposed site
layout and photographs of the site from various vantage points.
A representative from the Parish Council, an Objector and the Agent were then
invited to address the Committee.
The Ward Member, who was serving on the Committee as a Substitute
Member, was then invited to address the Committee. The Ward Member
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started by thanking Members who had visited the site on a Sites Inspection
Briefing in 2017 and Officers for their work in relation to the application. The
Ward Member explained that she was very much undecided in regard to the
application as the proposals would assist with the long-term maintenance of a
heritage building asset and would also support a local business and the nearby
rural economy. She also added that the development occupied the same site
as the public house and hotel on the site and were connected to the Applicant’s
successful wedding business at the nearby Cripps Barn. The Ward Member
highlighted to the Committee that the Applicant had worked with Officers to
reduce the number of rooms proposed and to soften the boundary and that the
application would represent a significant investment to the site, without which
the buildings would fall into decay. Conversely, the Ward Member then
proceeded to explain the reasons why she had some doubt regarding the
application proposals and explained that the public house was of a beautiful
design and development of this scale on the site would change the character of
the building permanently. She also explained that there was a small community
located in Fosse Cross, nearby to the site and on an unspoilt lane adjacent to
the A429. The Ward Member concluded that the design was subjective and
informed the Committee that an application for a 32-room budget hotel had
been approved in 1995 and that the Committee had to assess if the design and
scale of the application would have a negative impact or not on the site.
The Chairman referred to the Sites Inspection Briefing undertaken in respect of
the previous withdrawn application and invited those Members who had
attended that Briefing to express their views. Those Members commented that
the hedge rows adjacent to the lane referred to by the Ward Member were tall
at the time of the visit and that, as there were no comments from Highways
Officers, considered the impact of the current application to be reasonable.
A Member referred to the fact the application would help to support the longterm life of the building and support a local business and expressed her support
for the recommendation of approval.
A Proposition, that the application be approved, was duly Seconded.
Another Member commented that he had great sympathy for the Parish Council
and the Objector as he considered the proposals were a huge overdevelopment but explained that he would welcome a more scaled-down
proposal at the site.
The Ward Member was invited to address the Committee again but explained
that she had no further comments she wished to make.
Approved, as recommended.
Record of Voting, for 11, against 3, abstentions 1, absent 0.
17/05211/FUL
Erection of 28 hotel bedrooms and dining pavilion, creation of car parking
and new access and use of barn as plant room at Hare and Hounds,
Fosse Cross, Chedworth Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, GL54 4NN The Case Officer explained that he had no updates to present in regards to this
item and that the proposals were as outlined under the previous item’s
presentation.
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The Ward Member was invited to address the Committee again but explained
that she had no further comments she wished to make.
In response to various questions from Members, it was reported that three
Highways Officers had assessed both this application and the application
previously withdrawn and had taken into account the comments from the
County Councillor, and had raised no objections; the 20-metre tree belt was not
in the Applicant’s control and, given the depth, would be unlikely to be removed,
in the view of Officers; a transport statement submitted by the Applicant had
been viewed by the Highway Officers when assessing the application; the
nearest residents to the applications were located 250 metres to the North West
of the site and that Environmental Health Officers raised no objections on noise
or pollution; the Landscaping Officer was satisfied that the proposed use of
gravel for the car park was acceptable and would retain the rural character of
the area and there were no intentions to lower the speeds on the adjacent
A429, as Highways Officers had viewed traffic speeds and vehicle numbers at
the time of making their assessment.
Various Members expressed their support for a refusal of the application.
Those Members explained that the site was located next to a dangerous
junction on the A429 and highlighted the fact that Officers from the Cotswold
Conservation Board had also objected to the application considering it an urban
development too great for the site.
The Planning and Development Manager explained that, if the Committee were
minded to refuse the application, they would be going against national test
results as applied by Highways Officers and that the Council would be most
likely to lose their case if the application went to an Appeal stage.
A Member commented that helpful guidance had been provided by Highways
Officers and that the Committee were simply concerned with the possibility of
visitors to the site using the junction, not recognising the potential dangers of
the staggered crossroads on the A429.
A Proposition, that the application be approved, was duly Seconded.
A Further Proposition, that the application be refused in regard to lack of
highway safety and the adverse effect on the AONB from the over-development
of the site, was duly Seconded.
Approved, as recommended.
Record of Voting, for 7, against 6, abstentions 2, absent 0.
18/03737/FUL
Conversion and extension of existing redundant surgery to form a twobedroom dwelling at The Surgery, Station Road, Andoversford,
Cheltenham Gloucestershire, GL54 4LA At this juncture, the Vice-Chairman took the Chair as the item had been
referred to the Committee by the Chairman as the Ward Member.
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The Case Officer drew attention to the extra representations received since
publication of the Schedule of Planning Applications. The Case Officer
displayed a site map and photographs of the site from various vantage points.
A representative from the Parish Council and the Applicant were then invited to
address the Committee.
The Committee Officer then read out comments on behalf of an Objector who
had registered to speak at the Meeting, but was later unable to be present.
The Vice-Chairman referred to the advance Sites Inspection Briefing
undertaken in respect of this application and invited those Members who had
attended that Briefing to express their views. Those Members explained that
the site was unattractive at present and that the proposals represented a lot of
vision by the Applicants for the site. It was also highlighted that the proposal
was not out of keeping with the now redundant building and that the application
would provide an extra home within the village, in addition to fitting into the
landscape of the street and that there was minimal apparent impact to the
neighbouring residents to the site.
The Ward Member, who served on the Committee, was then invited to address
the Committee. The Ward Member explained that the neighbouring house had
originally been owned by the village Doctor and that permission had been given
to construct a small surgery next to the property. However, owing to an
increase in the number of village residents, the surgery had since become
redundant and fell into disuse prior to being purchased at auction by the
Applicants in 2018. The Ward Member added that there were concerns
regarding the retention of a Cotswold stone wall and access and parking and
that, in his view, any development on the site would be too much with the area
only really suited to an extension of the main existing property adjacent to the
site.
In response to various questions from Members, it was reported that there was
no definitive definition to ‘over-development’ and that each application must be
assessed on its merits having regard to any harm that would be caused by the
development; the existing building had a ‘D1’ class use and could therefore be
used for a variety of commercial and other purposes and that there was no
requirement for the building to be of an exceptional design to warrant approval,
only that it must meet the relevant, and necessary, policies.
A Member expressed his view that the development represented an imaginative
use of the site’s small space and, in his view, represented a great improvement
to the existing site.
A Proposition, that the application be approved, was duly Seconded.
The Ward Member was invited to address the Committee again and
commented that the Committee should be mindful that this application did not
set a precedent to other applications in villages such as Andoversford with
garages and space that could be converted into residential accommodation.
Approved, as recommended.
Record of Voting, for 13, against 1, abstentions 1, absent 0.
18/03317/FUL
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Removal of Condition 5 (restriction of cooking to a microwave) of
permission 15/04549/FUL - Proposed Tea Room ancillary to Nursery at
Tops Nursery, Broadway Road, Mickleton, Chipping Campden,
Gloucestershire, GL55 6PT The Case Officer drew attention to the extra representations received since
publication of the Schedule of Planning Applications. The Case Officer
displayed an Ordnance Survey and aerial map of the site and photographs of
the site from various vantage points.
In response to a Member’s question, Officers confirmed that the application
would have been dealt with under Delegated Powers had the Applicant not
have been related to a Council Member.
A Proposition, that the application be approved, was duly Seconded.
Approved, as recommended,
Record of Voting, for 14, against 0, abstentions 2, absent 1.
18/02869/LBC
Re-roofing of back slope to main house at Chester House, High Street,
Fairford, Gloucestershire, GL7 4AD An Officer drew attention to the extra representations received since publication
of the Schedule of Planning Applications. The Officer displayed an Ordnance
Survey map; site plan; roof plan; elevations and photographs of the site from
various vantage points.
The Applicant was then invited to address the Committee.
The Ward Member, who did not serve on the Committee, was then invited to
address the Committee. The Ward Member explained that he had referred the
application as he felt it required more consideration by the Committee. The
Ward Member drew attention to the Case Officer’s comments that Cotswold
slates were the correct roofing material but highlighted that this was not viable
for the Applicants and that a new Cotswold slate roof would change the
property’s appearance. He added that Chester House was a key Cotswold
heritage property and that the primary aim should be to protect the listed
building whilst recognising that the roof will never last as long as the building
itself. The Ward Member concluded that it was both in the Applicant’s and
Agent’s desire to take the best action for the building and that refusal of the
application would go against the public interest of ensuring the roof was made
safe and structurally sound.
In response to various questions from Members, it was reported that the
building was constructed in the 16th Century and the roof was raised for
additional accommodation in the 18th Century; there was no definitive evidence
of what material was originally used for the roof; the Officer’s reasons for
refusal was harm to the character of the building if the natural Cotswold stone
tiles and characteristic swept valley detail were lost; a structural report
requested by Officers had not been presented by the Applicant for
consideration; the swept valley was a specifically Cotswold heritage feature and
that a number had been lost over time in the District.
- 91 -

12th December 2018

Planning and Licensing Committee

A Member commented that approval of the application would cause significant
harm to the building and highlighted the fact that the Applicant had failed to
produce evidence in regards to the current roof causing issues to the
supporting structure. She also stated that the Committee could not risk losing
the historic features of the building by approving the application without this
necessary information being produced.
A Proposition, that the application be refused, was duly Seconded.
Another Member expressed support for the argument made by the Ward
Member and suggested that deferment of the application would enable further
time to consider alternative options.
A Further Proposition, that the application be deferred to enable the Applicant
to produce the necessary information, was duly Seconded.
The Ward Member was invited to address the Committee again but explained
that he had no further comments he wished to make.
Refused, as recommended.
Record of Voting, for 6, against 5, abstentions 3, absent 1.
18/03426/LBC
Internal alterations on the ground floor, modifications to front door,
replanning of courtyard garden, reduction of garden wall and installation
of new canopy at Corinium Museum, Park Street, Cirencester,
Gloucestershire, GL7 2BX The Case Officer displayed plans of the application site; existing elevations and
floor plans (showing nearby listed buildings); proposed garden plan and
canopies and photographs of the site from various vantage points.
A Member commented that the application had been referred to the Committee
as the Council owned the building the Museum occupied. She also highlighted
that Heritage England supported the plans and had consequently made a grant
to the Museum in addition to a grant made by the Council.
A Proposition, that the application be approved, was duly Seconded.
Another Member commented that the proposals would vastly improve the
building and would use ‘dead space’ currently within the building. He also
wished to commend the designs of the proposals.
Approved, as recommended.
Record of Voting, for 14, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 1.
18/03445/FUL
Internal alterations on the ground floor, modifications to front door,
replanning of courtyard garden, reduction of garden wall and installation
of new canopy at Corinium Museum, Park Street, Cirencester,
Gloucestershire, GL7 2BX -
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Officers and Members had nothing further to add to their deliberations under
the previous item.
A Proposition, that the application be approved as recommended, was duly
Seconded.
Approved, as recommended.
Record of Voting, for 14, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 1.
Notes:
(i)

Additional Representations

Lists setting out details of additional representations received since the
Schedule of planning applications had been prepared were considered in
conjunction with the related planning applications.
(ii)

Public Speaking

Public speaking took place as follows:18/03520/FUL

)

Mr. W Oldham (Applicant)

17/04151/FUL

)
)
)

Cllr. A Peek (on behalf of the
Parish Council)
Mr. J Griffin (Agent)

17/05212/LBC

)
)
)
)

Cllr. G Broad (on behalf of the
Parish Council)
Mrs. A Collier (Objector)
Mr. T Howard (Agent)

17/05211/FUL

)
)
)
)

Cllr. G Broad (on behalf of the
Parish Council)
Mrs. A Collier (Objector)
Mr. T Howard (Agent)

18/03737/FUL

)
)
)

Cllr. S Griffin (on behalf of the
Parish Council)
Mrs. J Nelmes (Applicant)

18/02869/LBC

)

Mr. M Lee-Browne (Applicant)

Copies of the representations by the public speakers would be made available
on the Council’s Website in those instances where copies had been made
available to the Council.
PL.84

SITES INSPECTION BRIEFINGS
1.

Members for 2nd January 2019

It was noted that Councillors PCB Coleman, Juliet Layton, Dilys Neill, and LR
Wilkins, together with the Chairman, would represent the Committee at the
Sites Inspection Briefing on 2nd January 2019.
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2.

Advance Sites Inspection Briefings

No advance Sites Inspection Briefings had been notified.
PL.85

LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEES
1.

Members for 16th January 2019

It was noted that Councillors AR Brassington, Sue Coakley, RW Dutton, David
Fowles and MGE MacKenzie-Charrington would represent the Committee at
the Licensing Sub-Committee on 16th January 2019.
2.

Advance Licensing Sub-Committees

It was noted that Councillors SI Andrews, Alison Coggins and RC Hughes
would now represent the Committee at the Licensing Sub-Committee on 16th
December 2018.
PL.86

OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business that was urgent.

The Meeting commenced at 9.30 a.m., adjourned between 11.00 a.m. and 11.10 a.m., and
closed at 1.10 p.m.
Chairman

(END)
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