BETLEY, BALTERLEY & WRINEHILL

PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of the Extraordinary Meeting held on 15th July 2022

178/22
PRESENT:


Cllrs Robert Bettley-Smith, Angela Drakakis-Smith, Dave Karling, Gareth Owen and Chris Watkin.  

179/22
IN ATTENDANCE:


Borough Cllr Gary White


31 Members of the public


Gwyn Griffiths (Clerk).
180/22
Apologies for absence had been received from Cllrs Berrisford and Bullock (away) and from Cllrs Daly, Ecclestone, Hales, Head and Speed (who had all declared prejudicial interests). Cllr Hales was present as a member of the public but took no part in the proceedings.

181/22
Members considered the declaration of interests in agenda items.  Cllrs Bettley-Smith and Watkin each declared a personal interest in the licence application at Betley Court Farm through their acquaintance with the Speed family.

182/22
The Chairman welcomed residents to the meeting and outlined the procedure he would be following. All members had received a copy of the licence application and the relevant background documents. He would ask the Borough Councillor to explain procedure at the Borough for handling such applications.  He would then invite a representative of the applicant to speak followed by an objector. He would then invite alternate speakers for and against. He asked speakers not to repeat points already made, and pointed out it was not a debate but an opportunity for residents to make councillors aware of their views. He would close public participation by 7.30 and councillors would then determine what comment, if any, they wished to make to the Borough. 



He advised all present that he had arranged a meeting with the relevant Licensing Officer on Monday which would give an opportunity for those making submissions to obtain guidance on ensuring that their comments were in accordance with the requirements of licensing policy and would therefore be submitted to the meeting as valid observations.

183/22
Borough Cllr White explained the procedure for determing the application. The meeting would be held at 10am on 8th August.  A panel of 3-4 trained members would consider the application guided by a Licensing Officer. Anyone who had submitted a comment would be notified and would be allowed to address the committee subject to giving advanced notice. This would include the Parish Council if they chose to make a representation. All comments had to be related to the Council’s licensing objectives and must be supported by evidence. Voluntary conditions could be accepted by the applicant, or conditions could be imposed by the Licensing Committee. There had been some reference made to the Neighbourhood Plan but this was irrelevant to the licensing application as it was strictly a planning document.

184/22
The Chairman then adjourned the meeting to allow public participation.

185/22
A representative of the applicant was invited to speak. He outlined the history of the site and its use for a variety of events over the years, notably the Show and the Bonfire. In recent years a variety of new ventures had been introduced which he felt had both helped to support diversification of the farm business and had been generally welcomed by the local community.  It was unfortunate that of the thirteen concerts held some people only seemed to remember one where there had been an adverse impact which had not been repeated.

186/22
A number of residents the spoke, summarised as follows:


Speaker 1. Lives close to the venue. Has never had a problem. The applicants have a lot of experience and new ideas will enhance the village.


Speaker 2. Events are well organised and enjoyable, and benefit the local community.


Speaker 3. Fully supports the application. Bonfire had raised over £100k for the community. Asked why Parish Councillors did not all have a prejudicial interest since the Council had received money from the proceeds of the bonfire. The Clerk explained that since the funding was for the Council and not for the benefit of individual councillors there was no issue of a prejudicial interest arising.


Speaker 4. We know and trust the applicants. Ludicrous that there was even a need to discuss the matter.


Speaker 5. Trusted the applicants. Shame that the objectors did not appear to be present.


Speaker 6. Supported the previous speaker. The absence of any objectors suggested there was unanimous support for the application.


Speaker 7. While she herself had no objection to the application she thought it was unfortunate that at least one objector had received verbal abuse over the matter and she felt objectors may have felt intimidated. The Clerk reported that he had received a message from one objector indicating that a clash of meetings had prevented their attendance but also making reference to having received abuse. The Clerk had replied expressing his personal disgust at such behaviour and expressing regret that some people were unable to accept a difference of opinion without resorting to abuse.  The Chairman and councillors present (both Parish and Borough) expressed a similar view that any abuse was very regrettable and they would not condone such behaviour.


The Chairman then asked members of the public present if they would indicate their views by a show of hands. Thirty indicated that they were generally in favour of the application; one person indicated that they did not wish to express a view. Nobody present indicated that they objected to the application.


The Chairman closed public participation and reopened the meeting of the council.

187/22
The Chairman had distributed a draft resolution as a basis for discussion by members.  A member indicated that they felt the draft resolution was entirely reasonable given that the role of the Parish Council is to convey a broad community view. The draft as circulated was then moved and seconded.


A member proposed an amendment reversing the words “those in favour of the application” and “those against the application”. The amendment failed to secure a seconder and therefore fell.

188/22
The Chairman then moved an amendment to add a narrative footnote to the resolution which was seconded and thus became part of the substantive motion (as it was accpted by the mover of the original proposition.

189/22
The proposition was then put to a vote.

RESOLVED  The Parish Council requests the Licensing Committee to note the points made by those in favour of the application and those against the application and to develop appropriate licensing conditions to enable the Licence to meet the needs of the business, whilst addressing the concerns expressed by those objecting.

The Parish Council also wishes to place the following points on record:

It has received, or been copied into, four objections from local residents: Reeves, Covell, Walton and French.

It is also aware of an anonymous leaflet relating to the application a copy of which we understand has been provided to the Borough Council.  The Parish Council has disregarded this leaflet and considers it to be out of order as it is anonymous and we would ask the Borough Council to do likewise.

The Parish Council held an extraordinary meeting on 15th July to allow residents to express their views on the application.  31 residents were present (excluding councillors in attendance).  None raised any objection to the application, one resident indicated a wish to reserve their view and 30 indicated that they were in favour of the application.


[see footnote]
190/22
The Clerk advised members that he was having difficulty in securing the internal audit of accounts as the council’s internal auditor was suffering from Covid and was therefore isolating. He asked for permission to seek an alternative auditor if necessary in consultation with the Chairman.



RESOLVED that the Clerk be granted delegated authority, in consultation with the Chairman, to secure the services of an alternative Internal Auditor if necessary.

191/22
Date of next meeting - Thursday 28th July 2022.
Footnote:


Following the meeting and acting on the advice of the Borough Councillor and the Licensing Officer the resolution was amended (using the provisions of the Council’s Standing Order 26) to read as follows:

The Parish Council requests the Licensing Committee to note the points made by those in favour of the application and those against the application insofar as they relate to the Council’s Licensing Policy, specifically Public safety, Protection of children from harm, Prevention of crime and disorder, and Prevention of Public Nuisance, and to develop appropriate licensing conditions to enable the Licence to meet the needs of the business, whilst addressing the concerns expressed by those objecting.

The Parish Council also wishes to place the following points on record:

It has received, or been copied into, four objections from local residents: Reeves, Covell, Walton and French.

It is also aware of an anonymous leaflet relating to the application a copy of which we understand has been provided to the Borough Council.  The Parish Council has disregarded this leaflet and considers it to be out of order as it is anonymous and we would ask the Borough Council to do likewise.

The Parish Council held an extraordinary meeting on 15th July to allow residents to express their views on the application.  31 residents were present (excluding councillors in attendance).  None raised any objection to the application, one resident indicated a wish to reserve their view and 30 indicated that they were in favour of the application.

The Parish Council would wish to see the Betley Show and Betley Bonfire continue in their current format, with their current licensing conditions, in particular (although the Parish Council has doubts whether the Betley Bonfire is a licensable activity) the restriction on the selling of alcohol at the Betley Bonfire. Strong support was expressed at the meeting on 15th July for these two activities and the Parish Council has not been made aware of any concerns in respect of matters protected by the four criteria mentioned in the first paragraph.

As far as other events are concerned:

The Parish Council notes that land between the application site and Common Lane is in the ownership of the Speed family. The Parish Council is of the view that Common Lane should only be used as a means of access to and from the site in an emergency. This should be a condition of the licence. [This is consistent with a view expressed by the Parish Council some years ago when the licensing arrangements for the concerts were discussed.]

As far as the site itself is concerned, an appropriate noise management plan needs to be developed and implemented. This should be a condition of the licence. [This is consistent with a view expressed by the Parish Council some years ago when the licensing arrangements for the concerts were discussed.]

As far as the tea room is concerned the Parish Council has not been made aware of any concerns in respect of the four criteria mentioned in the first paragraph. Numbers (circa 40) in the tea room are restricted by the number of tables, so the sale of alcohol will not increase numbers and is also not expected to have any adverse impact on matters protected by the four criteria in the first paragraph. 

As far as other events on the farm are concerned, such as weddings, lunches, public events and private parties are concerned, the Parish Council has not been made aware of any concerns in respect of the four criteria mentioned in the first paragraph and such events appear to have been well managed. 

