R02/96

MINUTES of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL SUB-COMMITTEE held in the Council Chamber, St Helen Court, County Hall, Ipswich on Tuesday 18 June 2002 at 2 pm

PRESENT:  J D Field, J R T Goldsmith, R Kemp, D Lockwood, G J Manuel, G K D McGregor, P J R Pendleton, D F Smith, Ron Snell, J A Swainson, A P Thwaites and D L Wood

It was noted that G K D McGregor and Mrs M J E Rodgers had replaced Joanna Spicer and Sue Thomas respectively as members of the sub-committee.  The following councillors were unable to be present and were substituted as shown: Jane Andrews Smith [Ron Ward], Labour Group vacancy [Roger Bellham], D A Levick [no substitute], S C Pryor [Jane Storey], Mrs M J E Rodgers [no substitute], M Rose [no substitute], Ros Scott [P H Howard], J D B Taylor [Sandy Martin]

1. election of chairman

Decision:  That D F Smith be elected Chairman.

2. confirmation of minutes

The minutes of the meeting held on 30 April 2002 were confirmed as an accurate record by the Sub-Committee and signed by the Chairman.

3. election of vice-chairman

Decision:  That J D Field be elected Vice-Chairman.

4. se/02/1747p distribution centre, offices, parking, servicing and access for ikea ltd, shepherd’s grove, stanton

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/69 [copy in the minute book] concerning an application that had been made to St Edmundsbury Borough Council for a major development at Stanton.  The Sub-Committee was reminded that the application site was shown in the St Edmundsbury Local Plan as an area for general employment purposes.  It was confirmed that the Borough Council, which was consulting the County Council in view of the strategic planning and transport implications inherent in the proposal, would be considering responses and representations before determining the application.

The Sub-Committee was advised that, since the report had been published, it had come to light that a claimed footpath would be affected by the proposed access road to the site.  There had also been a great deal of correspondence from residents along the A1088 who were concerned that HGVs going to and from the site might use it as an alternative route from the A14.  Residents had been assured that the Traffic Management Order controlling HGV movements on the A1088 would remain in force and that HGVs travelling to and from the Stanton site would be directed to use the A143 by way of a section 106 agreement.  

It was reported that an independent traffic assessment of the A143 had been carried out in order to verify the figures contained in material submitted by  IKEA as part of its planning application.  The independent assessment had concluded that IKEA’s traffic assessment exaggerated the level of HGVs currently using the A143 which affected the projected percentage increase in traffic from 15% to 25%. Despite the results of the independent traffic assessment, and taking all other planning considerations into account, it was not considered that there were sufficient grounds in terms of transport to object to the application.  It was, however, considered prudent to revise the recommendation to St Edmundsbury Borough Council in the light of the latest information on traffic movements.  A copy of the suggested revised recommendation was circulated at the meeting. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, the councillor for Blackbourn addressed the meeting.  She advised that her electoral division covered Stanton and she was fully familiar with the site and the issues around the Stanton industrial area.  She had first learned of the possible development some thirteen months ago and had immediately engaged in consultations and discussions with the Parish Council, local residents and adjacent parishes.  She described the issues that had been addressed during the course of those consultations.   As a result of all the views she had heard she was of the opinion that the application was acceptable, subject to the safeguards recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.  She fully supported the revised recommendation that had been circulated at the meeting save that she would have liked to see the word “only” after the words “to use” in (ii).

The councillor for Thingoe North was invited to address the meeting by the Chairman.  She advised that she too had consulted widely on the proposal.  She had reached the conclusion that the proposal was unacceptable as it was contrary to national planning guidance PPG13 and the Local Plan policy EN3.  In her view the access route through Great Barton village was totally unacceptable, even though it was a primary road and designated lorry route, because of the pinch points in the village centre.  HGV traffic through the village would also impact on environmental amenity.  She was particularly concerned that the proposed access road was dependent on IKEA being able to purchase land in private ownership and questioned the ethicality of compulsory purchase order procedures being used to resolve the matter.  She urged the Sub-Committee to recommend St Edmundsbury Borough Council to refuse the application.

In response to questions and comments made by the local and committee members, it was confirmed that IKEA had looked at a number of sites across the country but Stanton had proved to be the most viable in terms of size for their purposes.  The s106 agreement would be enforceable so far as HGV traffic was concerned, although it was inevitable that some members of the workforce travelling by private car would use the shortest route.  The Green Travel Plan had been suggested as a means of ameliorating that particular element of the traffic flow.  The night shift was not expected to generate much, if any, HGV traffic as it would consist of around 25 personnel engaged on packaging, administrative and security duties.  The Sub-Committee was assured that it was perfectly proper for a local authority to use its compulsory purchase order powers in situations where it was in the interests of best planning practices.  It was understood IKEA was having some difficulty in identifying the owners of the piece of land they required in order to link the two parts of the site, but not all avenues of enquiry had been exhausted.  In response to the comment that the application was contrary to PPG13 and the Local Plan, the Sub-Committee was reminded that the Local Plan clearly identified the site as being suitable for business purposes.    

The Sub-Committee thanked officers for the work they had done in identifying potential traffic and environmental impacts and for suggesting measures to address them.  The inclusion of a requirement to include a Green Travel Plan was particularly commended.

Decision:  The Sub-Committee endorsed the suggestion from the member for Blackbourn that the word “only” be included in the revised recommendation and agreed that St Edmundsbury Borough Council should be informed that the County Council did not object in principle to the application as strategic planning authority, but had a holding objection as local transport authority pending completion of a satisfactory section 106 Agreement to address the following matters:

(i) measures to minimise the environmental and safety impact of increased traffic along the A143 between Stanton and Bury St Edmunds;

(ii) a requirement for HGVs accessing the site from the A14 to use only the A143;

(iii) robust measures within a Green Travel Plan to provide alternatives to the private car for employees to travel to work;

(iv) measures, in conjunction with the local authorities, to secure that a link road be provided for use by all occupiers of the Shepherd’s Grove Industrial Estate [western area], allowing diversion of HGV and other traffic from the village of Stanton;

(v) the provision of an adequate water supply, as required by the Chief Fire Officer;  and

(vi) any measures which the Borough Council considered might be appropriate and practical to control changes to the characteristics of the site if IKEA ceased to use it.

Reason for the decision:   Ensured consistency with the Development Plan and minimised the impact of the development on local communities.

Alternative options:  The Sub-Committee had the option to recommend St Edmundsbury Borough Council to reject the application but did not consider there were sufficient planning grounds to warrant refusal.

Declarations of interest:  Not applicable.

Dispensations:  Not applicable.

5. w17336/1 miXed use development at south quay, off belvedere road, lowestoft

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/70 [copy in the minute book] concerned a proposed mixed use development for a foodstore, factory outlet centre and leisure facilities at South Quay, Lowestoft.  The Sub-Committee noted that Waveney District Council was seeking the County Council’s views on the application in terms of strategic planning and transport implications.

A councillor commented that, in his view, such a central site deserved far more innovative proposals.  He would have liked to have seen a residential element which would have added value and sustainability to the development.  The Sub-Committee was advised that the developer had looked at the possibility of including some residential provision but had concluded it was not a viable option due to the constrained nature of the site.

Decision:  It was agreed that Waveney District Council be informed that the County Council supported the application and that the following matters should be addressed by conditions and/or legal agreement:

(a) the development should be undertaken as a whole in order to ensure that the full regenerative benefits were achieved and that parts of the site were not developed in isolation;

(b) a high standard of design be achieved;

(c) occupancy conditions be imposed to ensure that the character of the factory outlet centre was retained in the long term and to protect the specialist services and facilities in the London Road South centre;

(d) contribution to improved transport infrastructure;  and

(e)  funding of measures to improve transport connections to increase the number of linked trips from the proposed development to Lowestoft town centre and London Road South and South Beach, eg by making pedestrian and cycle access more direct, attractive and safer and by ensuring provision of bus links between those locations.

Reason for the decision:  To ensure compliance with Development Plan policies and secure satisfactory integration of the development.

Alternative options:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  Councillors Thwaites and Goldsmith informed the Sub-Committee that they were members of Waveney District Council, the determining authority.  They were informed that, as their interest was non-prejudicial, they could remain in the meeting and take part in the discussion.

Dispensations:  Not applicable.

6. w17416/3 amendments and additions to the proposed south lowestoft relief road [amendment to planning permission w17416 granted in july 2000

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/71 [copy in the minute book] describing proposed amendments to the line of the proposed South Lowestoft Relief Road and other minor amendments.  The Sub-Committee was advised that, since the report had been published, the Environment Agency had responded by suggesting that a flood risk assessment be carried out.  It was pointed out that a flood risk assessment had been carried out by the consultants at the time of the initial application.  It was not considered necessary, therefore, to require a repeat survey.

In response to councillors’ concerns about surface water and the potential risk of flooding at lower levels, it was reported that Anglian Water, the owners of Kirkley Brook, had carried out extensive works following the Sub-Committee’s site visit.  There had been no evidence of flooding since that time, despite a particularly wet winter.

Decision:  That planning permission be granted, subject to the conditions recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.

Reason for the decision:  The proposals were in accordance with the Development Plan and considered to be acceptable.

Alternative options:  The Sub-Committee had the option to retain the existing approved design but decided to opt instead for the improvements in the revised scheme.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

7. c02/0508 extensions to sir robert hitcham ceva school, college road, framlingham
The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/72 [copy in the minute book] concerning an application to extend Sir Robert Hitcham CEVA School in Framlingham in order to accommodate an increase in pupil numbers.  It was reported that, since the paper had been published, Suffolk Coastal District Council had confirmed it had no objection to the application subject to the conditions recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport, although it would have liked to have seen a condition requiring obscure glazing to be used in the two top level toilet windows on the end elevation.  Attention was drawn to the concerns raised by Framlingham Town Council and the explanation in section 21 as to why the design was considered appropriate for the site.

Attention was drawn to a letter of objection had been received from a nearby resident who was concerned that the rise in pupil numbers could lead to an increase in traffic congestion.  The Sub-Committee noted, however, that the application included provision for additional car parking spaces and that there was a large free car park immediately opposite the school entrance which parents could use.  A councillor expressed surprise that the application did not appear to include a pedestrian access or secure cycle parking facilities.

Decision:  That planning permission be granted, subject to the conditions recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport and with the inclusion of an additional condition requiring obscure glazing to be used in the two top level toilet windows on the end elevation.

Reason for the decision:  The application was considered to be acceptable.

Alternative options:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

8. ip/02/00348FPC formation of additional car park as extension of existing facility at st albans high school, digby road, ipswich

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/73 [copy in the minute book] concerning a proposal to form an additional car park at St Albans High School, Digby Road, Ipswich.  It was pointed out that the application was intended to address the current shortfall in parking provision on the site as well as complaints from nearby residents regarding car parking, congestion, noise and other nuisance on residential streets.

A councillor queried the number of objectors shown on the map who were some distance away from the proposed new car park.  It was explained that they had confused the application with one that was expected to be made later in the year to extend the actual school.  A councillor queried why the Green Travel Plan referred to in section 17 of the report did not feature in the officer recommendations.  The Sub-Committee was assured that car parking and access arrangements would come under scrutiny again as part of the application to extend the school, once received.  The applicant would also be required to submit a Green Travel Plan as part of that application. The Sub-Committee was also assured that the school had already been requested to look at positioning the parking facilities for disabled drivers closer to the school building.

Decision:  That planning permission be granted subject to the conditions recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.

Reason for the decision:  The application was considered to be acceptable.

Alternative options:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

9. f/2002/311 retention of prefabricated building at all saints ceva primary school, vicarage road, newmarket 

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/74 [copy in the minute book] concerning the retention of a prefabricated building for use by a playgroup at All Saints CEVA Primary School, Vicarage Road, Newmarket.  It was reported that Forest Heath District Council and Newmarket Town Council had raised no objections to the application.

Decision:  That planning permission be granted, subject to the conditions recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.

Reason for the decision:  The application was considered to be acceptable.

Alternative options:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

10. i/02/00418/fpc retention of temporary classroom unit at rose hill cp school, derby road, ipswich

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/75 [copy in the minute book] concerning an application to retain a temporary classroom unit at Rose Hill County Primary School.  It was reported that there had been an anomaly in that the application asked for a five year extension of planning permission whereas the accompanying application statement had asked for three years.  In the circumstances, it was recommended that the standard time limit B3 condition be restricted to three years. 

The Sub-Committee was advised that Ipswich Borough Council had raised no objection to the application.

Decision:  That planning permission be granted, subject to the amended condition recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.

Reason for the decision:  The application was considered acceptable.

Alternative options:  The Sub-Committee had the option to grant permission for a five year period but opted instead to agree to the timespan requested in the applicant’s statement.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

11. outstanding enforcement matters/appeals lodged

The Sub-Committee received paper R02/76 [copy in the minute book] and noted the progress that had been made on authorised enforcement matters.  It was reported that the track at the Old Coal Yard, Long Melford had not been repaired over its entire length and that the matter was being pursued.

Decision:  None taken.  Report was for information purposes only.

Reason for decision:  Not applicable.

Alternative options:  Not applicable.

Declarations of interest:  Prior to consideration of the item Mr Kemp and Mrs Storey declared an interest in some of the issues contained within the report.  They both left the meeting while the report was discussed.

Dispensations:  None reported.

12. w1605/19 renewal of permission w1605/7 by variation of condition at whites pit, off hall lane, oulton

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/77 [copy in the minute book] concerning an application to vary a condition of the existing planning permission to permit filling Whites Pit, Oulton with inert waste.

It was reported that, since the report had been published, the owner-occupiers of Stone Cottage had objected to the proposal because of vehicular damage to the verge of their frontage.  They had provided photographs of the damage which were on display at the meeting.  The Parish Council had raised similar objections, as set out in section 24 of the report.  Whilst sympathetic to the concerns of the objectors, the Sub-Committee was aware that the application site was used infrequently and that completion was necessary to secure a satisfactory landform.  

Decision:  That planning permission be granted, subject to the conditions recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.

Reason for the decision:  Notwithstanding the representations that had been made, the Sub-Committee considered that the application was acceptable in terms of development control.

Alternative options:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

13. ms/452/02 change of use of land and buildings on land at gipping road, great blakenham

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/78 [copy in the minute book] concerning an application for change of use on land forming part of the industrial site between Claydon and Great Blakenham.  It was recommended that condition 4 be amended by deleting the words “clean” and “other”.  

Attention was drawn to the objections set out in sections 22 and 28 of the report.  The Sub-Committee noted that the erection of a fence on the western boundary and the restriction to permit only commercial/industrial waste should allay those concerns.  The Vice-Chairman expressed his support for the Parish Council’s objections.  He advised the Sub-Committee that the industrial estate was slowly upgrading itself.  It had been announced only the day before that a major call centre was locating to the site and in those circumstances he did not consider a waste transfer and recycling facility to be appropriate.  He was concerned too at the road safety aspects of the application.  He reminded the Sub-Committee that HGVs currently used the B1113 from the A14 and then negotiated several sharp bends to access the site.  The road had recently been dedicated as a safely to school route and was used by young children and mothers with toddlers.  Such use was highly likely to increase given the fact that two major residential estates were located nearby.  In the circumstances, he urged the Sub-Committee to refuse the application.  

Whilst sympathetic to the views expressed by the Vice-Chairman on behalf of the Parish Council and local residents, the Sub-Committee recognised that the site had an established industrial use.  In the circumstances there were no justifiable planning reasons for refusing the application.

Decision:  That planning permission be granted, subject to the conditions, as amended, recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.

Reason for the decision:  In line with national waste transfer/recycling initiatives.

Alternative options:  The Vice-Chairman’s motion to refuse planning permission did not receive the support of a seconder.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

14. unauthorised deposit of waste on land adjacent to the carrops, red lodge

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/79 [copy in the minute book] concerning the unauthorised deposit of demolition and excavation wastes on land adjacent to a public byway.  The land in question did not have the benefit of planning permission for development to which the deposited materials could contribute.  The landowner had been requested to remove the deposited wastes by 14 June but had failed to comply.  Instead, the landowner had offered to spread and cover the deposits rather than remove them.

Some councillors took the view that the landowner had knowingly deposited unauthorised waste in breach of development control and planning procedures.  In the circumstances they felt the Planning Authority should take appropriate enforcement action.  The Director of Environment and Transport was of the view that it would be prudent for the authority to allow the spreading and covering of the wastes as quickly as possible in order to prevent the attraction of fly-tippers to the area.  The Sub-Committee was assured that enforcement action would be pursued if the spreading and covering operations were not completed within a reasonable timespan

Decision:  That the landowner be permitted to spread and cover the deposited wastes on the understanding that enforcement action would be taken if the work was not completed satisfactorily within a reasonable timespan.

Reason for the decision:  Considered to be the quickest way of removing detrimental impact on the local environment.

Alternative option:  The motion to take enforcement action for the removal of the deposited wastes did not receive sufficient support from members of the Sub-Committee.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

15. prohibition of resumption of mineral workings on land north of euston road, barnham head, barnham

The Sub-Committee received paper R02/80 [copy in the minute book] and noted the decision of the Secretary of State in the matter of the proposed resumption of mineral workings on land north of Euston Road, Barnham Heath, Barnham.

Decision:  None taken.  Report was for information purposes only.

Reason for decision:  Not applicable.

Alternative option:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

16. se/02/1470p proposed infilL of disused pit, pit east of the firs mobile homes park, rushbrooke lane, bury st edmunds

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/81 [copy in the minute book] concerning an application to infill with inert waste an overgrown sand and gravel pit adjacent to a permanent 67-unit caravan site.  It was reported that requests for a detailed working scheme for landfilling and restoration works to support the application had not been forthcoming.  The Sub-Committee fully endorsed the Director of Environment and Transport’s reasons for refusing the application.

Decision:  That planning permission be refused.

Reason for the decision:  The Sub-Committee took the view that the applicant

(i) had not provided sufficient information to enable the Waste Planning Authority to be assured that there would be no adverse impact from the development on residential amenity and/or groundwater;

(ii) had not demonstrated that the requirements of the EU Landfill Directive 1999/31/EU could be satisfied in arrangements for landfilling that were consistent with the current Regulatory Guidance published by the Environment Agency (version 1.2 November 2001) and the Draft Landfill (England & Wales) Regulations 2002; and

(iii) had not provided sufficient information in the application to justify an increase in the landfill capacity for inert wastes in the Bury St Edmunds area.  The proposals did not provide for on-site waste recovery or provide any information on waste processing prior to disposal at the site to demonstrate that the proposal was in accord with the Government’s National Waste Strategy.

Alternative options:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

17. se/02/1594/p intermediate storage of fridges and freezers and temporary storage of waste from household waste sites at lackford landfill site, bury road, lackford

The Sub-Committee considered paper R02/82 [copy in the minute book] concerning the intermediate storage of fridges and freezers and the temporary storage of waste from household waste sites on a small area of Lackford landfill site.

The Director of Environment and Transport referred to the objections raised by Flempton cum Hengrave Parish Council, most of which were refuted by the detailed proposals as set out in sections 12-18 of the report.  He reminded the Sub-Committee that it was permissible for members of the public to deposit old fridges and freezers at civic amenity sites.  So far as he was aware, incidences of those appliances being abandoned at site entrances or on the access roads were negligible.  If such a situation did occur, he was confident that Viridor would move the fridge or freezer onto the site for disposal.  He assured the Sub-Committee that fridge and freezer doors were always removed from appliances and then banded back in place before being stored awaiting disposal.

Decision:  That planning permission be granted, subject to the conditions recommended by the Director of Environment and Transport.

Reason for the decision:  The application was considered to be in accord with planning control.

Alternative options:  None considered.

Declarations of interest:  None declared.

Dispensations:  None reported.

The meeting closed at 4.20 pm

-11-


