Full Planning Committee - 08  November  2011
Agenda Update
5.1
KET/2010/0469

Orton Road (Land off),  Rothwell

8/11/11:-
Correspondence has been received from Councillor Hakewill which raises the following questions:-
1.  What if the company/ operator fails and or ceases to pay the premiums?
2.  Who would be responsible for reinstating the site in the event of failure of the operating company and the lack of availability of resources from any future landowner.
3.  Unsure what examples of this type of bond, but the difficulty of achieving this by the applicant would appear strong evidence of this not being a realistic option to satisfy the committee's desire for reinstatement if the use is not viable.
4.  The evidence that most companies fail in the first five years is not conclusive.  It is unclear where this data comes from and the operation is unique and would be hard to compare other businesses.
5.  Does the bond and reinstatement include the off site works to the Orton Road being removed and the road returned to its current appearance.
6.  The Full Council recommendation from 2008 was "That this Council agrees that there is a need for dedicated lorry parking facilities to serve the Borough and resolves that the issues of determining exact requirements, location and servicing should be dealt with through the Council's local planning process, in particular examined as a potential component of the Site Specific Local Development Document".  
Presumably the strategic issue of lorry parking facilities could still be better progressed through the Site Specific Local Development Document should the present application prove to be not viable.

Officer Response: The lorry park issue is only being picked up in the Site Specific Proposals LDD through a policy protecting this Rothwell truck stop from conversion to an alternative use.  This approach to develop a policy to protect designated parking sites from conversion to an alternative use was approved by Members at the Planning Policy Committee on the 8th March 2011.

3 further neighbour representations have been received.  Objections concerning the S106 detail are on the grounds of:-

- restoration requirements have been watered down
- the restoration method proposed is used by developers to develop land for building when the bond is removed
- a full insurance bond, from a reputable insurance company must be in position prior to the commencement of development
- concerned that the company may change over time and this will undermine any restoration bonds that may be in place

One further third party objection has been received which details comments against the decision to approve the application and e-mailed their notes taken of the Planning Policy Committee meeting at Kettering Borough Council on 08.03.2011.

Officer comment: A decision to approve the application subject to a S106 obligation has already been made by the Committee on 01.02.11.  The current report to committee is simply concerned with the developer's request to negotiate the S106 requirements.

A further letter of support has been received on 08.11.2011 from Snap on Tools, Telford way, Kettering.

5.2
KET/2011/0420
 
115  Polwell Lane,  Barton Seagrave

No update.

5.3
KET/2011/0451
 
64-66  Headlands (land to rear),  Kettering

1. Following submission of a 'Sandtoft: Dual Calderdale - Rustic' roof tile on 31.10.11 which is considered acceptable, it is recommended that condition 3 be amended to read 'The external walls and roof surfaces of all buildings and wall boundaries hereby approved shall not be constructed other than using Hanson 'Worcestershire Red Multi' brick and 'Sandtoft: Dual Calderdale - Rustic' roof tile in accordance with the samples submitted to the Local Planning Authority on 24th August 2011 [brick sample] and 31st October 2011 [roof tile sample], and shall be permanently retained in that form thereafter.'

2. Further window, door, rainwater goods and chimney details   have also been submitted, which are considered acceptable. As a result, it is recommended that condition 10 be replaced with a condition which reads 'The windows, rainwater goods, chimney, and architectural detailing used in the construction of the development hereby approved shall not be carried out other than in full accordance with the Eurocell details and email dated 4th November 2011 (15:08) received by the Local Planning Authority on 4th November 2011 and the accompanying details included in the Liniar windows specifiers guide received by the Local Planning Authority on 23rd September 2011, and the details shown on drawing no.10.2568.26 received by the Local Planning Authority on 7th October 2011, and shall all be permanently retained in that form thereafter.'

3. Drawing no. 10.2568.14E received on 04.11.11 provides details of all boundary treatments surrounding the site (1.8m C/B fencing) which together with the brick walls is considered acceptable. As a result, it is recommended that condition 4 be amended to read ' No dwellings hereby approved shall be occupied until the all boundary treatments have been implemented in full accordance with the details shown on drawing no. 10.2568.14E received by the Local Planning Authority on 4th November 2011,  which shall be permanently retained in that form thereafter.'

4. As a result of receiving drawing no. 10.2568.14E received on 04.11.11, conditions 7 and 8 and 11 and 13 should be changed to refer to this drawing number for the avoidance of doubt.

5.4
KET/2011/0504
 
Stoke Albany Road (land at),  Desborough

A revised flood risk assessment has been submitted by the applicant. The Environment Agency has been consulted and removed their objection subject to conditions covering surface water drainage, percolation tests and foul drainage disposal.  It is therefore recommended that reason for refusal 6 relating to flood risk be deleted from the recommendation.

Point of clarification- in section 6 of Planning Considerations (page 36) it states that a S106 obligation would be required to secure the occupation of five of the homes by Gypsies/ Travellers, however this could be secured either via a S106 obligation or a condition, subject to the necessary 'tests' for such a 106/condition.

Correspondence has been received from Councillor Wiley stating the following:-
"Although I understand the reasons given for refusing this application I would like to suggest that additional weight should be given to aspects of this proposal as follows:
a.  The field in which the proposed development is sited is itself a green field site, but it is surrounded by development of a semi-industrial nature which makes it hard to argue that it is rural in character.
b.  The site is adjacent to The Pastures Travellers site which is therefore presumably also isolated and away from local services.  If that is true for one site, surely it is true for another?
c.  The proposal will provide some affordable housing and, possibly more importantly, it is planned that members of both the settled and traveller communities will live there thus providing a means to integrate the two communities.  In terms of our wider social remit this is to be welcomed."

8/11/11 - Brampton Parish Council - Object - in particular relating to large scale and impact on open countryside.

5.5
KET/2011/0536
 
 Church View, North Lea, Weston by Welland

No update.

5.6
KET/2011/0560

32 Hawthorn Road, Kettering
No update.

5.7
KET/2011/0587
 
100 Britannia Road, Kettering
With regard to the concerns relating to the proximity of the chimney at the adjacent property 98 Britannia Road this has now been checked by officers with regard to Building Control Regulations, and concluded that there is sufficient distance between the proposed new property and the chimney so as not to cause any down draft which would affect the efficiency of the chimney.
6.1-6.11 ENFO/2011/00318
Potential Planning Enforcement Action at Greenfields, Braybrooke Road, Braybrooke

Councillor Wiley has emailed - supports the recommendations for enforcement action
