B O R O U G H   O F   K E T T E R I N G

PLANNING POLICY COMMITTEE

Meeting held: 15th November 2011

Present:
Councillor Michael Tebbutt (Chair)


Councillors Freer, Lamb, Manns, Mills, Smith, Wiley and Zanger

11.PP.22
APOLOGIES


Apologies were received from Councillor Ruth Groome.  It was noted that Councillor Zanger was acting as a substitute for Councillor Ruth Groome.
11.PP.23
MINUTES 

RESOLVED
that the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Policy Committee held on 4 October 2011 be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair, subject to the following amendments under 11.PP.21 - Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document Background Papers and Consultation Proposals (amendments in italics):-


Barry Davies, Land agent acting for the owner of a site at Gate Lane, Broughton, addressed the Committee under the Right to Speak Policy.  He made the following comments:-
· There were some inaccuracies in the Rural Masterplan affecting his site, specifically its description as historically important open space and the site’s accessibility.
· He referred to technical reports and suggested that he bring these to the Council’s attention.
· He was grateful to be allowed to express his concerns and he looked forward to working closely with officers on this matter and moving forward.
11.PP.24
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST


None.
11.PP.25
MATTERS ARISING

None.

11.PP.26
PUBLIC SPEAKERS


Barry Davies – Item 6

11.PP.27
SITE SPECIFIC PROPOSLS LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENT Background Papers

A report was submitted which provided members with information on a series of background papers which have been prepared to support the Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document (LDD) consultation on options.
Julia Baish, Development Officer, was in attendance for this item. Members were reminded that at the previous meeting held on 4 October 2011, they had been provided with a series of background papers prepared to support the Site Specific Proposals LDD options consultation.  The aim of this report was to provide members with a further set of background papers, prior to preparation of the Options consultation document planned for early 2012.   The background papers which accompanied the report as Appendices 1 – 6  were in respect of the following:-
· Employment Allocations
· Gypsy and Traveller Site Allocations
· Open Space and Allotments
· Affordable Housing
· Flood Risk
· Re-use and redevelopment of Rural Buildings land Farm Diversification
Debate ensued under each paper as follows:-

Employment Allocations
It was noted that the paper only looked at sites which were 5 ha or less and sites over 5ha would be assessed through the review of the Core Spatial Strategy. 
Members were concerned that the figures quoted under the employment requirement had not included retail which could result in an understatement of the figures.  In response, it was confirmed that the figures in these papers only elated to B use classes but that there could be much more growth in other areas.  Reference to non-B use classes would be added to the paper.
Members asked whether the consultation would enable people to make preferences on the options A – D which identified growth for Kettering Borough to 2031 and it was confirmed that these had already been identified as acceptable to the four councils and that a mixture of some of them was likely to be put forward for the options document and this would come back via the JPU in order for it to go forward for consultation.

Some further slight amendments were identified on pages 15/16 to the site assessment sheet.  It was also pointed out that Eckland Lodge was not in Desborough but in the Welland Ward.

Officers noted the above amendments.
Gypsy and Traveller Site Allocations
Members noted that the paper provided a summary of the policy context relating to the provision of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation and summarised the evidence base in terms of the need for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation and set out 4 options for identifying potential Gypsy and Traveller sites in the Borough.  The four options were:-
i) To identify pitches on existing sites or in close proximity to existing sites providing an intensification of existing provision.

ii) To identify new sites away from existing ones to provide more dispersed provision.

iii) To identify the sites using a search criteria to allow the identification of the most sustainable sites; and

iv) A combination of the options above.

Members were pleased to see the total pitch/plot requirement for Kettering of 10 residential pitches for both periods 2012/17 and 2017/2022.  It was pointed out that the police preference for not having an over concentration on one site should be noted.
Open Space and Allotments
Members noted that the paper provided a summary of the current policy position, reviewed existing open space designations and proposed to identify visually and historically important open space’ to replace the Environmentally Important Open Space designation identified in Local Plan Policy 94.

In response to a question from Members, it was confirmed that the green elements were obtained from the PPG17 register and the process was mopping up sites missed through the previous survey.  

It was pointed out that in Burton Latimer, their Local Development Plan showed more open spaces and which document would prevail?  In response, it was confirmed that if they were of visual importance, they could be supported as options through the options consultation and included in the site specific documents.  The Department would be looking at spaces identified through the PPG17 Study and updating it accordingly.  It would be ideal if those sites could be identified earlier through the PPG17 register.
Barry Davies, Land agent acting for the owner of a site at Gate Lane, Broughton, addressed the Committee under the Right to Speak Policy.  He made the following comments:-

· Site Assessment (page 5, section 4) – In the methodology used on the Site Assessments, there is no explicit reference to “historic” considerations, and therefore how that aspect should be assessed.

· Page 9 of the Background Paper referring to Broughton HVl/011 refers to “visually important open space” – the Rural Master Plan reported to Policy Committee on 4th October 2011, page 50 (Site RA/095) did not identify Gate Lane as a “visually important area of open space”, but did refer to it as “historically”. 
· The Background Paper does not provide any well-reasoned justification for its conclusions about the Gate Lane Site, particularly given what the Master Plan work says about “visual significance”.

· There is no Conservation Area currently designated in Broughton and the site therefore cannot be claimed to contribute positively to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.

· The site does not contribute to the significance of the currently designated heritage assets within Broughton.  You will be aware that there are five listed buildings located on Church Street within Broughton and a further two re located on Kettering Road further to the south-west.  The site is not clearly visible from these listed buildings.  The topographical position of the site also limits the contribution it makes to their setting.  There are no designated heritage assets within the site or in immediate proximity to it
· The archaeological interest in the site is not considered to be of sufficient importance to development.  There are two principal known archaeological monuments within the site: An area of former open field, cultivation ridge and furrow and a series of mediaeval settlement earthworks.
Mr Davies also suggested the services of a single expert opinion on the historical and important open space aspect on this site.
The Chair thanked Mr Davies for his speech and officers made the following comments in response:-

· The document would be used to write a series of options and this would then be consulted upon and all interested parties will have the opportunity to comment.  It would then come back to Members outlining all the comments to which Members can chose whether or not to endorse. 
· HVl/011 should say ‘emerging conservation area’ and any inconsistencies would be rectified in the final documents.
Members made the following additional comments:-

· What was happening about Brambleside Wood and when would it be designated as a Natural and Semi-Natural Open Space?  It was confirmed that this had been omitted from the original PPG17 study and would be included in the next round.
· Copies of the maps and the differences between existing designated spaces and those proposed to be designated would have been useful.
· Members asked about allotments at Wilbarston, Burton Latimer, Mawsley, East of Kettering and Brampton Ash and the designation of pocket parks.
Officers responded that final maps would be provided to identify any omissions and pocket parks had already been designated.

Affordable Housing
Members noted that this paper provided a summary of the current policy position in relation to affordable housing thresholds and tenure and housing mix, and a summary of the findings of background evidence and the Site Specific Proposals LDD Issues Paper consultation and uses this evidence to identify options for policies on affordable housing thresholds and tenure and housing mix.

Members made the following comments:-

· Why did it say there was little need for 3 bedroomed houses?  It was confirmed that the housing assessment looked at all north Northamptonshire and that was its findings, however the Kettering needs assessment indicated that there was a need in Kettering
· They questioned the findings in 3.4 and in Burton Latimer and Barton Seagrave that there was a need for around 300 smaller 2 bed flats and houses for people of retirement age and 200 smaller properties suitable for the older elderly.  Clarity was sought over oldest elderly and older elderly. Officers in response confirmed that these had been based on studies that had been undertaken.
· Further clarification that on the basis of modelling, the Desborough Housing Market Assessment recommended an affordable housing requirement of 24% was sought.

· The main issue in respect of affordable housing in rural villages was poor transport.

· Officers confirmed that a full range of affordable housing had been identified but they would now need to access viability of options to ensure policies are viable.
Flood Risk – Water management
Members noted that the paper sought to establish a policy framework to ensure that the significant growth planned in Kettering Borough can be accommodated sustainably in terms of flood risk and water management – i.e. the risk of water related problems, especially flooding, should not be increased through new development.  Instead growth should, where possible, bring about measures which improve the water environment and reduce or mitigate existing flood risk.

Members questioned that under the Proposals for large developments including the Sustainable Urban Extensions, it had to be demonstrated that non-residential development would be compliant with a BREEAM/Eco-building assessment rating of at least ‘very good’.  Did this apply to all buildings or was there a upper limit?  Officers confirmed that this came under Policy 14 and they would feed back this comment to the core strategy.
Re-use and redevelopment of Rural Buildings land Farm Diversification 
Members noted that this paper proposed options to set out the criteria for farm diversification and the re-use and redevelopment of rural buildings.  It recognised that these were two important issues for the areas of the Borough which play a significant part in the Borough’s character, community and economy.

Members made the following comments:-

· They were very much in favour, subject to getting decent broadband speeds.
· They agreed strongly with a policy for reuse of rural buildings and this should be a tool for generating employment in rural areas.  Members stated that options should ensure there is a policy on this and not include an option to have no policy.
RESOLVED
that:-


(i)
the contents of the background papers be noted and endorsed as a basis for preparing the Site Specific Proposals LDD Options paper for consultation, subject to Members’ comments above.
(The meeting started at 7.00 pm and ended at 8.20 pm)

Signed …………………………………

Chair

jcm
Planning Policy No. 1
15.11.11

