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

PLANNING POLICY COMMITTEE

Meeting held: 4 October 2011
Present:
Councillor Michael Tebbutt (Chair)


Councillors Dearing, Freer, Groome, Lamb, Manns, Mills, Smith and Soans
11.PP.16
APOLOGIES


Apologies were received from Councillor Wiley.  It was noted that Councillor Soans was acting as a substitute for Councillor Wiley.
11.PP.17
MINUTES 

RESOLVED
that the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Policy Committee held on 31st August 2011 be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair.
11.PP.18
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST


Cllr Jim Hakewill declared a personal and prejudicial interest as a resident  of Braybrooke.
11.PP.19
PUBLIC SPEAKERS

Alan Wordie – Item 7


Barry Davis  – Item 7


County Councillor Christopher Groome – Item 7

11.PP.20
DRAFT NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK


Rebecca Collins, Senior Development Officer was in attendance for this item.

A report was submitted, the purpose of which was to inform Members of the Draft National Planning Policy Framework and to agree a response to the consultation on behalf of Kettering Borough Council and the Borough’s geographic Forums.

Members noted that the Draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) had been published by the Department of Communities and Local Government for consultation on 25 July 2011 and the closing date for comments was 17th October 2011.  The NPPF was intended to replace the Government’s current approach to providing policy guidance, in the form of Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) and Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs).  The NPPF would slim down national guidance from over 1,000 pages to just over 50 pages and it was intended that eth NPPF would help encourage communities to become more involved in their area through “neighbourhood planning”.  


Members noted the proposed comments contained in Paragraphs 2.24 to 2.36 of the report which had been suggested following the consultation and discussions held at the A6 Towns and Rural Forums.

It was  noted that Kettering Borough Council welcomed the continued requirement for a sequential approach to be applied for applications for retail and leisure uses that were not in an existing centre, thereby helping to maintain the emphasis towards vitality and viability of town Centres and also welcomed the removal of the sequential approach for office development. 

However, it was noted that the Council was concerned about:-
· The lack of definition of the term ‘sustainable development’;

· The loss of much of the principles of localism in planning decisions and the removal of any sense that local communities can determine the future of their area;

· Making housing land supply targets harder to meet and further undermining the plan led system; and

· The proposals to require adjoining areas to make up the short fall in an area.

Members were informed that any additional comments made by the Committee would be considered by the Executive at its next meeting on Wednesday 12 October.

Members made the following comments:-

· It was questioned as to where the current Area Action Plans would exist within the new framework and which plans would take priority? This would apply to Kettering, Rothwell and Desborough towns which already had Area Action Plans either already developed and signed off by the Secretary of State or were in the process of being so.  More clarity in the guidance was also required as to how long an adopted plan remained adopted and for how long and what would happen to those plans already in the process.

· The length of time that it would take to bring in the new neighbourhood plans was questioned and clarification sought as to who would pay for them.   
· Concern was expressed over Paragraphs 2.18 to 2.21 in respect of ‘Developers and local planning authorities should consider the potential of entering into planning performance agreements, where this might achieve a faster and more effective application process’.  It was considered that this would allow more development but no apparent link to the actual sale of houses.
· There seemed to be no correlation between development and jobs and the need to protect the environment.

· The point should be clearly made that Kettering was already working closely with other areas and it already had in place an agreed North Northants Core Strategy which was considered to meet the objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework.  Confirmation should be sought that this would still be the situation.
· The quality of development should not reduce as a consequence of the plan and that any agreed new development should continue to be sympathetic to their surroundings.  Conditions covering the natural environment should be robust and consultation over such matters should take place with town and parish councils and local people. 

· To reinforce strongly that a full definition of the term ‘sustainable development’ was required.
· The NPPF should be explicit in requiring affordable housing targets in the plan as there were currently no specific details relating to affordable housing in the plan.  The current requirement was for 30% affordable housing but some developers were trying to negotiate that figure down.  This omission of affordable housing targets, coupled with the fact that the document placed responsibility on the planning officers to ensure that developers would get a reasonable return on their investment was of major concern and should be addressed.
· Reference to the Human Rights Act should be omitted as it did not fit in with the documentation.
Officers made the following comments in response:-

· There currently was no correlation in the document between development and jobs, however, the document was supportive of job growth and actually removed some of the onerous parts of the current planning process by removing the sequential testing for office development.
· It was not known at this stage what would happen to existing adopted plans and how long the certificates of conformity would take to process.  It was assumed that it was intended to have one overarching plan rather than a number of plans and clarification would be sought on this matter.  

· In respect of producing Neighbourhood plans, a group with expertise would be required to bring forward a plan and there was a suggestion that the Council would support neighbourhood plans, however the extent of liability to pay for/help was unknown and clarification on this would be sought.
RESOLVED
that:-

(i) the contents of the report be noted; and

(ii) the comments summarised in paragraphs 2.24 to 2.6 of the report, together with the additional comments raised by members above, form the response to the consultation of Kettering Borough Council and the three geographic Forums.
(iii) That the Council’s  comments be shared with the Joint Planning Unit and East Midlands Councils 

11.PP.21
SITE SPECIFIC PROPOSALS LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENT Background Papers and Consultation Proposals 

Julia Baish, Development Officer, was in attendance for this item.


A report was submitted, the purpose of which was to provide 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; discuss consultation proposals for the Site Specific Proposals (LDD); and make Members aware of additional responses to the Site Specific Proposals (LDD) Issues Paper consultation comments and agree Officer comments. 


The Committee noted that the Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document (LDD), when adopted, would form part of the North Northamptonshire Local Development Framework.  It would cover the whole Borough with the exception of issues addressed in the Core Spatial Strategy and the Area Action Plans for Kettering Town Centre and Rothwell & Desborough Urban Extensions.


The document would allocate land for housing, employment, retail, leisure and community facilities.  In addition to this it could contain policies relating to specific areas such as Rothwell, Desborough and Burton Latimer town centres and topics such as design, affordable housing and protection of the open countryside.


Members were informed that the responses received by email which were not included in the list of response reported to the committee on 1 September 2009 were now reported as an appendix to the report.


Alan Wordie of Buccleuch Estates addressed the Committee under the Right to Speak Policy.  He made the following comments:-

· The documents were a good evidence base and a useful start point.

· He looked forward to being able to engaging with KBC in respect of rural villages.

· There was a need to have an eye for village opportunities so as to encourage inward investment.

· Proper evaluation of villages every 18 – 24 months.

· No reference to employment land evidence in the documents.


In response, Rebecca Collins confirmed that a paper in respect of employment land was to follow which would contain the information requested.

Barry Davis, 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.



Councillor Christopher Groome of the County Council and Burton Latimer Town Council addressed the Committee under the Right to Speak Policy.  He made the following comments:-

· In April 2005, the council had abandoned its work on an Area Action Plan for Burton Latimer in favour of work on other AAP documents which reflected growth pressures at the time.
· Since then, Burton Latimer had and was facing great pressure from developers but had no framework to help defend against unwanted applications and it was of great concern that Burton Latimer was in danger of having major growth without having the appropriate planning framework in place to deliver schools and other infrastructure. 
Officers made the following points in response:-

· The Area Action Plans for Rothwell and Desborough had not yet been approved by the Secretary of State.  

· Although the documents by themselves would not have any weight in the planning process, the documents that have been produced would become a material planning consideration in the discussion of applications at committee.  The purpose of the documentation papers was to set out the methodology.    In the event that officers had to defend a site in Burton Latimer or other location that they were not sufficiently comfortable about, the paper would become part of the technical evidence.

It was noted that although the Site Specific Proposals LDD Options consultation was scheduled to take place in late October/ November, due to delay in the Core Strategy Review this consultation will be delayed until the consultation on the Core Strategy Review has been approved by the Joint Planning Committee.
The Chair asked that all parish and town councils be asked to look at the documents and feed back comments/amendments to officers as soon as possible, in the interests of achieving an accurate base line and in raising awareness of the issues likely to be encountered during the formal consultation stage. 
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; subject to further refinements on the grounds of accuracy or new information 
(ii) the consultation proposals set out in section 3 of the report be noted; and

(iii) the additional responses to the Issues Paper consultation be noted and officer responses to those comments be agreed.

(The meeting started at 7.00 pm and ended at 8.20 pm)

Signed …………………………………

Chair
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