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

PLANNING POLICY COMMITTEE

1st September 2009
Present:
Councillor Lamb( Deputy Chair in the Chair)


Councillors Bayes, Freer, C Groome, Lamb, Marks, Tebbutt, Titcombe, Watts and Wiley

Also Present :
Councillor Hakewill (for Item 6 only).

09.PP.11
APOLOGIES


Apologies were received from Councillor Bullock for whom Councillor Marks was acting as substitute.
09.PP.12
MINUTES

RESOLVED

that the minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 7th July 2009 be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair. 
Members felt that the comments expressed in Minute 09.PP.07 in respect of Desborough Town Centre did not reflect the strength of feeling expressed by the Committee on that matter at the meeting held on 7th July 2009. However, they were assured that officers were fully aware of the strength of feeling of members in respect of this matter and were treating it accordingly.
09.PP.13
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Hakewill
Personal Interest in Item 7 as a landowner in Braybrooke

Councillor C Groome
Personal interest as a member of Burton Latimer Town Council, Northamptonshire County Council and a Committee member of CPRE.
Councillor Tebbutt
Personal interest as a member of Desborough Town Council
09.PP.14
PUBLIC SPEAKERS

Councillor U. Jones (Warkton Parish Council) on Item 6


Ms M. Easton of Desborough on Item 7


Councillor B. Humfrey (County Councillor for Desborough) on Item 7


Mr I. Anderson of Desborough on Item 7
.
09.PP.15
EAST MIDLANDS REGIONAL PLAN: PARTIAL REVIEW – OPTIONS CONSULTATION

A report was submitted that informed members of the content of the East Midlands Regional Plan: Partial Review - Options Consultation and sought agreement for a response to this consultation.


The report summarised the context in which the Regional Plan was produced and summarised its content, in particular the requirements for the provision of housing up until 2031. Members were informed that the review was being conducted into a number of issues, including affordable housing, spatial development for each housing market area, regional transport strategy, renewable and low carbon energy generation and aggregates.


With regard to spatial development options, the report offered four options for North Northamptonshire as to how the growth agenda might be progressed beyond 2021. The options were as follows :

· Option 1 – Continue with the current strategy of focusing development on the 3 growth towns of Kettering, Corby and Wellingborough
· Option 2 – Focus development and regeneration at one or two of the growth towns

· Option 3 – Focus additional development into the areas between the growth towns

· Option 4 – Disperse growth evenly across the area

Members were requested to consider which of the above options would best meet the needs of North Northamptonshire from 2021, and why. They were also requested to consider any other options and provide evidence to support them if this was the case. They were provided with commentary on the options to assist them in their deliberations on the matter.

Councillor Ursula Jones of Warkton Parish Council addressed the Committee in respect of this item, and expressed concern regarding the balancing of housing growth with investment in infrastructure particularly in terms of the Regional Transport Strategy. She was concerned with the impact on residents if this matter was not given full consideration by the Council, and requested that the Committee receive a report at its next meeting in respect of this matter.

Members went on to discuss the options, and expressed the following views during their deliberations

· The local population continues to increase at a rate that will lead to the breakdown of current infrastructure provision

· Concern was expressed regarding the apparent level of central government political involvement  in this issue to the detriment of some of the towns earmarked for development
· In view of the current economic climate and the likely reduction in funding for local infrastructure in the broadest terms, there should be a moratorium in place on housebuilding until such time as the resources for levels of infrastructure to meet the needs of the planned development was in place

· The infrastructure provision will be difficult to achieve as will the required housebuilding figures

· Option 2 throws the balance of the development out of kilter and could be a recipe for disaster
· With regard to Option 4, there may be some merit in having discussions regarding the proposal being combined with Option 1, but only if the ‘place-making’ process is applied to the smaller towns in the development area as well as the larger ones

· The requirement for infrastructure requires more direct and urgent consideration to identify funding sources other than those available via Section 106 agreements

· Further to comments about Corby Borough Council being reported as favouring Option 2 with a greater number of houses in its area, it was pointed out that this was the case anyway with regard to the overall development
· The promotion of economic activity across the 3 main towns exclusively,  is difficult and could be spread into smaller towns

· The question of funding is problematic and is a balancing act between developers and central government provision. However, this can be achieved satisfactorily and has been in the past

· The A14 improvements alone is likely to be insufficient for infrastructure purposes for the new development

· Not enough money is being allocated to the East Midlands regionally to make the development feasible

· It was noted that the North Northants Joint Planning Unit and the individual Councils were lobbying government in respect of the equitable distribution of the development between the three towns

· Option 3 was not favoured by anyone due to concerns in respect of retention of the character of the individual towns and villages  and consequential damage to individual communities

· It was considered that Option 3 should not have been included in any case as legislation existed that prevented this course of action from occurring

· It was noted that there had been a significant cut in growth funding available, which had been diverted into housebuilding, particularly social housing in Corby. This would increase the problems with adequacy of infrastructure

· Doubt was expressed with regard to whether it would be possible to disperse growth evenly across the area as proposed by Option 4

· The need to be mindful of allocating functions in the development to the appropriate areas was considered to be important 

· Caution was urged regarding Option 3 and Option 4 being merged bearing in mind the reducing spaces between settlements
· The Local Planning Authorities should be provided some flexibility to disperse growth into the smaller towns within their Boroughs

Members having considered the report :-

RESOLVED

that:

i) the comments set out in paragraphs 2.9 and 2.23 of the submitted report, and, where appropriate, comments made by members as detailed above, are forwarded to the East Midlands Regional Agency as the Council’s formal response to the Partial Review Options Consultation; and 

ii) a report be submitted to the next meeting of the Committee in respect of the balancing of housing growth with investment proposed through the Regional Transport Strategy.
09.PP.16
SITE SPECIFIC PROPOSALS LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENT – ISSUES PAPER
(NB: Councillor Hakewill left the meeting prior to consideration of this item)


A report was submitted that informed members of the outcome of community involvement on the Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document (LDD) – Issues Paper and which sought agreement for responses to the consultation comments.


Councillor Belinda Humfrey of the Northamptonshire County Council (Desborough Division) was present at the meeting and addressed members in respect of the provision of a permanent home for the Desborough Heritage Centre, and arrangements for the notification of members of the Borough Council in respect of that, and in respect of letters sent to the signatories of a petition in respect of this issue by the Council’s Development Services. Councillor Humfrey expressed disappointment that the letters had not been presented to full Council as she had believed they would. In respect of the section of the document being considered, Councillor Humfrey contended that the ‘Retail’ section the ‘Positives’ and ‘Negatives’ sections said the same thing. She further expressed her concern with regard to the proposal to place a supermarket on the Lawrence’s Factory site in Desborough and expressed the wish for something to be placed their more in keeping with the site’s historical value.

Ms. M Easton of Desborough addressed the Committee in respect of the importance of any new development in Desborough to be aesthetically attractive for the town, and also to attract visitors. She was concerned that the conservation idea based on the Lawrence’s site was in danger of being lost as was the case with other sites. She felt that the Lawrence’s site could be used to provide a beautiful and unique centre for Desborough.

Mr I. Anderson of Desborough addressed the Committee and echoed the sentiments of the previous two speakers regarding the Lawrence’s site and was concerned with the repercussions of providing a development there that people of the town did not want. He favoured a development with small shops, restaurants and entertainment and suggested that facilities that provided this currently were starting to die. He was concerned that finance was becoming the overriding consideration for the use of the site. He suggested that a development that resembled the Groococks site in Rothwell might be appropriate.

Members noted that all the points raised above had been included and reflected the responses to the original document. Members also noted the rationale behind responding to all of the signatories to the letters in respect of the Heritage Centre with regard to identifying appropriate levels of contact in respect of the issue.

In respect of the submitted report, members expressed concern regarding the Government Office for the East Midlands (GOEM) comments about settlement boundaries for villages and the potential impact of removing them on both existing communities and the character of existing development both outside of the village and on infill sites inside villages. Members welcomed the changing criteria regarding affordable housing in rural settlements. Members made the following additional points whilst discussing this report 

· in the item headed ‘Location of Development’ consideration should be given to the word ‘existing’  being added in front  the reference to settlement hierarchy

· there was a reduction in the size of houses built in recent years and it was unclear how Councils could influence this by way of planning policy development

· members were appraised of the way the document would be developed to inform policy in future iterations of the documents

· all information would be publically available to view



Having considered the matter, it was




RESOLVED  that :-


i)
the results of the public consultation on the Site Specific 


Proposals Local Development Document (LDD) – Issues Paper 

be noted; and

ii)
the officer responses to comments raised during the Issues


Paper Consultation, as contained in Appendix 1 of the report, be

agreed..
(The meeting started at 7.00 pm and ended at 8.45 pm)

Signed ....................................................

Chair
iw






Planning Policy No. 

(1.9.09)

