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

Planning Policy Committee

Meeting held – 23rd February 2006

Present:
Councillor Titcombe (Deputy Chair in the Chair)


Councillors Adams, Civil, C Groome, Gordon, Jones, Lamb and Tebbutt
05.PP.34
APOLOGIES


Apologies were received from Councillors Coe, Padwick, Smith-Haynes and Whitlam.  Councillors Civil, Lamb and Jones gave apologies for their late attendance.

05.RF.35
MINUTES

RESOLVED
that the minutes of the meeting of the Forum held on 25th January 2005 be approved and signed by the Chair subject to an addition to the resolution at Minute No. 05.PP.31 (i)(e) as follows:-


"Strategic gaps between settlements should be clearly identified (eg Kettering and Corby, Kettering and Isham, Kettering and Burton Latimer, Rothwell and Desborough)."

05.RF.36
PLANNING GAIN SUPPPLEMENT (PGS)


A report was submitted which sought a response to the consultation document on Planning Gain Supplement published by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, HM Revenue and Customers and HM Treasury.  A response was required to be submitted by 27th February 2006.


During the debate on the proposed consultation response the Committee expressed concern on the following elements of the approach  to introducing a Planning Gain Supplement.

(Councillor Civil joined the meeting at 7.30 pm)

· the proposal removes the direct link between investment in infrastructure and local development as regional decisions would be made on local issues

· national politics could influence land supply as developers may wait to bring land forward for development if they believe the legislation may be changed

· although there was an argument for investing planning gain from development into local infrastructure this could be achieved through the way Section 106 agreements are applied

· the increased costs to the developer would be passed on to purchasers of property, so there is a real prospect of householders paying for projects in another area of the region

· there would be no transparency of amounts of money raised locally, as this information would be restricted under the Freedom of Information Act.

· a larger share of difference in land values should feed back into infrastructure to provide for services and increased traffic etc

· the structure and scope of Section 106 Agreements was due to be widened shortly and a study due to be carried out as to how the new approach could be applied locally

· land could actually have a negative value if there was a need to clean up contamination etc or increase the stability of the land

· the review seems to be badly thought-out, will be unpopular with developers and communities and would therefore have a high risk of failure

· any scheme of this type would need to have undisputed support to prevent land banking

RESOLVED

that 


(i)
a response be forwarded as outlined in Appendix 2 to the report and the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister be informed that, although supporting the principle of investing planning gain locally, the Borough Council does not support the proposals for PGS as outlined in the consultation document; 


(ii)
any scheme of this type would need to have undisputed support to prevent land banking; and


(iii)
the draft response at Appendix 2 to the report be amended as follows:-



General



(two additional bullet points)

· the PGS is likely to encourage development to come forward in small phases

· there is a need to ensure fairness in terms of restrictions or relaxations of planning regulations in particular in terms of the General Development Order



5.1 – Add "There should be a guarantee of transparency".



6.1 – The response should refer to recycling of PGS revenues locally and aligned to local priorities.  



6.2
- PGS revenues should be used to fund strategic infrastructure at a local level.



6.3
- Local negotiations should include the businesses which will be delivering the development and the Council through the LDF process.  North Northamptonshire is an example of how authorities are combining to give a strategic approach.

05.PP.37
PLANNING POLICY STATEMENT 25 (DEVELOPMENT AND FLOOD RISK) – CONSULTATION


A report was submitted which sought approval for the response to the Consultation paper on a new Planning Policy Statement 25 (PPS25) Development and Flood Risk.


The report was supplemented with an update, which had been previously circulated.


It was noted that this item had come forward for discussion as a replacement for PPG 25, which had been published in July 2001, and responses were required by 28th February 2006.


The following points were made during the debate:-

· The points made at Paragraph 8 of the proposed response are important and the consequences of development outside the flood plain should be stressed using the example of the major flooding in Northampton which happened because development elsewhere had increased the volume of water and receptors were flooded

· Developers should pay for technical assessments by a professional engineer as the Borough Council should not be expected to pay for this work

· It was not yet widely understood that flood defences were not a statutory requirement and historically it was assumed that flood defences would be maintained – when flooding occurred defences then collapsed through lack of maintenance. This issue has not been fully covered in the document.

· Sequential zones would preclude certain types of development, but proactive work should be undertaken with the Environment Agency on a more generic basis to preclude any development in specific areas, eg the Ise Valley and Slade Brook and its tributaries


It was noted that green infrastructure work was currently being brought forward by the Environment Agency, which had been taking a leading role on this issue. 

RESOLVED

that:-


(i)
the observations contained in the conclusions in the report be forwarded to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister with the following additions:-


(a)
the comments contained in the update be re-emphasised in the response, namely

-
practice notes should be released concurrently with the new PPS25

-
a greater emphasis be placed on bullet point 4 under 5.1 in respect of the impact of delay

-
the maintenance of SUDs systems should be secured through a Section 106 agreement or a unilateral undertaking

(b)
the comments made in Appendix 2 to questions 4 and 6 regarding SFRAs and the sequential approach be included in the response along with Paragraph 8 (with regard to dealing holisticaly with flood risk issues) and Annex F (maintenance of SUDs systems - reference to be include don the need for the maintenance of flood defences to be a statutory requirement);

(ii)
The response to questions 4 and 5 include reference to closer links with Regional and Strategic Flood Risk Assessments locally including exception tests and correlation with Flood Risk Assessments.

(Councillors Jones and Lamb joined the meeting

at 8.30 pm)

05.PP.38
RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON PLAN: PREFERRED OPTION REPORT AND SUSTAINABILITY REPORT


A report was submitted which sought approval for the response to the consultation on the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan: Preferred Option Report and Sustainability Report.


It was noted that a response was due by the 10th March 2006.  It was also noted that the Priors Hall development had not been included in this Plan.


During the debate it was felt that several issues should be highlighted and considered by the Joint Planning Unit as potentially affecting both Kettering Borough and planned development in East Northants.


The issues that members felt should be highlighted were:-

· The potential for increase in traffic from East Northants areas travelling west to the M6 and M1

· The effect of traffic travelling from the large development between Cranford and Barton Seagrave through East Northants area to the east

· The potential for the creation of "rat-runs" through villages in East Northants, Warkton and Warkton Lane to avoid congested main routes

· The potential for an effect on East Northants employment opportunities due to development in Kettering Borough

· The effect of increased traffic on rural and edge-of-urban routes

· Development at Thrapston would strengthen the need for an Eastern Bypass and possibly a Kettering Southern bypass

· Green areas between development should be maintained on environmental grounds

RESOLVED
that no observations be made in connection with the document but that the above comments be forwarded.

(The meeting started at 7.00 pm and ended at 8.50 pm)

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

Chair

AI
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