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

PLANNING POLICY COMMITTEE

Meeting held: 13th September 2012
Present:
Councillor Michael Tebbutt (Chair)


Councillors Adams, Groome, Lamb, Manns and Smith.
Also Present:
Councillor Lamb
12.PP.15
APOLOGIES


Apologies were received from Councillors Dearing and Mills. It was noted that Councillor Adams was acting as a substitute for Councillor Mills.
12.PP.16
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST


None
12.PP.17
MATTERS OF URGENCY

None
12.PP.18
PUBLIC SPEAKERS


None
12.PP.19
BROUGHTON CONSERVATION AREA APPRAISAL 
A report was submitted which sought approval to consult on the draft version of the Broughton Conservation area Appraisal.
It was noted that the Council was approached by Broughton Parish Council in 2009 to determine whether any areas of the village were 'desirable to preserve or enhance' and if so, whether they could form a Conservation Area in accordance with the 1990 Act.  This report concludes the findings of that work and introduces the next steps.  

It was noted that the consultation period would run for six weeks during October and November 2012.  The appraisal document would be available in local libraries and offices and on-line.  Paper copies of the appraisal would also be available on request and an explanatory leaflet produced for those living in the Conservation Area.
Members requested that information packs be made available to schools and the church.

RESOLVED
that:-


(i)
the contents of the report be noted and a six-week consultation period for the Broughton Conservation Area be agreed; and


(ii)
the Head of Development Services, in consultation with the Chair, be authorised to make minor alterations to the consultation document prior to consultation.

12.PP.20
SITE SPECIFIC PROPOSALS LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENT – OPTIONS CONSULTATION


A report was submitted which:-

(i)
informed members of the responses to the Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document (LDD) Options Consultation on the settlement specific sections of the document;

(ii)
noted the consultation responses, officers' comments and summary sheets, which included an indicated as to the compliance of options with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the emerging Joint Core Strategy policies; and

(iii)
sought endorsement of the 'next steps' as outlined in the summary sheets and for officers to proceed with the production of the Site Specific Proposals LDD.

A presentation which outlined the key issues identified in the report was given.  The presentation also outlined the response and next steps for each key issue.

Members commented on the key issues as follows:-
Kettering and Barton Seagrave
· The Fire Station and its proximity to Bishop Stopford School caused issues of traffic congestion in the Headlands
· The land at Weekley Glebe was an open space used for junior football and other community activities

· The national grid recommended that no housing should be sited underneath high voltage distribution lines because of electro-magnetic interference and health considerations.


Burton Latimer

· BL/01: The War Memorial in the centre of town should be protected
· Land at Barton Hall should be preserved

· BL/042 is prone to flooding and the Town Council does not support this site

· The Ise Valley should be protected as it represents a considerable amenity area

· Burton Latimer has an old sewage network, which may not cope with further development unless it is upgraded

· A storm drain in Finedon Road flows into a field

· There are general concerns regarding the ability of the infrastructure  to cope with development

Desborough

· DE/065 had been discussed with the Education Department.
· There are problems with accessing GPs in Desborough

(Councillor Smith left the meeting at 8.05 pm)

Rothwell

· There was concern about the library site redevelopment
· Rothwell Town Council's comments regarding the library and additional housing should be taken into account
· Access to Montsaye School should be from the link road from the old A6 to the new A6. Rothwell Town Council were keen to see the bypass constructed at an early stage to help re-route traffic
· Traffic travelling to and from Montsaye School should have access from the new road
· The road from Desborough to Rothwell should be the principal road as conditions in winter would make it impossible to start if the Rothwell North Road had priority.
· There should be no development over the brow of the hill
· Rowell Fair should be protected.  Vehicles and parking are an issue – an alternative site is needed if Rowell Fair is to continue to operate
· There should be a sign at works junction regarding HGVs
Rural Area – Rural Strategy

It was noted that the Draft Joint Strategy took a different view to the Rural Strategy.  However it was noted that this would be coming back to the Committee for consideration in October.

In discussion, the Committee agreed with the Police regarding the principle of avoiding rear car parking courts, and it was suggested that this should be added as a design principle.

A consistent theme should be established in relation to the conversion of barns into dwellings in villages, and this should extend to design principles for such conversions.

Broughton

It was noted that there was significant local objection to development outside the village boundary and any large-scale development within the village, and significant comments on RA101 and RA115,  Concerns had also been raised about the traffic impact.

Further targeted consultation was planned for Geddington, Broughton and Mawsley.  Background papers would be updated and brought back to the Committee at a later date.

Members were advised of a document that had been received from Joanna Claypole.  

It was felt that there should be consistency between the Conservation Area Appraisal document and the Site Specific Proposals.

Geddington

It was noted that no response had been received from the Parish Council.  Members expressed concern regarding Geddington being designated as a principal village.

It was agreed that all comments and officer reponses are available to view via Limehouse (the on-line consultation portal). Parish Councils will be contacted as further iterations of the plan are developed.
Conclusion

Members noted that if a site was promoted before the next stage, it would be assessed against the criteria and, if suitable, would be subject to targeted consultation rather than a full-scale consultation.

RESOLVED
that:-


(i)
the comments received during the Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document (LDD) Options Consultation be noted and officers' responses endorsed;


(ii)
the officers' approach to proceeding with these sections of the Site Specific Proposals be endorsed;


(iii)
the Committee notes the changes in emerging policy and that officers may feel it beneficial to re-visit the recommendations/approach in some instances; and


(iv)
engagement with relevant parties during the preparation of the Site Specific Proposals LDD and the Joint Core Strategy continue.

12.PPC.21
KETTERING BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN – SELF-ASSESSMENT OF COMPATIBILITY WITH THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF)

A report was submitted which informed members of the results of the Local Planning Authority's Self-Assessment of Compatibility between the saved policies of the Kettering Borough Local Plan (1995) and the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

Officers were thanked for their background work on the self-assessment.

RESOLVED
that 

(i)
the Self-Assessment of Compatibility with the NPPF be endorsed and members agree the following:-


1.
Introduction and Strategy – Policy 1 is incompatible with the NPPF.


2.
Within Towns – Policies 35, 52, 58, 64 and 99 are considered to be compatible with the NPPF.  policies 86 and 103 are considered to be less compatible.


3.
Rural Restraint – Policies 7, RA3, RA4, RA5, RA14 and 49 are compatible with the NPPF.


4.
Affordable Housing – Policy RA7 is compatible with the NPPF.  Policies B5, D5, RA6 and 39 are note fully compatible with the NPPF.


5.
Kettering – Policies K12 and K15 are generally compatible with the NPPF.  Policy K16 is of limited compatibility with the NPPF.


6.
Environment – Policies 10, K3 and K4 are compatible with the NPPF.


7.
Environmental Improvements - Policies B2, K6 and D2 are compatible with the NPPF.  Policy R2 is not compatible with the NPPF.


8.
Advertising – Policies R4 and RA1 are compatible with the NPPF, but have little weight until an Area of Advertisement Control is created. Policy 33 is compatible with the NPPF.


9.
Site Specific Schemes - Policies B9 and D12 are not compatible with the NPPF and are out of date as the sites have been developed.  Policy D13 has limited compatibi8lity with the NPPF.  Policies R9 and R11 are compatible with the NPPF.

(ii)
the policies that are not fully compatible with the NPPF can be given weight in decision making, but this is limited to their degree of compatibility/ consistency with the NPPF.  Therefore when using these policies, the Local Planning Authority will also need to determine what weight to place on emerging policy in the SSP LDD and on the NPPF.  The NPPF will have increasing weight after March 2013.
(The meeting started at 7.00 pm and ended at 9.17 pm)

Signed …………………………………

Chair
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