PLANNING COMMITTEE

Minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 26th May 2010 at WorksopTown Hall

Present:

Councillor K H Isard (Chairman)

Councillors V A Bowles, H Burton, G Freeman, F Hart, B Hopkinson, G A N Oxby, D R Pressley, M G Pugsley, Mrs A Simpson and Mrs V Wanless. 

Officers in attendance:  D Armiger, L Deakin, L Dore, C Forster and R Whatley.

1.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor T E Yates.

2. 
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST


(a)
Members

Councillor Mrs V A Bowles declared a personal interest in Planning Application No 59/09/67 as she was a member of Carlton-in-Lindrick Parish Council when the developers gave a presentation regarding the proposed development in autumn 2009.  She stated that she would remain in the meeting.

Councillor G Freeman declared a personal interest in Planning Application No 59/09/67 as she is a member of the Steering Group.  She stated that she would remain in the meeting.

Councillor F Hart declared a personal and prejudicial interest in Planning Application No 22/08/8 as he has been involved in negotiations between Harworth and Bircotes Town Council and the developer.  He stated that he would leave the meeting and take no part in the discussion and voting thereof.

Councillor K H Isard declared a personal interest in Planning Application 59/09/67 as he is a member of the Langold Country Park Working Group and had met members of various interest groups and received a presentation from the Developer’s Agents together with other members of these groups.  He stated that he would remain in the meeting.

(b)
Officers

There were no declarations of interest by officers.

3.
MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 5TH MAY 2010

RESOLVED that the Minutes of the meeting held on 5th May be approved.

4.
OUTSTANDING MINUTES LIST

RESOLVED that the Outstanding Minutes List be received.

SECTION A – ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION IN PUBLIC

Key Decisions

None.

Other Decisions

5.
REPORT(S) OF THE HEAD OF COMMUNITY PROSPERITY

(a)
Public Interest Test

The Head of Community Prosperity had deemed that he considered all the reports on the agenda were of a non-confidential nature.

(b)
Appeal Decisions Received

Members were presented with one appeal decision.

RESOLVED that the Appeal Decision be received.

(c)
Building Control Unit

The Building Control Manager presented a report which provided an update on Building Control functions.

He reported that: a database of local builders, architects and other construction professionals has been successfully used by the Regional Marketing Group to promote Local Authority Building Control; current economic conditions are affecting all building control sectors; the reduced number of inspections carried out is reflected in the performance of the unit and has meant a reduction in income.

New Building (Local Authority Charges) Regulations were published in April 2010 and a new scheme of charges is to be implemented before October 2010.  Various Approved Documents and Parts of the Building Regulations 2000 have been amended and were detailed in the report.

Members sought clarification on what type and aspect of new buildings the legislation was applicable to.  They were advised that the legislation was applicable to all new buildings, including commercial buildings, and also new extension/alterations to an existing building.

The Building Control Manager commented that he usually reported on ‘Street Naming and Numbering’ and ‘Shopmobility’, however, these functions have respectively been transferred to the Support Services Unit and the Economic Development Unit.

RESOLVED that:

1) 
The report be noted.

2)         A further update report be presented to the Planning Committee in six months time.

(d)
Planning Applications and Associated Items

(A)       Planning Applications which had been the subject of a site visit
	Application No
	Location
	Proposal

	
	
	

	59/09/00067
	Former Firbeck Colliery, Costhorpe Industrial Estate, Doncaster Road, Costhorpe, Worksop.
	Outline application for redevelopment (including demolition of existing buildings and remediation) for the erection of up to 300 residential units (approx. 340,000 sq.ft.)(C3) and employment (B1/B2/B8) uses of 40,000sq.ft., including necessary earthworks, construction of access and circulation, landscaping and drainage solutions.


The Principal Planning Officer used a screen display with plans and photographs to show the location of the site and the proposed development area.  

Members attention was drawn to: concerns raised and a compromise solution regarding ecological issues; NCC Highways agreement to the application; the proposed number of dwellings and space for employment provision; the viability assessment undertaken by the developers and possible contributions through a Section 106 agreement regarding inclusion or otherwise of affordable housing units; the viability assessment and the indicated contingency regarding possible contamination issues; comments from local residents and a local business.

Members commented on: the availability of money from the Section 106 agreement for Langold Country Park; the issue concerning the amount of Section 106 money relating to the provision or otherwise of affordable housing; the lack of importance given to the ecological aspects of the site; the lack of facilities for the site given the number of proposed dwellings; the imbalanced mix of dwellings and employment opportunity in relation to the regeneration of the site; concerns over the proposal for only one access road in and out of the proposed development site. 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE HEAD OF COMMUNITY PROSPERITY - Grant outline planning permission conditionally. 

Voting for taking this course of action

FOR: 

Councillors H Burton, G Freeman, K H Isard

AGAINST:
Councillors V A Bowles, F Hart, B Hopkinson, G A N Oxby, 



D R Pressley, M G Pugsley.

ABSTAINED:
Councillors Mrs A Simpson, Mrs V Wanless

COMMITTEE DECISION: Refuse outline planning permission and a report be brought back to the next meeting of Planning Committee for the detailed wording of the reasons for refusal to be agreed.

Reasons for refusal being that the application does not provide a satisfactory mix of employment and housing; it does not provide affordable housing without effect to Section 106 agreement money; there is no provision of facilities in relation to the number of proposed dwellings; there is only one access/egress road from the proposed development site raising concerns for the movement of emergency service vehicles.

Observations of the County Council Director of Communities (Highways), the Environment Agency, Severn Trent Water,  County Council Director of Communities (Archaeology), County Council Education, East Midlands Development Agency, Nottinghamshire Police, Natural England, Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust, County Council Director of Communities (Ecology), Carlton –in-Lindrick Parish Council, three letters from local residents and comments from a local business adjacent to the site were taken into consideration.

(Copies of an email from the Senior Nature Conservation Officer at the County Council were distributed to Members either on the site visit or at the meeting.  It requested an appropriate additional condition relating to the Habitat Translocation Strategy).

(Councillor Hart left the meeting before the next Agenda item and did not return).

(B) Planning Applications which had not been the subject of a site visit

	Application No
	Location
	Proposal


	22/08/00008
	Gamston Airfield, Ollerton Road, Gamston, Retford
	Removal of Condition 3 and variation of Condition 5 of Planning Application 1/22/86/8C


The Head of Community Prosperity advised that on receiving the application, consideration had been given to concerns regarding how the airfield currently operates and the impact the proposals would have on the amenity of nearby residents in the future.  

The Gamston Airfield Consultative Committee had been presented with a copy of the impartial independent Noise Assessment report produced by Atkins.  The model showed that there would be an increase in noise for a small number of premises but, with the exception of one property, the increase would still be within the tolerance boundaries set down.

If the application is approved, there will be a requirement by condition for on-going annual monitoring of noise from specified locations and also on the restriction of aircraft between the hours of 6am to 6.30am and 21.00pm to 23.00pm.
Parish Councillor P J Jubb spoke on behalf of Elkesley Parish Council which objected to the application.  Two years ago, the Parish Council had received a presentation from the Airfield regarding the proposed use by corporate jets between 9pm and 11pm, at which point the size and weight of the aircraft had been raised.  He commented that Condition 1 of the amendment would mean a self-negotiated noise monitoring scheme for the airfield with unrestricted use and that excluding training between 6am and 6.30am/9pm to 11pm as part of Condition 2 would still give unrestricted training between these hours every day.  He considered that the gravity of the complaints from local residents had not been considered and that the proposed conditions still left immense scope for exploitation by the Airfield which would undermine local amenity.  Mr Jubb requested that the application be refused or al least deferred to enable effective and visible controls be conditioned to the application.

Mr R Adam spoke in objection to the application and informed the Committee he had been a resident of West Drayton for over fifty years.  He had concerns regarding the environmental impact on the parishes of Elkesley, Gamston, Eaton and West Drayton, West Markham and also parts of Ordsall and Retford.  He queried whether the noise level determined the weight of the aircraft and was concerned that the Airfield would subsequently apply to the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) for aircraft seating a greater number of passengers within the permitted noise levels.  He considered that the claim from the Airfield that corporate planes would only use the extended early morning and late evening hours occasionally would soon extend into regular use.  He queried the creation of 32 new jobs over the next three years when a company using the Airfield had recently moved out and relocated to Doncaster Airport.  He suggested that the proposed condition for monitoring noise was inadequate and concluded that the background environment to the Airfield was a quiet rural life that residents should be entitled to.

Councillor Miss M Stokes, Ward Member, expressed concern about larger planes being permitted to use the airfield between 6am and 11pm should the application be granted and certainly helicopters should not be permitted to use the extended hours as applied for.  She asked that nearby residents be listened to and informed the Committee of the farm under the flight-path where the cows had been known to stampede when planes came in to land; if they were to escape their enclosure the consequence could be a serious accident.  Miss stokes concluded that careful consideration should be given by Members in considering their decision on the application and that there was no certainty of the generation of 32 new jobs as mentioned in the report.

Mr M Bell, agent for the applicant, spoke in response to concerns by the earlier speakers.  He informed the Committee that the CAA limits the size of aircraft and has categories of exclusion relating to circumstances, e.g. the road lighting on the A1 creates restrictions for Gamston Airfield air traffic.  He commented that the old planning application was ambiguous and that the Airfield had paid for the independent Noise Assessment survey and subsequent report the scope of which had involved the Council’s Environmental Health unit.  He stated that the Airfield did not envisage and was not equipped for larger planes, (seating 65+ passengers), or cargo planes and that those planes wishing to land outside the hours of 8am and 6pm would pay a premium rate.  With reference to the recently lost jobs, there was an engineering company interested in moving into the vacant space, however, this could be dependent upon the outcome of the application.  With reference to the farm and concerns over cattle stampeding, a meeting had taken place with the farmer and it had been agreed to incorporate a ‘dog-leg’ approach from the north which would take air traffic away from the farm and the residential area of Retford. 

Members expressed concern that greater use of the airfield would invariably have an affect on noise and although there had not been an accident at Gamston, with the A1 at the end of the runway it could easily happen.

In response to a query relating to how many engines the larger planes would have, the Committee were advised that aircraft types fall into different categories and that restrictions were the jurisdiction of the CAA. 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE HEAD OF COMMUNITY PROSPERITY – Grant removal of Condition 3 and variation of Condition 5 of Planning Application 1/22/86/8C subject to conditions.

Voting for taking this course of action

FOR: 

Councillors H Burton, K H Isard, Mrs A Simpson

AGAINST:
Councillors V A Bowles, G Freeman, B Hopkinson, G A N Oxby, 



D R Pressley, M G Pugsley.

ABSTAINED:
Councillor Mrs V Wanless

COMMITTEE DECISION: Refuse removal of Condition 3 and variation of Condition 5 of Planning Application 1/22/86/8C.
Reason for refusal being that the application contravenes Policy 7/10 of the Local Plan as it would adversely impact on environmental, amenity, safety and traffic issues and the character of the area.

Observations of Gamston with East Drayton Parish Council, Markham Clinton Parish Council, Headon-cum-Upton, Grove and Stokeham Parish Council, Elkesley Parish Council, Bothamsall Parish Council, Nottinghamshire County Council Director of Communities (Highways), Highways Agency, Civil Aviation Authority, the Council’s Principal Environmental Health Manager, one letter of support, seventy-eight letters of objection and correspondence from the local Ward Member were taken into consideration.

(Additional information was tabled at the meeting namely a copy of a letter to Planning Committee Members from Gamston, Eaton and West Drayton Parish Council which commented on the Noise Survey). 

SECTION B – ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION IN PRIVATE

Key Decisions

None.

Other Decisions

6.
ANY OTHER BUSINESS WHICH THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS TO BE URGENT

As there was no other urgent business to be considered, the Chairman closed the meeting.

