Minutes of the Extraordinary Council Meeting of 9th February, 2009

FELIXSTOWE TOWN COUNCIL

MINUTES OF THE  EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL

Held on Monday, 9th February 2009 held at Orwell High School 

Present:
Councillors: Deacon (Mayor), Bryant, Chambers, Dangerfield, Garfield, A Goodwin, J Goodwin, Ninnmey, Savage, Sennington, Slemmings, Smith and Webb.
403.
OPENING OF MEETING

The Mayor formally opened the meeting.  The Mayor then adjourned the meeting to allow a public speaking time.  Following the adjournment for public speaking the meeting recommenced.

404. 
APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Gorski and Stokell.
405.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillors Bryant, Dangerfield, Deacon, A Goodwin, Ninnmey, Savage, Sennington, Slemmings and Smith declared a personal interest in item 406 as members of Suffolk Coastal District Council.
Councillor J Goodwin declared a personal interest in item 406 as a member of Suffolk County Council.
Councillor Smith declared a personal interest in item 406 as a District Councillor who was also Chairman of the Local Development Framework Task Group for Suffolk Coastal District Council.  At this meeting he would be considering issues from Felixstowe Town Council’s preliminary view and anything said at the meeting would not predetermine his response at Suffolk Coastal District Council.

406.
RESPONSE BY FELIXSTOWE TOWN COUNCIL TO THE (REG 25) CONSULTATIONS ON SUFFOLK COASTAL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (LDF): CORE STRATEGY AND DEVELOPMENT CONTROL POLICIES PREFERRED OPTIONS AND SITE SPECIFIC ALLOCATION & POLICIES ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATION
At the request of the Mayor the Clerk reminded members that the purpose of this meeting was to consider two documents which were part of the Local Development Framework process and to decide Felixstowe Town Council’s response to Suffolk Coastal District Council’s consultation concerning these two documents. These documents were:
The Site Specific Allocations & Policies Issues and Options Consultation

and

The Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Preferred Options 

The Clerk stated that these documents formed part of the hierarchy of documents which would replace the former Local Plan (prepared by Suffolk Coastal District Council) and also part of the former Structure Plan (prepared by Suffolk County Council). The District Council had a statutory duty imposed on it by central government to provide the Local Development Framework in this format. The period of the LDF was up to 2025. Both documents were relevant to the housing allocation issues for the Felixstowe and Trimley areas. However, it was emphasised that the areas of land in Appendix 4 of the Site Specific Allocation document were possible sites which had been proposed by land owners for development and had no other status at this time. Some of these areas also included land which was not in the ownership of the person making the proposal. Members should note that areas 166 and 502a included part of the Town Council’s Cowpasture allotments which had never been put forward by the Council for development. The Core Strategy Document contained the proposed vision, strategic policies and development control policies which would guide the local planning process up to 2025. Members were asked to consider particularly pages 31 to 35 which referred to Felixstowe and the Trimleys. The core Strategy document included housing among its topics, but the remainder of the document also had important implications for Felixstowe.

The Clerk suggested that members might wish to take into account the work currently being carried out by Entec, a firm of Consultants employed by Suffolk Coastal District Council to advise them on the housing and infrastructure aspects of the LDF in Felixstowe and Trimley. Members had been supplied with the most up to date information available concerning Entec’s work.The Town Council had also been asked to respond to Entec and the meeting might be the opportunity for the Town Council to do this.  
From the Chair the Mayor then opened the debate.  He stated that his opposition to the proposals for housing growth in Felixstowe was well known.  He believed that the numbers proposed by Suffolk Coastal District Council were flawed.  He could not accept the District Council’s figures and that Felixstowe was targeted for so much housing growth.  He was deeply concerned at the sacrifice of countryside which the Suffolk Coastal District Council proposals involved.  He accepted that there was the need for some housing particularly social housing but believed that this should be confined to brownfield sites.  
It was then proposed and seconded that: 

“This Council totally rejects the Entec report.  It further accepts that there will be a need for additional housing, especially affordable housing, in our area but that it should be developed according to the area’s needs using brownfield sites first and, wherever possible.  It rejects the proposal that Felixstowe should be targeted for growth and believes that such growth should be equitably distributed across the whole district”.
Members then debated the proposal.  During debate members made the following points:

· Councillors had been approached by family members where young people had been obliged to move away from Felixstowe.  There should be the option to stay in the town.  The sick and aged need family support.  Felixstowe was an ageing community and needed young people.

· Brownfield sites should be considered first including South Seafront land; the Ordnance site; the Convent site and the Deben High School.

· Any development needed to be in tune with the needs survey and the town’s infrastructure.

· The three Town Councillors from the North Ward had met the electorate and it had been a useful and orderly meeting.  The upshot was:

a. Some building must take place but should be mainly affordable housing.

b. The quantity proposed by Suffolk Coastal District Council was too great.  It would put a great strain on roads and services and would constitute over development of the peninsula.  The allocation should be spread over the whole of the district.
c. The identification of the area for development needed careful consideration.  The no go areas under any circumstances were well known.  Some plan was necessary otherwise an inspector could come up with an unacceptable solution.

· The Entec consultants were wrong and should not be paid.  The consultants should listen to the electorate.  They should go back to Suffolk Coastal District Council and look at the criteria.

· The East Ward Councillors had also met the public.  Two hundred people had come to the workshop and there had been a wide range of opinions.  There was a wide range of opinions about the number of homes that were needed or should be built.  Among the comments received were that the homes should be built on brown field sites and as infill; they should be built on the outskirts of Ipswich and that there should be no building on Eastward Ho. People were concerned about the infrastructure including a particular emphasis on roads and also water provision.  There was a necessity to invest in the town centre and on the sea front.  People had commented in particular on the consultation process itself.  They had complained about the Suffolk Coastal District Council’s complicated system and that the Entec site was even worse.  
· The Town Council had suggested to the District Council that a settlement could be developed off the A14 along the former main road to Woodbridge and BT.  However, Entec’s area of study stopped at the road because the Suffolk Coastal District Council’s study area had excluded this.  It was hoped that the District Council would extend the Entec study area.

· There was a new eco community west of Plymouth which involved four thousand dwellings.

· The Entec study was inconsistent with David Lock proposals which had suggested that the area of outstanding natural beauty be extended as far as Candlet Road.  However, most of the Entec proposals were in this area.

An amendment was then proposed to return to “Area 6” previously proposed by the Town Council – this amendment was not seconded.

· There was a serious problem with the infrastructure.  The A14 was gridlocked.  Sewers were collapsing.  EDF had problems with extra power supplies.  People in Felixstowe did not want the additional housing.  The Suffolk Coastal District Council officers should take away the views heard at the meeting and look at housing need, amount and dispersal.
· There was a need for a fresh look at the issues.  South Seafront land would be developed together with the Convent and any other windfall sites.

· The Deben High School site would be available if Building Schools for the Future went ahead as planned.

· The Haven Gateway was a major issue and could bring in a lot of money.

· The development of the caravan sites should not be supported.  Tourism was one of Felixstowe’s key issues.  There was the need to retain the caravan sites for tourism.

· Following the consultation day in the East Ward both Ward Councillors agreed to support the view that there should not be any development in the East Ward.

· If no development took place, Felixstowe would be a sad place and there was a need to provide for a new generation.

· The assumption that the Town Council had discretion over housing numbers was not realistic.  The current government had developed strong policies concerning housing growth.  In the real world any local discretion was limited.  There would be another RSS.
· Many people were ignoring the David Lock report.  New homes were needed because of the steady decline in household sizes.  People needed more housing because of care in the community, separation and divorce.  1700 dwellings would be needed just to accommodate the current population.
· One of the high school sites was likely to be available but land would need to be allocated for access to the Orwell High School site.

· Felixstowe had expanded in most decades since the 19th century.

An amendment to the original proposition was then proposed.  At the request of the Mayor the amendment was reduced to writing.  The amendment stated:

“Felixstowe Town Council recognises that there is significant concern in the town regarding any potential loss of countryside.  The Council believes there is a need for some additional housing over the long term but recognises that there are concerns over the number, timing and location of those homes.

We request that Suffolk Coastal District Council take steps to phase the allocation of any new sites at a rate of no more than 70 homes per year on distributed sites, whilst ensuring that infrastructure provision precedes any further allocation of large sites.

The phasing should be subject to:

· Outstanding planning permissions eg. South Seafront land, convent

· Windfall sites eg. Deben High School.

· Proven continuing need demonstrated by periodic needs assessments.

· Housing types and sizes targeted especially for the older population and younger first time buyers.

Prior infrastructure provision should include:

· Road access – local and trunk roads.

· Sewerage capacity

· Electrical supply capacity

· School provision

· Health facilities

The Grove and Millennium Wood should be protected in planning policy.

Allotments, playing fields, golf range, stables, Rifle Club should be preserved as far as practicable in their current location – improved provision and availability if possible.

Areas closely related in use to the Grove, Millennium Wood, Eastward Ho should be preserved for leisure and informal recreational purposes.”
Members then discussed the amendment.  In support of the amendment it was stated that it intended to demonstrate that there were concerns about the number of dwellings proposed by Suffolk Coastal District Council.  The amendment was not proposing an absolute number.  Development should move forward carefully.  It should be to the south of the A14 and only move further on a proven needs basis.  Development should be steady to begin with.

In discussing the amendment it was suggested that the sentence in the original proposition concerning Entec should be retained but the remainder of the proposition should be replaced by the amendment.  It was pointed out that it was very difficult to take on board both the proposal and the amendment. 
It was then proposed and seconded and:
	RESOLVED that This Council totally rejects the Entec report.

Felixstowe Town Council recognises that there is significant concern in the town regarding any potential loss of countryside.  The Council believes there is a need for some additional housing over the long term but recognises that there are concerns over the number, timing and location of those homes.

We request that Suffolk Coastal District Council take steps to phase the allocation of any new sites at a rate of no more than 70 homes per year on distributed sites, whilst ensuring that infrastructure provision precedes any further allocation of large sites.

The phasing should be subject to:

· Outstanding planning permissions eg. South Seafront land, convent

· Windfall sites eg. Deben High School.

· Proven continuing need demonstrated by periodic needs assessments.

· Housing types and sizes targeted especially for the older population and younger first time buyers.

Prior infrastructure provision should include:

· Road access – local and trunk roads.

· Sewerage capacity

· Electrical supply capacity

· School provision

· Health facilities

The Grove and Millennium Wood should be protected in planning policy.

Allotments, playing fields, golf range, stables, Rifle Club should be preserved as far as practicable in their current location – improved provision and availability if possible.

Areas closely related in use to the Grove, Millennium Wood, Eastward Ho should be preserved for leisure and informal recreational purposes.




The Mayor reminded members that in addition to the housing issues there were many other important matters to consider in the response by Felixstowe Town Council to the (Reg 25) Consultations on Suffolk Coastal Local Development Framework (LDF), Core Strategy & Development Control Policies Preferred Options Consultation.  He suggested that the detailed response to Suffolk Coastal District Council concerning the Development Control policies should be delegated to the Chairman of the Plans Committee, the Technical Adviser, the Clerk and himself.  It was therefore:

	RESOLVED to delegate the response to Suffolk Coastal District Council concerning the Development Control policies in the (Reg 25) Consultations on Suffolk Coastal Local Development Framework (LDF), Core Strategy & Development Control Policies Preferred Options Consultation to the Mayor, the Chairman of the Plans Committee, the Clerk and the Technical Adviser. 


Members discussed aspects of the Development Control policies.  It was pointed out that the policy on page 78 concerning the retention of small dwellings would remove permitted development rights from small homes to prevent properties from being removed from the starter home stock.  Members discussed this policy.  It was pointed out that this would only work when the next size of home existed.  Statutory restrictions were unhelpful and restrictive.  However, it was also stated that applications were often received to extend the starter home housing stock.  There was the need to retain these dwellings for the starter home stock.  However, it was also stated that frequently young couples had no option than to extend their property.
In discussion it was pointed out that this was a major document.  The only section concerning health provision in Felixstowe was SP4 (f).  It was asked that this should be strengthened specifically to include appropriate and far reaching health provision.  There were existing underutilised health facilities and the possibility of providing for any shortfall within the existing health estate should be considered.  DC 36 included five paragraphs about sports facilities but nothing about existing health facilities.

It was pointed out that a number of paragraphs needed to be amended or reworded because of the Resolution earlier in the meeting concerning housing issues, this included SP18 (b).  If the new allocation were at 70 per year this would be approximately one thousand dwellings up to 2025 and page 58 would need amendment.

The document should address flood risk and its effect on Felixstowe.  There was a fundamental objection to the Environment Agency’s policy.  It was unreasonable to sterilise land if it were protected by adequate defences.  The Town Council had already promoted a policy that there should be no residential development if there was no upstairs escape route available.  This should be included in the Resolution to the District Council.

Page 57 4.22 needed to be enhanced.  Greenfield sites needed to be protected against development.  However, it was also pointed out that flood zones 2 and 3 were included in the Entec restraints map because of the risk of sea flooding.  There was the need to invest for future generations.  These areas could have uses other than housing and it would compound future difficulties if housing was targeted into these areas.
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