PLANS COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 24TH AUGUST 2011

Present:  Councillors Smith (Chairman), Bird, Jan Garfield, Jon Garfield, Savage, Sennington and Williams.

146. APOLOGIES  
Apologies were received from Councillors Stokell and Webb and the Town Clerk.
147.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
Councillors Bird, Jan Garfield, Savage, Sennington, Smith and Williams declared a prejudicial interest in items 146 to 154 as members of Suffolk Coastal District Council and planning application C11/1854 as the property is alongside land belonging to Felixstowe Town Council.

Councillor Sennington declared a prejudicial interest in application C11/1825 as the tenant of a beach chalet and Councillor Smith declared a prejudicial interest in application C11/1825 as the owner of a beach hut in the vicinity of the coastal protection works.
148.
MINUTES OF 10TH AUGUST 2011     
The minutes of the meeting held on 10th August, 2011 previously circulated to members were approved as a true record and the Chairman was authorised to sign them.
149.
SCHEDULE F0R  PERIOD ENDING 12TH AUGUST 2011     

C11/1739 – Retention of rear conservatory at 69 Chelsworth Road, Felixstowe.

Recommend approval subject to neighbour consultation.

C11/1796 – The removal of external night safe on Hamilton Road elevation and reglazing of existing structural opening at 66 Hamilton Road, Felixstowe.

Recommend approval.

C11/1782 – Erection of signs to replace existing at 66 Hamilton Road, Felixstowe.

We note that this application is not annotated for the Conservation Area which is particularly unfortunate in that the Committee held the view that the proposed signage on a quality building in the prime shopping area of Felixstowe and in the Conservation Area is inappropriate and contravenes the principals laid out in SPG14.

150.
SCHEDULE FOR PERIOD ENDING 19TH AUGUST 2011  

C11/1889 – New shop fascia and hanging signage at 73 Hamilton Road, Felixstowe.

Recommend approval.


C11/1870 – Erection of two-storey rear extension at 24 Mill Lane, Felixstowe.


Recommend approval subject to neighbour consultation.


C11/1872 – Variation of Conditions 2 & 17 of outline planning permission C10/0161 to re-position the access from High Road at Orwell High School and land to the north west and High Street, Maidstone Road, Felixstowe.


The Committee has no objection to the realignment of the location of the entrance from High Road and the actual entrance to the proposed school, the latter being an advantage in respect of the amenity of 4 Hawkes Lane.


However we retain our original view that an uncontrolled T junction on to the very busy High Road is inappropriate in the light of the volumes of traffic to and from the school likely to be generated.  We would refer to our previous comments on application C10/0161 (item 2) and quote as follows:


“In principle we are in favour of a roundabout at the proposed entrance from High Street, Walton.  We believe that a roundabout is the best solution for access to the School.  However, the design should exclude the northern leg currently shown on the plan as this is premature.  There should be a continuous footpath along the northern side of High Street, Walton.  The roundabout and access should be designed and landscaped for minimal impact on the area in a way that maximises the best access to the School in the short term and minimises the ransom to the land owner in the future.  While the Town Council has not received the final drawings for this junction, we are aware that there is now the possibility of a T junction, possibly controlled by traffic lights, replacing the proposed roundabout.  We strongly believe that this would be inadequate, in particular at School finishing time, when there is the potential for over a thousand pupils leaving the site including many cyclists. A T junction would be likely to lead to potentially dangerous manoeuvres.”

C11/1885 – Erection of side and rear extensions at 2 Vicarage Road, Felixstowe.


Recommend approval.  However we have some concerns about the impact on the neighbour from the rear extension and request that it be evaluated in relation to SPG16 and that be the subject of specific neighbour consultation.


C11/1838 – Application to renew extant planning application C08/1389 to extend time limit for implementation for erection of extension to provide one bedroom flat at 17 Garrison Lane, Felixstowe.

Recommend approval.


C11/1861 – Erection of single storey, two & three rear extensions, internal & elevational 
alterations, erection of balcony at first floor level, installation of replacement windows & associated external works, existing extensions to be demolished & conversion of outbuildings to guest accommodation to give a total of 14 letting rooms at Fludyer Arms Hotel, Undercliff Road East, Felixstowe.
The Committee greatly welcomes this development and in particular its quality as a long awaited enhancement to Felixstowe’s Resort offer, specifically the provision of quality hotel accommodation in Felixstowe is greatly needed and extremely welcome.  Accordingly we strongly recommend approval.  However we have some concerns:

(a) The gradient of the retained fire escape, particularly in the context of elderly visitors.

(b) Noise and odours given the proximity of residential properties but we assume these will be fully controlled and contained.

We do support the use of UPVC windows in this seaside location provided they are of high quality design and where relevant sympathetic to the historic character of the building.  We have also considered the issue of car parking but consider that the continuation and enhancement of the current uses in this seafront location with plentiful on-street parking is highly appropriate.

C11/1854 – Erection of cart lodge and garden building at The Limes, 44 Mill Lane, Felixstowe.  
The Town Council is unable to comment as all members have a prejudicial interest.

C11/1825 – Details as required by Condition 3 of planning permission C09/1645 at Felixstowe Beach between War Memorial, Undercliff Road West and Jacobs Ladder, Felixstowe.

(Councillors Sennington and Smith left the meeting for this item)
We note that the document has already been approved by Suffolk Coastal District Council and the protection that is contained within that document for members of the public.  We would however suggest that that immediate residents within the area of the works be kept informed individually of the works ongoing in the area.

151.
SUFFOLK ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL COUNCILS – CHANGE OF USE , REFERENCE  


LAIS 1324    

The Committee noted the document from Suffolk Association of Local Councils and replied to the questions as follows:

Q1.
Should material change of use continue to be considered as ‘development’ and handled through the planning system ? If not what alternative approach might be used ?

Answer:
Yes.

Q2.
Is the Use Classes Order an effective deregulatory tool to simplify the approach to managing change of use nationally in the planning system ?  If not, do you have views on what an alternative deregulatory approach to managing change of use might look like ?

Answer:
We do not consider that significant deregulation in relation to the Use Classes Order is necessary or beneficial.

Q3.
The Use Classes Order and associated permitted development rights currently are a national regime for changes of use without planning applications.   However, they can be extended locally to meet local needs through Local Development Orders (and in future, through Neighbourhood Development Orders).  Is this model effective and is it sufficiently flexible to meet most circumstances ?  


Answer:
Yes.

Q4.
Do you think that the current classes of use in the Use Classes Order are still appropriate ?

Answer: 
Yes, in general.

Q5.
The current regime seeks to secure a balance between deregulation and protecting the citizen.  Has the right balance been struck or should there be more deregulation than is currently allowed through the Use Classes Orderand permitted development rights ?

Answer:
We do not consider that significant deregulation in relation to the Use Classes Order and permitted development rights is necessary or beneficial.

Q6.
Does the current operation of the Use Classes Order go far enough to remove inappropriate barriers to growth and allow for potential for changes of use that boost growth ?

Answer:
We do not consider that the existing Use Classes Order is generally a barrier to growth.

Q7.
How should ancillary uses be treated within the Use Classes Order ?


Answer:
No comment.

Q8.
Are the current permitted development rights relating to the temporary use still appropriate ? If not, how do you think they should be amended ?

Answer:
Yes

Q9.
Should change of use of buildings be allowed on a ‘temporary’ basis without the need for a planning application ?

Answer: 
No.  We consider the current twenty eight day regime is appropriate.

Q10.
In addition, the review team would welcome any further views or evidence on how the current Use Classes Order and associated permitted development regime is working.

Answer:
In our view the current Use Classes Order and permitted development regime works very well, in particular in controlling developments which are un-neighbourly in a residential context.

152.
UNTIDY SITE REFERENCE 2007/4  


A letter of complaint was received from the neighbour of this site and it was noted that the Technical Advisor has already responded to the complainant.

153. SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL OF THE REVIEWED CORE STRATEGY   

Correspondence from the Principal Planning Officer – Policy, Suffolk Coastal District Council was considered.

The Technical Adviser has contacted Suffolk Coastal District Council and requested one hard copy of the document and the website link to be made available to Town Council members.

154. COALITION GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION DRAFT OF NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF) – RESPONSES BY 17 OCTOBER 2011      

The Technical Adviser has requested that a briefing paper be provided by Suffolk Coastal District Council on this topic for the benefit of members of the Plans Committee.
