Debenham Parish Council

Minutes of an extraordinary meeting of the Paris Council held on Monday, June 7th 2021, at the Debenham Sports and Leisure Centre, Gracechurch street, at 7.30pm.
Present:  Cllrs S Palframan (Chairman), R Blackwell (Vice-chairman), S Phipps, F Winrow-Giffin, G Helm, M Hammond, D Seccombe, County Cllr M Hicks, District Cllr K Guthrie, Mrs. D Bedwell (Clerk), and twenty-six members of the public.
	DPC/21/74: Apologies for absence: Apologies had been received from Cllrs S Dobson, D Seccombe and L Cockerton, which were approved. Apologies from County Cllr M Hicks and District Cllr K Guthrie were also noted. Those present were informed that Cllr K Guthrie, as Ward member. Would be available for any queries regarding the planning applications being considered.

	DPC/21/75: Declarations of interest with regards to items on the agenda and additions to register: None declared. 


	DPC/21/76: Meeting open for 15 minutes to allow members of the public to speak: Members of the public present made a number of representations about planning application DC/21/02982, Land east of Aspall Road, including:
· Was the proposal in agreement with the Neighbourhood Plan and had consideration been given to the effects of additional traffic?
· There was a suggestion of a path through the Cemetery- had this been agreed with the landowner?
· The proposal did not include a provision to ease existing congestion in the area, and cars already parked on the yellow lines. There was also no provision for access and pedestrian crossing and as it was not included on the application, it would be difficult to make it conditional unless this was by way of a Section  106 agreement.
· There has been a number of accidents in the area over the years and proposals could exacerbate that risk- the accuracy of the survey carried out was questioned.

· Pedestrian access from/to the site- although the proposal suggested a pedestrian route through Priory Lane, this would be unlikely to be used and it would make more sense to direct it through the Cemetery or the Recreation Ground.
· A suggestion was made for a bridge to be built between the site and the Primary School, with an additional turning circle. This would be a much safer alternative than access onto Aspall Road and cost should not be an issue.

· Members were urged to insist on the necessary infrastructure being put in place ahead of any future developments, not afterwards.

· Robust measures should be put in place to stop developers from avoiding the agreed affordable housing delivery once permissions are granted (as they have in the past citing commercial profit reasons).
· Could the Parish Council establish the actual affordability of these dwellings, were they really affordable for those who needed them locally.

· The proposed number of houses and the hard landscaping would affect how water was distributed. There were no mitigating flood measures and this needed to be addressed.

· Checks would need to be carried out on the water flow to Priory Lane as it had flooded badly in recent years.

· Environmentally friendly power sources were not mentioned in the proposals and the design includes chimneys and implied the use of solid fuels. Could this be challenged and the developer asked to provide greener alternatives?
Members of the Council provided those  present with answers to some of the questions raised, as follows:

· Traffic and parking issues had been highlighted in the recommended response by the Neighbourhood Plan Group and would be referred to late in the meeting.

· The proposed path through the Cemetery had not been discussed with the landowner, ie, the Parish Council.

· The Parish Council was in the process of looking at traffic flow/parking solutions. However, there was a limit to the pockets of land available for such purpose and some of the available ones were either not suitable or had legal constraints which the Parish Council was looking into.

· The Parish Council would do all it could to ensure that concerns raised by members of the public were noted by the planning authority.

· When preparing the Neighbourhood Plan, the Parish Council had included policies that required developers to provide sustainable/green energy sources. However, the Inspector had instructed the removal of those policies as they were not in line with national/local planning policy and nor were they enforceable.

A member of the public gave those present a brief presentation about planning application DC/21/03052. This family business, which had started in 2008 by a local couple, now employed some 68 people, nearly half of which were local to Debenham. 

The current site was on the flood plain and the company wished to invest in a larger and better workplace for their staff, to meet the needs of the growing business. The company was extremely successful worldwide and needed to expand but would like to remain in Debenham and continue investing locally. 

Some questions were asked by those present, which were duly answered. Some of the queries were around the potential increase in the number of HGV traffic, the height of the new development, the provision of a wildlife area within the site, the potential for further employment and ways to prevent heavy goods traffic from erroneously using Water Lane/Priory Lane. 



	DPC/21/77: Planning matters:

a) DC/21/03052 - Seers Medical, Kenton Road- Planning Application. Erection of extension to create a new manufacturing and warehouse building to the rear, an additional floor of office accommodation, a new entrance to the front, car parking and landscaping: Following due consideration, it was resolved to recommend the approval of this planning application, conditional to the provision of an HGV management plan following concerns raised.
b) DC/21/02982 - Land East Of, Aspall Road: Full Planning Application - Erection of 54No dwellings (including 19 affordable), creation of vehicular and pedestrian access, public open space, infrastructure and landscaping- To consider recommendations from the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group: The Neighbourhood Plan Group had met before the meeting to consider the detail of the planning application and prepare their recommendation to full Council.
The recommendation was read out to those present, as follows: 

“The Group supports the planning application in principle.

However, it objects to the application on a number of specific grounds, as follows:

Debenham Neighbourhood Plan 

The proposal is currently contrary to NP Policy 2c) and Policy 14 a) and b) due to the lack of landscaping to the site boundaries.

NP Policy 2 c): All development proposals for sites adjoining the settlement boundary must avoid hard edges with the existing built-up boundaries, and with the countryside by creating landscape buffers.

NP Policy 14 a) and b): The design and layout of new development on or close to the edge of the village should take account of, respect, and seek to preserve the character of adjacent countryside, green spaces, and landscape setting by providing appropriate landscaping, open areas and tree planting to act to help, to assimilate the proposal into its context; and b) in order to maintain the historic landscape character of the village, new developments should avoid upper valley sides and ridgelines. In order to mitigate the impact of development on lower slopes, substantial landscape belts should be provided on upper valley sides and ridgelines.

Highway’s safety and access grounds (note SCC Highways holding objection)

There are insufficient measures for a safe pedestrian and cycle access from the site to the school and the rest of the village.  

Our recommendation to improve this access would include a 2.4m wide paved shared fenced footpath/cycleway, on the East side of the application site, with crossing across Aspall Road to the Primary School; Together with a priority system on the narrowed Aspall Road, thereby slowing down vehicles entering and leaving the village through Aspall Road, adjacent to the Primary School.

Our recommendation would also include the provision of paved shared pedestrian and cycle access from the site to Priory Lane.

Please note- The submitted plans appear to include a pedestrian route across the Debenham Cemetery. This has not been discussed or agreed with the landowner (the Debenham Parish Council).

Flood Risk Grounds (note SCC Floods Planning holding objection)

The report submitted by the applicant states that the site access will be impassable during peak flood events. Insufficient measures have been put in place to mitigate the flooding on the access to the site and further down the village.

General Safety

The construction site is next to a primary school, in addition to being very close to the High Street and the centre of the village. The lack of a detailed construction management plan for the site had been noted.

It is recommended that a robust site management plan is prepared and is duly considered by the planning authority.

Additional suggestions

It is suggested that in regard to the land shown in the plan as “open space”, the unincumbered freehold could be transferred to the Parish Council, with a covenant that it is solely used for community use, including cemetery provision but excluding housing development. Such transfer should be accompanied by a commuted sum to ensure its future maintenance. 

In addition, a developer contribution could also be made towards the Debenham Play Strategy. With one of Debenham’s main play areas/recreation grounds being adjacent to the site, with a direct access route, the improvements to the provision would benefit any new residents and potentially be capitalised on by the developer.”
Additional comments were added by members at this stage. Although all the points raised were valid, the provision of routes and pedestrian accesses should be agreed and in place before any development could start; the developer should be approached for a developer contribution towards improvements affecting the school, such as traffic, access and parking; the developer should be asked to define affordable housing, as some of that previously delivered in other developments had not been affordable and had failed; the school owned a large portion of land which could be utitiled for safe access/parking/turnig, providing the developer met the costs; If there was to be any additional developer contribution (over and above the 25% secured by the existence of a Neighbourhood Plan), there should be further internal discussion on what those funds should be spent on within the parish.
Following due consideration of public comments, and the additional comments received from members, it was resolved to approve the Neighbourhood Plan Group recommendation for this application, with additional comments added.
c) DC/21/02862 - 39 Chancery Lane: Householder Application - Erection of two-bay garage: It was resolved to recommend the approval of this planning application.
d) DC/21/02932 - Land At Rear Of Tulloes, Low Road: Application under S73a for Variation or Removal of a Condition relating to DC/20/03982 - To Vary (Condition 2 Approved Plans and Documents)(Condition 3 Materials)(Condition 4 Timber Cladding) - Erection of roof to cover four workshop containers with a standard portal frame with open front canopy. Installation of a fully accessible Kazuba KL2 Compost Toilet: It was resolved to recommend the approval of this planning application.
e) SN/21/00291/SN: New Development at Land Between The Butts And Little London Hill- street naming consideration (developer proposal “Otters Holt”): It was resolved to approve the recommendation for “Otters Holt”, subject to the provision of evidence regarding the existence of Otters on the site.


	DPC/21/78: Finance 
a) To approve the Annual Governance Statement (Section 1 of the AGAR Part 2) for Year ended 31 March 2021: It was resolved to approve the Annual Governance Statement for the year ended 31 March 2021.
b) To approve the Annual Accounts for year ended 31 March 2021: It was resolved to approve the annual accounts for the year ended 31 March 2021.
c) To approve the Asset Register for the year ended 31 March 2021: It was resolved to approve the Asset Register.
d) To approve the Accounting Statements (Section 2 of the AGAR Part 2) for year ended 31 March 2021: It was resolved to approve the Accounting Statements for the year ended 31 March 2021.


	DPC/21/79: Date of next meeting: June 21st 2021: Noted.

With no further matters to be transacted, the meeting ended at 9.25pm.

Signed:_______________________________  Date:________________________ 
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