To: The Deputy Leader and Members of the
Planning and Development Board
(Councillors  Sweet, Barber, Butcher, L
Dirveiks, Humphreys, Lea, May, B Moss,
Phillips, Sherratt, Simpson, A Stanley, Turley,
Watkins and Winter)

For the information of other Members of the Council

This document can be made available in large print
and electronic accessible formats if requested.

For general enquiries please contact David Harris,
Democratic Services Manager, on 01827 719222 or
via e-mail - davidharris@northwarks.gov.uk.

For enquiries about specific reports please contact
the officer named in the reports

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
BOARD AGENDA

18 JUNE 2012

The Planning and Development Board will meet in the
Council Chamber at The Council House, South Street,
Atherstone, Warwickshire on Monday 18 June 2012 at
6.30 pm.

AGENDA
1 Evacuation Procedure.
2 Apologies for Absence / Members away on

official Council business.

3 Declarations of Personal or Prejudicial
Interests.
(Any personal interests arising from the
membership of Warwickshire County Council of
Councillors Lea, May, B Moss and Sweet and
membership of the various Town/Parish Councils




of Councillors Barber (Ansley), Butcher
(Polesworth), B Moss (Kingsbury), Phillips
(Kingsbury) and Winter (Dordon) are deemed to
be declared at this meeting.

PART A — ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND DECISION
(WHITE PAPERS)

Planning Applications — Report of the Head of Development Control.
Summary

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 — applications presented for
determination

The Contact Officer for this report is Jeff Brown (719310).
Planning Fees 2011-12 — Report of the Head of Development Control.
Summary

The report brings Members up to date with the current position in
respect of the receipt of planning fee income.

The Contact Officer for this report is Jeff Brown (719310)

Waste Development Framework - Core Strategy — Publication
Document (Regulation 27) consultation (March 2012) - Report of
the Assistant Chief Executive and Solicitor to the Council

Summary

This report and appendices outlines Warwickshire County Council’s
Waste Development Framework - Core Strategy - Publication
Document (Regulation 27) consultation (March 2012) and the Borough
Council’'s recommended responses to the document.

The Contact Officer for this report is Mike Dittman (719451).

PART C — EXEMPT INFORMATION
(GOLD PAPERS)

Exclusion of the Public and Press

Recommendation:

That under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act
1972, the public and press be excluded from the meeting for
the following item of business, on the grounds that it



involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as
defined by Schedule 12A to the Act.

Breaches of Planning Control — Report of the Head of Development
Control

The Contact Officer for this report is Jeff Brown (719310)

JERRY HUTCHINSON
Chief Executive



Agenda Item No 4

Planning and Development
Board

18 June 2012

Planning Applications

Report of the
Head of Development Control

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

3.1

4.1

Subject
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 — applications presented for determination.
Purpose of Report

This report presents for the Board decision, a number of planning, listed building,
advertisement, proposals, together with proposals for the works to, or the felling
of trees covered by a Preservation Order and other miscellaneous items.

Minerals and Waste applications are determined by the County Council.
Developments by Government Bodies and Statutory Undertakers are also
determined by others. The recommendations in these cases are consultation
responses to those bodies.

The proposals presented for decision are set out in the index at the front of the
attached report.

Significant Applications are presented first, followed in succession by General
Development Applications; the Council’'s own development proposals; and finally
Minerals and Waste Disposal Applications. .

Implications

Should there be any implications in respect of:

Finance; Crime and Disorder; Sustainability; Human Rights Act; or other relevant
legislation, associated with a particular application then that issue will be covered
either in the body of the report, or if raised at the meeting, in discussion.

Site Visits

Members are encouraged to view sites in advance of the Board Meeting. Most
can be seen from public land. They should however not enter private land. If
they would like to see the plans whilst on site, then they should always contact

the Case Officer who will accompany them. Formal site visits can only be agreed
by the Board and reasons for the request for such a visit need to be given.
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4.2

5.1

5.2

6.1

6.2

Members are reminded of the “Planning Protocol for Members and Officers
dealing with Planning Matters”, in respect of Site Visits, whether they see a site
alone, or as part of a Board visit.

Availability
The report is made available to press and public at least five working days before

the meeting is held in accordance with statutory requirements. It is also possible
to view the papers on the Council's web site: www.northwarks.gov.uk.

The next meeting at which planning applications will be considered following this
meeting, is due to be held on Monday, 16 July 2012 at 6.30pm in the Council
Chamber at the Council House.

Public Speaking

Information relating to public speaking at Planning and Development Board
meetings can be found at: www.northwarks.gov.uk/downloads/file/4037/.

If you wish to speak at a meeting of the Planning and Development Board, you
may either:

= e-mail democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk;

= telephone (01827) 719222; or

= write to the Democratic Services Section, The Council House, South Street,
Atherstone, Warwickshire, CV9 1DE enclosing a completed form.
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Planning Applications — Index

Item Application Page Description General/
No No No Significant
1 PAP/2012/0169 4 Land south of, Orton Road, Warton, General
Change of use of land from agriculture to
use for the purpose of flying model
helicopters.
2 PAP/2012/0208 19 Miners Welfare Centre, Ransome General
Road, Arley, Warwickshire,
Erection of 42 no. 2, 3, and 4 bedroom
houses with associated access roads,
parking, boundary treatments etc
3 Consultation by 41 | Faraday Avenue, Hams Hall
Warwickshire
County Council Establishment and Operation of a
temporary wood processing facility for a
period of five years
4 Consultation by 51 De Mulder and Sons Ltd, Mancetter

Warwickshire
County Council

Road, Hartshill

Proposed New Tallow Farm
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General Development Applications
(1) Application No: PAP/2012/0169
Land south of, Orton Road, Warton,

Change of use of land from agriculture for the purpose of flying model helicopter
aircraft for

Midland Helicopter Club
Introduction

This application is referred by Head of Development Control for determination in the
public interest.

The Site

This comprises a triangular area of land, measuring 2.93 hectares, formerly used for
agriculture, bounded on two sides by drainage ditches which lies some 500 metres to
the south east of Warton. A smaller area measuring some 2 hectares, in the southern
part of the larger site, is proposed as the over-flying area. The remainder of the site
houses a portacabin, used as a clubhouse, a storage container, two portaloos and a car
parking area. A public right of way footpath, the AE13 passes some 10 metres to the
west of the site. The site lies within the functional flood plain of a minor brook which
flows to join the River Anker near Polesworth. A flood risk assessment is provided. The
nearest residential building is 570 metres from the aircraft launch point and the nearest
residential building on Orton Rd is some 575 metres distant; the boundary of the
nearest garden, to rear of dwellings on Orton Rd, is 520m from the launch point.

The Proposal

The application seeks planning permission for the use of the land for the flying of model
helicopter aircraft and for the stationing of a portacabin, a container and two portaloos
on the site to provide a clubhouse and ancillary storage facilities.

Background

The site is currently used for the flying of model helicopter aircraft and the portacabin,
container and portaloos are already in position on the site. The use was initially
established as “permitted development” on the site under the provision in the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development Order) which allows the temporary
use of land. The use however now occurs more frequently than is permitted by this
Order and the stationing of structures is not permitted under the Order.

Planning permission was granted on 15/2/2011 for the change of use from agriculture to
use for the purpose of flying model helicopter aircraft and for the stationing of the
portacabin, container and portaloos. This permission was subject to conditions
restricting the hours of flying, the number and type of aircraft that could be flown any
one time and to require the permitted use to be discontinued on or before 28/2/2012.
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The restrictions were imposed due to concern over potential disturbance due to noise at
nearby residential properties as the noise impact assessment submitted with the
application was limited in its’ methodology and scope. The time limit was imposed to
allow review of the impact of the use. Further noise monitoring was required to be
undertaken during the period the permission was in force. This has been done and the
findings are submitted with the current application. The current application was
submitted before the date the use was to be discontinued and seeks to establish the
use on the site.

Development Plan

North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 (Saved Policies) - Core Policy 2 (Development
Distribution), Core Policy 11 (Quality of Development), ENV8 (Water Resources),
ENV11 (Neighbour Amenities), ENV12 (Urban Design), ENV13 (Building Design),
ENV14 (Access Design), TPT1 (Transport Considerations in New Development), TPT3
(Access), and TPT6 (Vehicle Parking)

Other Relevant Material Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework April 2012.

DoE - Code of Practice for the minimisation of noise from model aircraft, 1982.
Consultations

WCC Highways — No objection subject to conditions to ensure safe vehicle access.

Environmental Health Officer — No objection subject to conditions to limit the number
and type of model aircraft flown and the hours during which flying activities can occur.

Representations

Representations from 6 local residents have been received objecting to the proposed
development. These raise concerns over the adverse impact arising from noise
experienced within buildings, in gardens and whilst walking on footpaths close to the
flight area; the unsuitability of the site due to proximity of the site to residential
properties, the opportunity for the club to use of the site every day, the improved vehicle
access encourages others to access the site for inappropriate activities, nuisance due
to increase in traffic and adverse impact on highway safety. One representation raises
concern over the methodology and scope of the noise impact assessment undertaken,
this is appended as Appendix 1.

Observations

The proposed model flying use requires an area of open land and the countryside
location provides this. The ancillary development proposed is limited to essential
facilities necessary for the proposed use. These ancillary buildings comprise one
portacabin, used as a clubhouse building and one small storage container sited
adjacent to the portacabin. The portacabin is 6.15 metres long, 2.76 metres wide and
2.45 metres high with a flat roof. The container is 3.75 metres long by 2.45 metres wide
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and 2.45 metres high. The colour of these is appropriate to the countryside location.
The buildings are closely grouped, cover a small area and will have a limited impact on
openness. These are portable structures which can be removed from the site. The
development is thus considered to accord with saved policies CP2, CP11 and ENV13.

With regard to the existing natural environment the use has produced relatively minor
change to the land - the most significant is perhaps the regular mowing of the flight
launch/landing area. Boundary hedgerows remain unaffected and the existing habitat
has not been significantly disturbed. The proposed use will not have a significant
adverse impact on the existing natural landscape.

The site lies within an area liable to flooding and a flood risk assessment has been
submitted. The proposed use is considered to be in accord with national technical
guidance included in National Planning Policy Framework with respect to development
and flooding. The proposed use here is for outdoor recreation, this falls within the
“water compatible” category set out in Annex D and such uses are identified as
appropriate for locations within Flood Zone 3. The small ancillary buildings and other
structures will not significantly impede the storage or flow of flood waters across the
site. The proposal is considered to comply with saved policy ENV8 of the North
Warwickshire Local Plan 2006.

The club has some 50 members. It is however very unlikely all will turn up to fly on any
one given day. The applicants state more typically, some 15 members will visit the site
to fly on more popular days - e.g. a Sunday with good flying weather. This would
indicate a maximum of up to 30 vehicle movements, 15 in and 15 out. The club does
host annual events that attract non-members and a higher number of vehicles will visit
the site during such events.

The vehicle access from Orton Rd is some 9 metres wide and has been surfaced with
concrete for a distance of 5 metres from the carriageway and the access track to the
flying site is generally some 3 metres wide, being slightly wider at bends and these
provide passing opportunities for cars. Visibility on the track is good allowing vehicles to
wait in passing points. The vehicle access provides a safe access arrangement for the
typical vehicle traffic associated with the proposed use. The required visibility can be
achieved at the existing access onto the public highway. Adequate space exists within
the site for parking and turning of vehicles. The Highway Authority has no objection.
The proposal is considered to comply with saved policies ENV14, TPT1 and TPT3 of
the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006.

A public footpath passes some 10 metres to the west of the apex of the flight area.
However flying of aircraft is restricted to the flight area proposed, shown hatched on the
flight area plan submitted, thus no aircraft should over fly or come within 10 metres of
the public footpath.

The opportunity to fly model aircraft is limited by factors such as wind speed, visibility
and the weather. Using weather record data for the area, the applicants estimated flying
to be possible on fewer than half the number of days in a year. Daylight is also required
for flying and is thus further limited during winter months. The club is affiliated to the
British Model Flying Association and flying activity and club members’ behaviour is
constrained by the rules, practices and procedures published in the members’
handbook, and by the Midland Helicopter Club’s own rules and code of conduct.
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Details submitted by the applicants indicate that in addition to weather constraints the
flying time of individual model aircraft is limited by other factors; the battery charge or
fuel capacity, both allow only a few minutes of flying time before aircraft must land to
refuel, replace or recharge the battery, the need for maintenance and adjustment, flying
model aircraft requires concentrated effort from the ground based pilot. The club
organisers suggest that club members normally complete three or four flights during a
visit with the actual flying time of less than 30 minutes, even though a members’ visit
may last a few hours and that eight to ten members are likely to visit the site on a
favourable flying day.

The most significant issue with this development is noise and a noise impact
assessment is submitted with the application.

No clear methodology to assess the impact of noise from model aircraft has yet been
formulated at a national level. The Department of the Environment produced a Code of
Conduct for the minimisation of noise from model aircraft in 1982, this was reviewed by
DEFRA. It promotes good operating guidelines and identifies four factors relevant to
assessment of noise around sensitive properties, such as dwellings, separation
distance, barriers between the flying site and noise sensitive properties, times of
operation and numbers of model aircraft in simultaneous operation. Although produced
some time ago the Code remains the only relevant official published guidance.

The Code recommends a separation distance of 500 metres between the launch point
of flying site and nearest noise sensitive properties. Where separation distances are
inadequate, restriction of the hours of operation is suggested. Although actual hours are
a matter for local determination, recommended hours for weekdays are 0900 to 1900
hours and from 1000 to 1900 hours on Sundays and public holidays.

The separation distance to the nearest noise sensitive building in this case is 560
metres, with the nearest noise sensitive building on Orton Rd being 575 metres distant;
the nearest garden is to the rear of dwellings on Orton Rd and is 520m from the launch
point. Given the flat terrain there are no barriers between the launch site and the
nearest properties that would reduce noise generated.

There have been significant changes since the code was published. The use of model
aircraft powered only by electric motors has significantly increased due to
improvements in battery technology. Such aircraft can emit substantially less noise than
model aircraft powered by internal combustion engines or gas turbines. The Code does
not include specific recommendations with respect to electric powered model aircraft.

The methodology and scope of the noise impact assessment was discussed and
agreed with the Council’'s Environmental Health Officer (EHO) prior to being
undertaken. This reflects the factors identified in the Code and also includes monitoring
of noise emissions of model helicopter aircraft of different types whilst in flight, with
noise measurements taken near the boundaries of nearest residential properties and
measurements of the ambient, (background) noise level in this area.
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The Council’'s Environmental Health Officer has reviewed the findings of the noise
impact assessment and concludes that with four model helicopter aircraft powered by
internal combustion engines in flight at one time there is a perceptible increase in noise
above the ambient noise level close to nearby residential properties, however there is
no perceptible increase with only two such model helicopters being flown at the same
time.

The Environmental Health Officer concludes that two model helicopters powered by
internal combustion engines in flight at one time would not result in a significant adverse
noise impact for occupiers of nearby residential properties.

Persons in the open countryside closer to the flight area, e.g. walkers using the public
footpath which passes to the west of the flight area would experience noise near the
flight area and for some distance beyond; this would however diminish as they moved
away.

The noise emitted by electrically powered aircraft can be substantially less than from
aircraft powered by an internal combustion engine or gas turbine. The noise impact
assessment indicates that with four electric motor powered model helicopters being
flown there would be no significant impact on residential properties due to noise. The
Environmental Health Officer has also visited the site whilst four such electric powered
models were being flown and found the noise from the model aircraft to be barely
perceptible close to residential properties, i.e. 500 metres distant.

The applicant has stated that the flight area could potentially accommodate up to four
model aircraft in flight at one time; however with experienced pilots no more than three
aircraft are likely to be airborne at once. Three or four aircraft airborne at one time
would be acceptable, providing the noise was not perceptibly greater than that emitted
by two model aircraft powered by internal combustion engines.

The Council’'s Environmental Health Officer has considered carefully the noise impact
assessment, the comments on noise and the noise impact assessment set out in the
representations received and his own observations. He recommends that if permission
is granted then no more than four model aircraft should be flown at any one time and no
more than two model aircraft powered by means other than electric motor should be
flown at any one time.

The applicant has requested that flying of model aircraft powered other than by electric
motor be allowed between 09:00 hours and 19:00 hours on Monday to Friday and 10:00
to 17:00 on Saturday, Sunday or public holidays and for model aircraft powered by
electric motors between the hours of 09:00 to 21:00 on Monday to Friday and 10:00 to
21:00 on Saturday, Sunday or public holidays.

Given the conclusion of the Environmental Health Officer with regard to electric motor
powered model aircraft it is not considered that the longer daily flying period requested
for such models will give rise to a significant adverse noise impact. The Council granted
planning permission in 2009 for the flying of electrically powered model aircraft during
daylight hours by a model aircraft club from a site in Coleshill.
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Subject to such conditions to limit the number and type of model aircraft and the periods
of flying activity it is considered the proposal will not give rise any significant adverse
impact due to noise on health or quality of life for nearby residents. The proposal is
considered to accord with saved policy ENV11 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan
2006 and guidance set out in the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 with regard
to conserving the natural environment and avoiding and mitigating adverse impacts
from noise from new development.

Recommendation

That the application be GRANTED subject to the following conditions:
1. The development hereby approved shall not be carried out otherwise than
in accordance with the application site plan, block plan; building position plan,
floor plan and elevations, and vehicle access plan received by the Local Planning
Authority on 21 March 2012.
REASON

To ensure that the development is carried out strictly in accordance with the
approved plans.

2. The use hereby approved shall enure solely for the benefit of the Midland
Helicopter Club and for no other organisation or person whomsoever and shall
be discontiinued on the vacation of the site by the Midland Helicopter Club.

REASON

Planning permission is granted solely in recognition of the particular
circumstances of the beneficiaries.

3. The buildings and all associated structures shall be removed from the site
and the land restored to its former condition within two months of the cessation of
the use hereby permitted.

REASON

To ensure redundant structures on the site are removed in the interest of
amenity.

4. The existing vehicle access to the site shall not be used in connection with
the use hereby permitted unless the access has been provided with a width of
not less than than 5 metres as measured from the near edge of the public
highway carriageway.

REASON

In the interests of safety on the public highway.
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5. The existing vehicle access to the site shall not be used in connection with
the use hereby permitted until it has been surfaced with a bound surface material
for a distance of at least 5 metres measured from the near edge of the public
highway carriageway.

REASON
In the interests of safety on the public highway.

6. The access to the site for vehicles shall not be used unless a verge
crossing has been laid out and constructed in accordance with the standard
specification of the Highway Authority.

REASON
In the interests of safety on the public highway.

7. The existing access shall not be used in connection with the use hereby
permitted until visibility splays have been provided to the vehicular access with
an 'x' distance of 2.4 metres, and a 'y’ distances of 160 metres to the near edge
of the public highway carriageway. No structure, tree or shrub shall be erected,
planted or retained within the splays, exceeding, or likely to exceed at maturity, a
height of 0.6 metres above the level of the public highway carriageway.

REASON
In the interests of safety on the public highway.

8. No flying or other operation of model aircraft powered by an electric motor
only, including the testing or running of engines whilst stationary, shall take place
before 09:00 hours or after 21:00 hours on Monday to Friday or before 10:00
hours or after 21:00 hours on Saturdays, Sundays or public holidays. No flying
or other operation of model aircraft powered other than by an electric motor only,
including the testing or running of engines whilst stationary, shall take place
before 09:00 hours or after 19:00 hours on Monday to Friday or before 10:00
hours or after 17:00 hours on Saturday, Sunday or public holidays.

REASON

In the interests of amenity.
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9. No more than four model aircraft shall be flown from the site at any one
time and of these, no more than two model aircraft shall be powered by any type
of internal combustion engine. No model aircraft that emits a noise louder than
80 db(A) measured at point 7 metres distant when on the ground shall be flown
from the site. Noise emissions of model aircraft flown from the site shall be
regularly monitored and the club organisers shall maintain a written record of the
measured noise emitted by model aircraft and the date of measurement. A
written record of all model aircraft flown from the site, to include name of
member, aircraft type, date and time of flight shall be maintained. These records
shall be made available to the Local Planning Authority upon request.

REASON

In the interests of amenity.

10.  Model aircraft shall be flown only within the flight area (marked by cross-
hatching) shown on the site plan received on 21 March 2012. No model aircraft
shall be flown in airspace outside of this area at any time.

REASON

In the interest of amenity, public safety and to prevent disturbance to occupiers of
nearby properties.

11.  No buildings or structures shall be placed or erected within 5 metres of the
watercourses bounding the site.

REASON

In the interests of land drainage.

12.  No external lighting or sound amplification equipment shall be placed or
erected on the site without details first having been submitted to, and approved in
writing, by the Local Planning Authority.

REASON

In the interests of the amenities of the area.

14.  The open land within the curtilage of the site shall not be used for the
storage, display or sale of anything whatsoever.

REASON

In the interests of the amenities of the area.
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Justification

The proposed use is a recreational use that requires an open area and this is provided
by the countryside location. The ancillary development proposed is considered to be
limited to essential facilities necessary for the proposed use. These ancillary structures
are functional portable buildings which can be removed from the site; the colour is
appropriate for the countryside location. They are closely grouped, cover a small area
and will have a limited impact on openness. The use will not have a significant adverse
impact on the existing wildlife habitat or the natural landscape. It is considered to be in
accord with the technical guidance given in the National Planning Policy Framework
2012 with regard to flooding. The proposed use for outdoor recreation, falls within the
“water compatible” category set out in Annex D, such uses are identified as appropriate
for locations within Flood Zone 3. The existing vehicle access will provide a safe access
arrangement for the vehicle traffic associated with the use. Adequate space exists
within the site for parking and turning of vehicles. Subject to the limits imposed through
conditions attached to permission, noise associated with the model flying use will not
result in a significant adverse impact on health, quality of life or loss of amenity for
occupiers nearby residential properties.

The proposed use is considered to be in accord with saved policies CP2; CP11; ENVS;

ENV11; ENV13; ENV14; TPT1 and TPT3 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006.
There are no material considerations that would outweigh Development Plan policies.
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BACKGROUND PAPERS

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 2000
Section 97

Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0169

Blickground Author Nature of Background Paper Date
aper No
L 21/3/12
1 The Applicant or Agent Qﬁglgg ;grr:]eFr(])tr(r;l)s, Plans 24/5/12
29/5/12
2 A Newton Representation 18/4/12
16/4/12,
3 A Grimley Representation 13/12/11,
28/3/11
4 M Williams Representation 19/4/2012
5 D Carter Representation 11/4/12
6 S Maker Representation 5/4/12
7 G Roberts Representation 2/4/12
8 WCC Highways Consultation 19/4/12
9 NWBC Environmental Consultation 30/4/12,
Health Officer 28/5/12

Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the

report and formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.
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84 Orton Road
Warton
B79 OHU

13" April 2012

North Warwickshire Borough Council RECEIVED
Development Control
The Council House .
South Street 1 6 APR 2012

Atherstone, CV9 1DE
North Warwickshire

-Borough.Council.

Dear Sir / Madam
Planning Application PAP/2012/0169 ~ permanent use of land for model aircraft flying

1 wish to raise an objection to the above planning application submitted by the Midland
Helicopter Club. As this application Is essentially the same as the previous one given
temporary permission my comments remain essentially the same. | have therefore attached
copies of two previous communications which | request be included as part of this
objection:

1. E-mail to Mr Jeff Brown with copy to Dean Walters dated 28" March 2011 -
comments following the grant of temporary permission.

2. E-mall to Mr Jeff Brown dated 13" December 2011 - information regarding further
incidents of noise nuisance.

My objection can be summarised as follows:

Residents have the right to the peaceful enjoyment of their properties and should be free
from un-necessary additional nolse. This includes peaceful use of their gardens. As | have
stated previously the noise from certain models can be particularly loud and annoying
when trying to relax In the garden and at times can be clearly audible Indoors with closed
(double glazed) windows, The situation is aggravated by intensity of use during weekends,
particularly Sundays and summer evenings. The proposal, based on 365 days per year use
and the hours stated is completely unacceptable. | do not claim that all model helicopter
flights at the site cause a nolse nulsance to residents in Orton Road, however even a single
‘Nitro’ helicopter Is capable of doing so. These comments relate to the real life situation
based on nearly two years of observation and recordings at my property. { believe { have the
necessary evidence to prove this statement before any inquiry, or court if necessary.
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The above opinion is clearly not in agreement with the Noise Impact Assessment submitted
with this application. However | can clearly demonstrate that the assessment methology
and conclusions are flawed and are not representative of the real life situation.

Whether or not any particular model being flown causes a nuisance depends on a larg
number of variables such as existing background noise level, wind speed and direction; the
manner in which the model is flown etc.

The Nolse impact assessment was not carried out for long enough or in a manner to take all
these variables Into account. For example a mid day 1 hour background reading cannot be
representative of a 365 day a year use. Additionally, It is not know If the models presented
for test are representative of those used In practice. For example | note that the repor fails
to make any mention of gas turbine powered models despite reference on the Midlan
Helicopter Club’s web site to the ‘turbine powered hangar queen’ being in operation a the
Warton site.

Models can also be modified from standard specification. When the readings were taken of
models In flight it Is not know if they were just in level flight or were performing the
aerobatics which cause excessive rotor noise, These unknowns already bring the validity of
the noise readings into question without consldering the manner of assessment.
The assessment has used BS 4142 ‘Method for rating Industrial nolse in mixed residential
and industrial areas’. Clearly this standard is not applicable so any conclusions drawn ffom
using It must be regarded with extreme caution. However if you are going to use this
standard those conclusions are meaningless If the ‘acoustic feature’ correction is not
consldered (section 3.4 in the report). It Is invalld to conclude that only that particular part
of the standard relates to industrial noise but it's acceptable to use the rest of It. That s
effectively cherry picking bits of the assessment method to suit your case and it does not
stand up to any professional scrutiny. This correction factor relates to a fundamental
principle when considering any potential nolse nulsance in that it is not just Intensity that
should be taken into account but also the character of the nolse. The nolse produced Hy
model helicopters as typically operated (see video clip) is totally alien and distinctive above
normal rural background noise. This is what residents find really annoying and is at the crux
of this matter.

The above demonstrates the fallibility of allowing an applicant to commission their o
Nolse Impact Assessment, particularly where there is no really applicable planning guidance
or standard for nolse assessment. This method should only be used were there is no other
realistic method to assess the noise impact of a development. In the case in question there
was an entirely preferable alternative because the use was already taking place. Cover
monitoring at residents properties could have easlly established the real life situation and |
even offered use of my property for this to be carrled out as well as providing incident|logs.
As far as | am aware no such assessment was undertaken by NWBC and the opportunity was
missed. | am sure that any Environmental Health Officer present on these occasions would
have concurred with my own findings.

The distance from my property to the application site and the launch / flying area has been
consistently misrepresented during the planning process with statements that the nearest
noise sensate locations are greater than 500 metres from the launch or flying area. Th
Impact assessment states 540m. The garden of my property extends some 65m from the

rear facade of the house towards the application site and Is certainly less than 500m f om
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the usual launch and flying area. This distance Is non compliant with the recommendations
of the C.0.P for model aircraft 1982. However | believe It can easily be shown that even a
higher standard than a 500m minimum would be approprlate for modern model helicopters
as the COP only takes account of engine nolise from fixed wing models and does not take
Into account the noise produced by helicopter rotors. Indeed PPG 24 ‘Planning and Noise’
states: ‘helicopter noise has different characteristics from that from fixed wing aircraft, and
is often regarded as more Intrusive or more annoying by the general public.’

As an indication of just how annoying the nolse can be please go to:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aH6d3alHZq4

where there is a Midland Helicopter Club posted u-tube video showling the typical stunt
manoeuvres performed and demonstrating the assoclated rasping noise from the rotor
blades.

The applicant suggests that nolse levels can be kept in check due to the varlous controls
exercised by the Club, and the various rules its members must comply with. Whilst this may
be the case at organised events, in practice the majority of use is by members who turn up
at the fleld at any time and can fly any model in any area completely unsupervised.

For reference | note that the Local Government Ombudsman dealt with case in 2006
involving model aircraft (not helicopters). In that Instance the local authority were criticised
for missing opportunities to monitor the noise following complains, inadequate liaison
between planning and environmental health departments and failing to accurately
determine the distance from the complainant’s property to the site. It would be wrong to
suggest that all the circumstances were the same, clearly they were not, but there are
parallels with the present case. In the 2006 case the LA were subsequently found guilty of
maladministration causing injustice.

I understand that this application will be determined In accordance with the new National
Planning Policy Framework. Obviously use of this guidance in its infancy but there is major
emphasis on development being sustainable. Many of the models used are fuelled by Nitro-
methane, a hazardous hydrocarbon fuel which is usually combusted in an over fuel
condition causing excessive smoke. This Is In addition to the normal Invisible greenhouse
pollutants and the issue of noise pollution. This I cannot see as being in any way sustainable
development by the definitions and reference to preventing pollution given in the NPPF, and
appears totally contrary to stated aims of conserving and enhancing the natural
environment.

Maybe rather than looking at a single issue like noise we should be asking whether this use
is suitable at all this rural location and whether agricultural land should be given over to
such an unsustainable use.

The NPPF also makes reference to people and communities in decision making. It Is clear
from the level of complaint to the last application that the use is not wanted by the local
community. This Is a very specialised leisure activity that does not serve the local
community.
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| believe that this application should not be approved in Its current form. The concept
allowing of up to four ‘Nitro’ helicopters flying at once on a Sunday beggars belief. Under
those circumstances | have enough experience to know that other residents and myse
would have no difflculty In obtalning a court order by exercising our rights under Section 82
of The Environmental Protection Act 1990. Essentially the site is too near to Warton village
for unrestricted use. If any compromise Is to be reached In this matter | belleve as an
absolute minimum the use should be restricted to electric powered models only. Even these
madels can be distinctly audible and should be subject of a sultable hours restriction si ilar
to that imposed for the temporary permission. The club have stated that electrically
powered models are Increasing in popularity and their use will become the norm. For
reason | can see no reason why imposition of such a condition can be objected to.
Furthermore such a restriction would address many of the Issues relating to sustainabl
ceasing use of hydrocarbon fuels and preventing the assoclated pollution.

Yours faithfully

z 4
Alan Grimley ( b
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(2)  Application No: PAP/2012/0208
Miners Welfare Centre, Ransome Road, Arley, Warwickshire, CV7 8GZ

Erection of 42 no. 2, 3, and 4 bedroom houses with associated access roads,
parking, boundary treatments etc, for

The Cassidy Group
Introduction

The receipt of this application was reported to the Board at its last meeting and it is now
brought back for determination. The site was outlined in the previous report together
with a description of the proposal, some background information and the identification of
the relevant Development Plan policies. For convenience this is attached at Appendix A.

Additional Information

Since the last meeting, there have been some minor alterations made to the
appearance of a few of the proposed houses, in particular to introduce a little more
variety in the “blocks” of houses. Some minor alterations have also been made to the
location of parking spaces following comments from the Warwickshire County Council
as Highway Authority.

The related application for the removal of waste material from the rear of the site so as
to return the ground levels to the original levels, as referred to in the last report, has now
been granted a planning permission.

Members will also have seen from the last report that one issue would be a likely “drop”
in the value of any financial contribution towards open space/recreation enhancement in
the locality. The applicant has now provided the required financial appraisal and is as a
consequence offering a contribution of £10,000.

Consultations
Severn Trent Water — No objection subject to a standard condition

Warwickshire Police (Crime Prevention) — No objection as the proposed layout has
already been discussed with the applicant.

Environmental Health Officer — No objection subject to any new top soils being brought
onto the site being “vetted” for contamination, and conditions to be attached about
construction hours and dust management measures.

Council’'s Housing Officer — Fully supports the application pointing out that there is

Housing and Communities Agency (HCA) funding for this project, which is why the
proposal is being promoted in the current economic climate.
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Council’'s Valuation Officer — Considers that the appraisal provided is reasonably based
and contains valid conclusions, such that size of the new contribution is proportionate to
the costs of the project.

Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority — No objection subject to minor
alterations to the geometry of some of the car parking spaces and radii of the proposed
layout. The applicant has revised his plans accordingly.

Representations

Members are referred to the pre-application consultation carried out by the applicant —
see Appendix A.

160 letters were forwarded to local residents. Two objections have been received. The
grounds mentioned refer to:

)] Increased traffic resulting in additional road hazards. The roundabout at the
junction with Gun Hill will need improvement and Gun Hill itself needs a
20mph limit.

i) The site is too high a density — no amenity features, shops or services.

iii) There will be loss of open space

iv) To fully develop the site with affordable housing will not maintain a good level
of diversity within the village demographics. More two and four bed room
detached housing is needed with additional bungalows. The proposals do not
match the Housing Needs Survey. There is no need for more housing in
Arley. Old Arley has recently seen an influx of houses with no commensurate
increase in services.

V) CCTV will be needed because of a likely increase in anti-social behaviour.

Vi) Construction traffic will bring problems on the roads.

Observations
a) Introduction

As stated in the previous report, this site is inside the development boundary for Arley
recognised as a Local Service Centre by the Development Plan, and has the benefit of
an outline planning permission for 37 houses. As a consequence there is no objection in
principle to this application. Determination however rests on a number of other issues.
Two of these were raised in the last report and will be dealt with first.

b) Affordable Housing Provision

The Council’s policy for affordable housing provision is that there should be a minimum
of 40% on a site such as this in a Local Service Centre. This proposal would provide
52% and thus accords with this policy. As the previous permission would provide just
40%, this current case would deliver a significant increase in affordable houses — 22 as
opposed to 15.
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Under the previous scheme, the remainder — that is 22 - would be “open market”
houses. Here, there would be 20. However it is significant that these 20 would be
shared ownership properties for their first occupiers, managed by the Bromford Housing
Group. Occupiers could staircase out to the 100% market value and thereafter that
property would enter the open market. If they chose not to do so, or if they vacated
without reaching the 100%, then the property would be retained by the Bromford Group
so that subsequent occupiers could embark on the shared ownership route. As a
consequence the Council's Housing Officers consider that not only does this
arrangement provide choice of tenure, it also enables a wider range of people the
opportunity to commence home ownership. Officers also consider that there would
always be a “pool” of these shared ownership properties available as not every occupier
would fully staircase out. This arrangement of stair-casing out to 100% is not within the
Council’'s planning policy for affordable housing which seeks a cap of 80% on shared
ownership schemes, so as to retain them in perpetuity. However the overall scheme is
considered to be “better” than that offered by the previous permission as that would only
have had full open market housing thus not widening the choice or availability for local
people. It is considered that given the current housing market; the current economic
situation, the approach of the new National Planning Policy Framework, the increase of
tenure choice, the involvement of the Bromford Group and the support from the housing
officers and the HCA, that this approach should be supported.

The objectors refer to the need to provide variety of tenure and to move away from an
over-reliance on wholly affordable housing. This scheme does just that. Whilst it does
provide more affordable houses under the Council’s definition, it also introduces a new
avenue towards open market housing which increases choice and availability, enabling
a wider range of people to enter the housing market. It is considered that this is an
improvement over the existing permission.

They also draw attention to the Housing Needs Survey which they say is not reflected in
this scheme. They say that this indicates that general opinion is that the people of Arley
do not want any more housing; that the survey was only completed by 20% of the
population, it does not say how many of these were from New Arley, that the survey
was completed in 2011 before completion of the scheme in Old Arley which will have
“absorbed” much of the need shown by that survey and that the scheme should be for
bungalows. Both Housing and Planning Officers have looked into this criticism. It is
important to establish that the Survey was to establish housing need and that it was
sent to every household. It was not a referendum on whether there should or should not
be more housing in Arley. Those that responded were expressing an individual “need”.
In this respect a 20% return is considered to be quite high — indeed the response was
greater than a previous similar survey, which indicates an increasing need. The Survey
shows an overall requirement for some 45 properties. Members will be aware the eight
“affordable” bungalows were recently approved on the former Working Mens Club site in
Spring Hill and that the Old Arley development contains 16 “affordable” units. The
balance of some 20 properties would be provided under the previous permission for this
site. As a consequence, Members can see how the survey has been applied
consistently across both Old and New Arley, treating the “Arleys” in both planning and
housing terms as one Local Service Centre. As a consequence officers do not consider
that there is a case here for refusal based on the proportions of affordable provision
being proposed.
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Members will be aware also that the Council is under pressure from the new National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) to maintain a five year housing supply plus at least
a 5% contingency. This supply has to be deliverable. This site, given the number of
units involved, would significantly enhance the present position. The site is deliverable
with HCA funding. Given that financial considerations are now a material planning
consideration, it is considered that this funding is a material factor in making this site
deliverable and thus is material to the recommendation below.

c) The Open Space Contribution

There would be a reduced contribution as a consequence of this application. However
the important thing is that there still would be a contribution and that its value would still
be worthwhile. The Council’'s Valuation Officer concludes that the value is reasonable
given the costs and values involved with the current proposals and thus it is not
considered that there is a case for further negotiation, and certainly not for a refusal.

The objectors refer to the loss of open space. This site is not at all far from the Gun Hill
recreation ground and the contribution will enable further improvements in the area.
Overall given the fact that there is an extant permission to redevelop the site, it is not
considered that there is a ground for refusal here.

d) Other Matters

Bearing in mind the extant permission on the site for 37 units it is not considered that
the additional 5 would so affect the density here to result in a development that would
be so materially different or indeed one that would be out of keeping with the local area.
For information the density in both schemes would be 40 dwellings per hectare.

The other matter which needs further exploration is the potential highway impact. The
Highway Authority has no objection to the layout or to the use of the single access onto
Ransome Road. Indeed this is all very similar to that approved recently. The alterations
requested have been addressed through amended plans.

With no other objections from the other consultation responses, there are no grounds
for refusal.

Recommendation
That, subject to the signing of a Section 106 Agreement in respect of a £10000
contribution towards off-site landscape/recreation improvements in the locality of the
site, and to the inclusion of conditions into the schedule below as recommended by the
Highway Authority, planning permission is GRANTED subject to the following
conditions:
Standard Conditions
i) Standard three year condition
i) Standard plan numbers condition — 6551/22 received on 17/4/12 and plan

numbers 6551/08f, 11b, 12c, 13c, 14d, 15d, 16c¢, 17d, 18c and 21c received
on 31/5/12.
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ii)

Vi)

Pre- Commencement Conditions

No work shall commence on site until measures for the provision of 22
affordable houses as part of the development hereby approved have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. These
affordable houses shall meet the definition of affordable housing as set out in
the saved policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006. The measures
shall include: the type and tenure of those twenty two affordable houses; the
timing of their construction and its phasing in relation to the occupancy of the
remaining dwellings on the site, the arrangements for the transfer of the
twenty two affordable houses to an affordable housing provider, the
arrangements to ensure that such provision is affordable for both first and
subsequent occupiers of the twenty two affordable houses, and the
occupancy criteria to be used for determining the identity of occupiers of the
twenty two affordable houses and the means by which such occupancy
criteria are to be enforced.

REASON

In the interests of securing affordable housing provision on the site so as to
meet the requirements of the Development Plan.

No development shall commence on site until such time as the Local
Planning Authority has given its written approval to the deposit of top soils on
the site. This approval will be dependant upon the source of those soils being
evidenced together with test results on those soils in respect of potential
contaminated material. Only those soils so agreed shall be imported and used
on the site.

REASON

In the interests of reducing the risk of pollution.

No development shall commence on site until such time as full details of the
measures to be installed for the disposal of both foul and surface water have
first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Only the approved measures shall then be installed.

REASON

In order to reduce the risks of pollution and flooding

No development shall commence on site until such time as a schedule of the
facing materials and roofing materials to be used has first been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only the approved
materials shall then be used.

REASON

In the interests of the visual amenities of the area.
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Vi)

viii)

ii)

No development shall commence on site until such time as details of the
landscaping for the site including retention of existing trees and hedgerows
has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Only the approved measures shall then be implemented on the site.

REASON
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area.

No development shall commence on site until such time as a dust
management scheme has first been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be implemented at
the time of commencement of work and shall remain in place until its
completion or other time as may be agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

REASON
In the interests of the amenities of the area
Overall Controlling Condition

All construction work associated with the development hereby approved shall
only be undertaken between 0800 and 1800 hours on Mondays to Fridays,
and between 0800 and 1300 hours on Saturdays. There shall be no
construction work on Sundays or Bank Holidays.

REASON

In the interests of the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers.

The Development Plan policies relevant to this decision are saved Core
Policies 1, 2, 8 and 12, together with saved policies ENV4, 6, 8, 11, 12, 13
and 14, HSG2 and TPT6 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006.
Information on the sewer that crosses the site and advice on works close to it,
including construction can be obtained from Severn Trent Water Ltd. The
sewer may require temporary protection.

Standard Coal Authority Standing Advice.
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Justification

The site is within the development boundary defined for New Arley in the Development
Plan. New Arley is also a Local Service Centre in that Plan and there is an extant
outline planning permission on this site for 37 units. As a consequence there is no
objection in principle to this current application. The application accords with
Development Plan requirements for the provision of affordable housing and makes
provision through an associated Section 106 Agreement for compensation for the loss
of a former community facility and its former recreational space. There are no technical
issues that can not be overcome by condition, and there are no objections from other
Agencies, particularly the Highway Authority. The Council requires new housing to meet
its five year supply and this site is deliverable given the support of the Housing and
Communities Agency. As a consequence the application accords with the Development
Plan policies as outlined above and with the policies of the NPPF 2012.
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BACKGROUND PAPERS

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 2000

Section 97

Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0208

Bgckground Author Nature of Background Paper Date
aper No
, Application Forms, Plans
1 The Applicant or Agent and Statement(s) 17/4/12
5 Head of Development Letter 23/4/12
Control
3 S Christancig Objection 29/4/12
4 S Christiancig Objection 2/5/12
5 Severn Trent Water Consultation 2/5/12
6 L Parlow Objection 2/5/12
7 Warwickshire Police Consultation 4/5/12
8 Enylronmental Health Consultation 8/5/12
Officer
9 Enylronmental Health Consultation 8/5/12
Officer
10 Applicant Letter 9/5/12
11 Applicant Letter 9/5/12
12 Valuation Officer Consultation 10/5/12
13 S Christancig Objection 12/5/12
14 Warwickshire County Consultation 28/5/12
Council Highways
15 Agent Letter and plans 30/5/12
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the

report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the
report and formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents

such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.
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APPENDIX A
General Development Applications
0 Application No: PAP/2012/0208
Miners Welfare Centre, Ransome Road, Arley, Warwickshire, CV7 8GZ

Erection of 42 no. 2, 3, and 4 bedroom houses with associated access roads,
parking and boundary treatments etc, for

The Cassidy Group
Introduction

This application will be referred to the Board for determination because of the planning
history involving a previous Section 106 Agreement. This matter is taken up within the
observations section of the report. At this time however the application is reported just
to introduce the case to Members.

The Site

This is a 0.92 hectare piece of land on the west side of Ransome Road just a few
metres north of its junction with Gun Hill within the settlement of New Arley surrounded
by residential development. It is now overgrown and vacant, but used to house the
Former Miners Welfare Club together with its bowling green and tennis courts. The
former building was demolished a little while ago.

The Proposals

The proposals seek the residential re-development of the site with 42 new houses
comprising a mix of different sizes and designs. The general layout involves a new
access onto Ransome Road leading into two cul-de-sacs with new housing either side.
This is illustrated at Appendix A with samples of the appearance of the houses at
Appendix B.

Whilst the current applicant owns the land and would build out the scheme if approved,
it is proposed that all of the houses would be managed by a Registered Social Landlord
— the Bromford Group, one of the Council’s partner RSL’s. The applicant has submitted
a letter — copied at Appendix D — which outlines the approach to be taken to this
provision. In short, 22 of the new houses — that is 52% - would be socially rented
accommodation in perpetuity, thus meeting the Council’s own definition of “affordable”
housing in its Development Plan. The remaining 20 would be shared ownership
housing. As the letter in Appendix D explains, these could “staircase” out to the 100%
equity for the initial occupier and then revert to open market housing afterwards.
Because they are thus not available in perpetuity, they would not accord with the
Council’'s definition of “affordable” housing as set out in the Development Plan. For
shared ownership schemes to do so, each occupier could only “staircase” out to 80% of
the market value, the freehold reverting back to the RSL.
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Additional supporting documentation has been submitted with the application. This
includes a Design and Access Statement; a Ground Conditions Report, an Ecological
Assessment and a Tree Survey.

The applicant has also undertaken pre-submission consultation with the local
community. A copy of the report summarising this is attached at Appendix C. In brief
900 leaflets were distributed locally and an exhibition event was also held. 80% of the
respondents supported the redevelopment of the site; that its redevelopment would
reduce anti-social behaviour and that it would contribute to a wider range of housing in
the area.

There is a current outstanding application lodged with the Council, by the same
applicant, which seeks to remove waste material tipped at the site by the Club when it
was in operation. This was to provide a general lifting of levels over the site so as to
provide a football pitch on the site. Whilst this development was implemented and
material brought onto the site and levelled, it never came into use for recreation
purposes due to the demise of the Club. The Board will be updated as to the position on
this application at the meeting.

Background

An outline planning permission was granted in 2011 for the residential development of
this site with 37 houses, 15 of which (40%) were to be “affordable”.

This permission was accompanied by a Section 106 Agreement under which a
contribution of £32, 868 would be made to the Council towards open space provision in
the vicinity of the site.

Development Plan

Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 — Core Policies 2
(Development Distribution), 8 (Affordable Housing) and 12 (Implementation) together
with Policies HSG2 (Affordable Housing), HSG4 (Densities), ENV11 (Neighbour
Amenity), ENV12 (Urban Design), ENV13 (Building Design), ENV14 (Access Design)
and TPT6 (Vehicle Parking)

Other Material Planning Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

New Homes Bonus

Observations

There is no objection in principle to this development. Not only is the site within the built
up area of Arley, a recognised Local Service Centre, but it also benefits from an extant
planning permission. The key issues are therefore to establish whether the differences

between the current proposals and the terms of the recent permission can be supported
or not. There are two substantive differences.

4/29



The increase in the number of houses proposed is not considered to be material — just
five more houses. However it is material that the delivery of the affordable provision is
different. In short, the current approval enables the provision of 15 (40%) affordable
dwellings in order to meet the Council’s definition of affordable housing. The remainder
— that is 22 or 60% - would be open market houses. The current proposal is for the
provision of 22 (52%) affordable dwellings to meet the Council’s definition of affordable
housing. The remainder - that is 20 or 48% - could become open market housing, as
they would be limited to shared ownership provisions for the first occupier. If that
occupier “staircases” out to 100%, then the house would come onto the open market; if
not, then it would remain with the RSL as a shared ownership property. The first issue
for the Board is to consider whether this new proposal carries support given the
Council's definition of “affordable” housing provision.

The second change relates to the existing Section 106 Agreement pertaining to the site.
This requires a financial contribution to be paid to the Council for local open space
provision. Given the change in the nature of the proposals in respect of the affordable
housing provision, the Board will need to explore whether this affects the viability of the
project. If this is the case, then a lower contribution might be a consequence. The
applicant has been requested to address this issue. The Board will then have to
“balance” the existing situation against any new one — e.g. 40% affordable housing and
a £38,868 contribution, against 52% provision but a lower contribution.

Additionally the Board will need to ensure that the detail and appearance of the
proposals are acceptable — e.g. access arrangements and design etc.

Recommendation

That the receipt of the application be noted at this time.
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BACKGROUND PAPERS

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act,
2000 Section 97

Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0208

Backgroun Author Nature of Background Date
d Paper No Paper
. Application Forms, Plans
1 The Applicant or Agent and Statement 17/4/12
2 Applicant Letter 9/5/12

Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the
report and formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.

4/31



e
AN
R, -n\

OAFFERN AVENUE

i
et e ettt

<

Sateteloty

et
K
o

Recreation Ground

FPlum Tree

4/32



NOISLAI

!aﬂm.mm ANTWAOTIAATD F DNINNVTI
V77 Qe i,
T UAATAM
i D “TEINIIOD HDOMOH
AHIHSHOIMAY A HLUON
W BOSE g awiea o
d Rl
...... 1] A e,

APPENDIX KA

ISV
y w3y
v ATV MIN
ccccccccc
215 DAL RV 110 SN B 0o
o
e R — [u]
worinoma ] waanar 0]

worany |

=
| I P

s i
| I——) § T AN ]

4/33



9L 10|d £L130|d 8L19o|d 6l 10ld 0< 1o1d LZ 19|d ¢z 1old

A¥VANNOYG 3LS ———

H0ocC

£l 3oid ¥1101d SLioid 9l 10id £130|d 8L 10ld 6l 101d

4/34



A ppennix C

.blic Consultation Event - Report

2y & St Michael’s Community Centre  Gun Hill 21st March 2012 15:00 - 19:00

As part of a detailed planning application for the redevelopment of the former Arley
Miners Welfare Club site, Cassidy Group staged a Public Consultation Event.

The consultation allows Cassidy Group to present their proposed designs for the new
development to the public, whilst at the same time allowing for engagement with the
local residents to understand their wishes and requirements so that the finished
development is geared towards the needs of the Arley community.

L il
Leaflets were delivered to prapetties in:
Daffern Avenue  Gurr Hilk
Ryder Row Spring Hill
Hollick Crescent  Hill Top
Fir Tree fane Sycamaore Cres
GeorgeStreet  Sycamare Cormee
lames Street Hawthome Ave
Eharles Street  — Laurel Close

Margan Close
Lichfield Elose
Fourfields Way
Tremelling \Way

The consultation was held at the Arley & St Michael’s Community Centre on Gun Hill in
Arley on the afternoon of Wednesday 21st March 2012. The event was open from 15:00

until 19:30.

Representing Cassidy Group at the event were John Hannon (Development Manager)
and James Cassidy (Director). Also in attendance was Paul Roberts, Housing Strategy and
Development Officer for North Warwickshire Borough Council - all three were on-hand
to present the development proposal and answer any of the attendees’ queries.

— g

Notice of the consultation was provided
to the community by way of a
door-to-door leaflet drop. Over S00
leaflets featuring details of the event
were posted out to homes in the
vicinity of the proposed development
site, with further |eaflets and posters
provided to local shops and community
facilities for display; these included
"The Fir Tree Inn’ and ‘The Wagon Load
of Lime’ public houses, Gun Hill Stores
& Post Office, Spring Hill Medical Centre
and the Arley & St Michael’s
Community Centre. Deliveries of the
notices were carried out between the
gt & 13™ March, circa two weeks in
advance of the consultation event.

> PUBLIC CONSULTATION EVENT »
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s Welfare Club™

1bI|c Consultation Event - Report

ey & St Michael's Community Centre Gun Hill 21st March 2012 15:00 - 19:00

Over 900 leaflets were delivered to properties in
the Arley community to notify residents of the
public consultation event

67 visitors entered thelr name and
address in the attendance register

53 visitors completed a Consultation
Survey Form prepared by Cassidy Group

809 off resperdents supperted
{he recevelepment of the fermer
Miners Welfare Clulb sie

529 JoHrespondents Il
believe the cerelic site hes

contributeditolantizsociall
behavioudinithelareal

@29 el respercents wented 8 greeter dieles
@Gﬁmﬁb@aﬁ@a

5 respondents registered their interest
in seeing properties for over-55s or
those people with physical disabilities

33% of respondents knew of someone
or were themselves looking for a house
to rent or buy in the vicinity of Arley

€
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APt D

Jeff Brown

Head of Development Control Service
North Warwickshire Borough Council
Housing Services

The Council House

South Street

Atherstone

Cva 1DE

9'" May 2012

Dear Jeff

We are writing to request permission for a change in the description of our planning
application for the Arley Miners Welfare site in Ransome Road, New Arley (planning
application reference PAP/2012/0208).

We would like to change from a 100% affordable application to a mixed tenure scheme
which will see 52% affordable rented (22 units) with the remaining 48% being through
shared ownership (16 units) and shared equity (4 units) preducts. This is still delivering more
than the 60/40 split that North Warwickshire Borough Council normally requires in these
circumstances and also fits in with the Housing Needs Survey for Arley which was completed
in July 2011 which clearly shows that residents have a wish to get onto the home ownership
ladder, but are unable to purchase on the open market.

The reason for asking for this material change is due to an issue with prospective purchasers
having problems in obtaining a mortgage on the shared ownership/shared equity products if
they are only able to staircase out to 80%, this can prevent the sale going through and will
not enable the people that you are trying to help through the Housing Needs Survey to
realise their dream of home ownership.

We are working in partnership with sromford Group to develop this site and they do have
guaranteed funding through the Homes and Communities Agency to develop this site, but
the funding is dependent on being able to get the changes through in regards to being able
to staircase out to 100%, which will be affordable to start with to enable residents to get on
the housing ladder, but will not stay affordable in perpetuity if they staircase out as the
property would be sold on the open market.

<

Internagional Offices:
Francs Soull Harrzal |eraes Cunrisey
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In the Governments Laying the Foundations — A Housing Strategy for England ( November
2011) - they state that they are in support of shared ownership schemes through the
Affordable Homes Programme where this is a local priority as it has the flexibility to

enable households on a range of incomes to get a first foot on the housing ladder with
opportunity to increase their share over time when they can afford to do so.

the

This certainly appears to be a priority for the community within Arley who have expressed
their wish to see shared ownership products being built in the village to give an alternative

to social rent and open market.

We hope that you can give this request consideration and look forward to hearing from ypu.

Yours sincerely

James Cassidy
Director
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(3) Consultation by Warwickshire County Council
Faraday Avenue, Hams Hall

Establishment and Operation of a temporary wood processing facility for a period
of five years for

E.ON Climate and Renewables UK Biomass Ltd and R Plevin and Sons Ltd
Introduction

The Board was invited to comment on this application and submitted an objection to the
proposal as set out above essentially on the grounds that there was considered to be
insufficient weight to override the presumption of refusal for this inappropriate
development in the Green Belt. This was lodged with the County Council whose officers
then referred the case to the County’s Regulatory Committee, with a recommendation of
refusal. Determination was deferred in light of the late arrival of further documentation
from the applicant. This has now been forwarded to the Borough Council. We have
been asked whether this would alter our representations.

For convenience the last report is attached at Appendix A, but without its attachments.
Further Information

This takes the form of three separate reports — the first deals with noise; the second
with dust and the third is one giving the background to the process of site selection
through an examination of potential alternative sites in the West Midlands for the
proposal.

The Council’'s Environmental Health Officer will comment on the first two reports
provided as they contain more technical information to show, in the applicant’s view,
that there would be limited, if any, concerns arising from the introduction of the use onto
the site. Those comments will be forwarded directly to the County but at the time of
writing are not yet available. The meeting will be advised of the position, but the
recommendation below accounts for this position.

The report on the search for alternative sites is useful but flawed. This is because the
schedule of sites was largely confined to those suggested by Local Waste Planning
Authority sites. It is accepted that a waste development is better located on a lawful
waste site, but there are other suitable and appropriate sites as recognised by the
Preferred Policies set out in the County Council’s Draft Core Waste Strategy. The report
admits that local Estate Agents were not contacted in respect of sites that might be
available on existing industrial estates, and nor does it appear that other existing or
former mineral sites were identified. There are other difficulties with the report. It
appears to say that as all of the site at Hams Hall is not in the Green Belt, then that
significantly weakens the Green Belt case. In fact the non-Green Belt proportion of the
site is no more than 10%. Moreover the report states that the site is an “existing
industrial site”. It is not, as Members will be aware from their previous visits. That is a
former use which is now abandoned, and the site was deliberately excluded from the
initial Hams Hall planning application for the present Business and Distribution estate.
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In short the additional report does not convince officers that the Borough Council’s
original objection should be altered. The use will significantly impact on the openness of
the Green Belt and on the purposes of retaining land within it. The Council has now
published its Draft Pre-Submission Core Strategy which retains the land inside the
Green Belt. The proposal therefore is not in accord with emerging planning policy which
is now at a stage where weight should be given to its content and approach.

Recommendation

That the Borough Council maintains its’ planning objection to this proposal. The
additional planning information is considered to be flawed for the reasons given in this
report and the proposal does not accord with the NPPF, or with the Council’'s emerging
planning policy.

The Borough Council maintains its objection in respect of potential noise and dust

pollution unless the Environmental Health Officer is satisfied with the content of the
additional material supplied by the applicant.
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BACKGROUND PAPERS

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 2000

Section 97

CONSULTATION — HAMS HALL

Background Author Nature of Background Paper Date
Paper No

1 Warwickshire County Council | Consultation letter 24/1/12

2 Environmental Health Officer Consultation 24/2/12

3 Head of Development Control | Letter 20/3012

4 Warwickshire County Council Regulatory Committee report 25/5/12

5 Warwickshire County Council | Additional Information 25/5/12
Note:  This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the report, such

as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the report and

formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents such as Environmental
Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.
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APPENDIX A (without attachments)

Consultation by Warwickshire County Council
Faraday Avenue, Hams Hall

Establishment and Operation of a temporary wood processing facility for a period
of five years for

E.ON Climate and Renewables UK Biomass Ltd and R Plevin and Sons Ltd
Introduction

This application has been submitted to the County Council as Waste Local Planning
Authority and the Borough Council has been invited to make representations as part of
the consultation process.

The Site

The application site is located on the eastern half of the site where Power Station “B”
used to be located at the Hams Hall complex. It amounts to 6.5 hectares of land. The
site remains undeveloped with it largely being a flat hard surface, but the foundations of
the former power station are still in place. The remainder of the complex — where the “A”
and “C” power stations were once located - is now a national distribution and
manufacturing park. The “B” power station was to the north-west of that complex.
Access would be obtained from the first roundabout when entering the Hams Hall
Distribution Park. This limb serves the Birmingham Airport car park and a large
electricity substation.

The location plan is attached at Appendix A.
The Proposal

The site would be used for a period of five years for the processing of up to 100,000
tonnes a year of non-hazardous wood. The facility would include chipping and
screening plant, small temporary buildings, plant to remove metals, loading shovels and
ancillary development. The bulk of the site would be used for the storage of wood
waste. An indicative layout is at Appendix B, but the photographs of one of the
applicant’s other sites are attached at Appendix C as they best illustrate an operational
site.

The proposed operations are set out in a short report at Appendix D.

The applicant’s case essentially comprises the support and encouragement given to this
type of waste recovery operation in national and local planning guidance. The overall
waste strategy of reducing reliance on land fill and recovering and recycling waste are
familiar to Members. Moreover the advice in respect of the general location
requirements for a waste facility such as that being proposed here is also repeated. The
include proximity to the main sources of waste; proximity to and easy access to the
strategic highway network, a location away from environmentally sensitive and
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residential areas, together with site availability and one being capable of delivery. The
applicant considers that this site is appropriate, suitable and available. Moreover given
the temporary time period sought and the fact that no permanent buildings or structures
are proposed, he argues that there would not lasting adverse impact either on the
Green Belt, or on prejudicing the future use of the land. He argues that a similar
circumstance was accepted recently with a temporary consent on the land for car
storage.

It is also pointed that the E.ON Ltd is presently committing to a range of renewable
energy generation and that they have a substantive bio-mass power station under
construction at Sheffield with an application for a second at Bristol. There is an existing
bio-mass power station in Lockerbie. It is said that this current application will assist in
setting up a wood fuel supply chain.

A number of reports have been submitted with the application.

A landscape report concludes that the site is representative of a former industrial
landscape and because of its enclosed nature will result in there being no material
impact. Reference is made to the mature woodlands around the site and the large
“sheds” to the south east. As the application is for five years there is said to be no
lasting adverse impact. Mitigating measures such as limiting the height of wood
stockpiles and ensuring appropriate lighting are recommended.

A noise report concludes that the noise environment would be acceptable given the
surrounding uses, the ambient noise levels, the distance to residential property
together, and the inclusion of mitigating measures such as an acoustic fence at the
northern boundary.

An ecology report concludes that the site is of little significant ecology value and thus
there is unlikely to be a material impact on wildlife, provided measures are taken to
ensure appropriate lighting and planting.

A transport report concludes that HGV generation would be 132 two-way trips a day, but
that this would have no adverse highway impact given the nature and capacity of the
existing highway network.

Development Plan
West Midland Regional Strategy — its evidence base

Warwickshire Waste Local Plan — saved policy numbers 1 (General Land Use), 6
(Materials Recycling Facilities) and 13 (Proposed Facilities)

Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 — Core Policy 1 (Social and
Economic Regeneration), 2 (Development Distribution), ENV2 (Green Belt), ENV6
(Land Resources), ENV10 (Energy Generation and Conservation), ENV11 (Neighbour
Amenities), ENV12 (Urban Design), ENV14 (Access Design), TPT1 (Transport
Assessment), TPT6 (Vehicle Parking)
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Other Material Planning Considerations

The Landfill Directive 1999; The Waste Strategy 2007; The Government's Review of
Waste Policy 2011, PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development), PPG2 (Green Belts),
PPS10 (Sustainable Waste Management), PPG13 (Transport) and PPS23 (Planning
and Pollution Control)

The draft National Planning Policy Framework

Warwickshire Waste Core Strategy — Preferred Option: Policies CS2, CS3 and CS5
Draft North Warwickshire Core Strategy

Background

The planning permission for the redevelopment of the former Hams Hall complex as a
manufacturing and distribution complex did not include the site of the former “B” power
station. As a consequence the current application site is not within the area covered by
the consent. It is wholly in the Green Belt.

Planning permission has been granted in the past for the temporary use of the land as a
transhipment car park in association with the transfer of motor cars from their
manufacturing base for onward travel via the Rail Freight Terminal at Hams Hall. This
permission has now lapsed.

Consultations

The Environmental Health Officer reports that he has concerns about noise and dust
arising from the proposals given its scale.

In respect of noise, he indicates that if this proposal had been neighbouring residential
property there would be an objection. Here though there is an industrial environment,
but even so he considers that given that neighbouring premises do not have air
conditioned and sealed double glazing for offices and staff rooms facing the site, he
considers that further noise attenuation measures are necessary on site — the height of
the stockpiles — suggested at ten metres - need to be substantially reduced and extra
bunding/screening should be added.

The main concern however is possible dust emissions. This is a large operation
proposed on a large open site. The applicant’s premises in Retford have given rise to a
significant number of complaints even though it is in a more isolated location than Hams
Hall. It is therefore essential that conditions are attached to agree substantive dust
control measures to ensure that the risk of this type of pollution is contained. The
concerns here are for visitors, residents, employees and also for the “clinical” conditions
needed at the nearby BMW plant, for protection to cars parked at the APH airport car
park, and indeed for conditions at the Whitacre Heath Nature Reserve.

The Environment Agency would need to grant a working permit for this use, and it too

would need to be satisfied that these matters had first been addressed prior to issuing
this Permit.
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These representations from the EHO have already been forwarded under separate
cover to the County Council.

Observations
a) Introduction

This application is for inappropriate development in the Green Belt. As such the
presumption is one of refusal. However the applicant is arguing that there are material
planning considerations of such weight that they add up to the very special
circumstances necessary to override that presumption. The remainder of this report will
explore these considerations to see if they do indeed carry the weight which the
applicant assigns to them. The report will also need to address the normal range of
planning matters associated with such an application.

b) The Green Belt

It is acknowledged that the approach set out by the applicant in respect of how waste is
handled in the future carries significant weight in dealing with this application. It is also
acknowledged that the strategies set targets for recycling different waste streams and
that wood recycling is one these. It is also recognised that in West Midlands there is a
shortage of recycling sites as an alternative to land filling wood waste. It is necessary
therefore to see if these matters are of sufficient weight to override the presumption of
refusal.

The starting point is the site’s location in the Green Belt. This is large scale
development by fact and by degree. It takes up an extensive area of land and would
involve substantial stock piles of waste stored on the site, together with large plant,
machinery and some buildings, as well as substantive screen bunding to meet
Environmental Health requirements. Whilst the stock piles would be transitory as stocks
come and go, the overall appearance and character of the site will be one of a
commercial operation as evidenced by the photographs of other sites. As such it would
not contribute to the achievement of the objectives for retaining land within the Green
Belt. It will not safeguard countryside and would represent new development adding to
the urbanisation of the area — particularly through significant extension of an already
large commercial site — and thus not assisting in urban regeneration or the recycling of
other urban land.

There will be a consequential impact on the openness of the Green Belt hereabouts.
The land is presently open and unused. The scale of the proposed operation and its
consequential visual impact will materially reduce that current openness. The most
important attribute of the Green Belt is its openness as it this which delivers the
objectives of retaining land within it. This development would be wholly negative in this
respect. Members are also aware that Government advice clearly indicates that it is not
the quality of the appearance of Green Belt land that gives it its protection. It is the very
fact that it is open that is overriding. So here, whilst the site clearly does not appear as
rural countryside, it is its openness that is overriding, thus retaining its Green Belt
function.
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Moreover the proposed use is not one that essentially or necessarily requires a rural
location. Indeed it is inappropriate here by definition. It might be convenient and
desirable to have it here but not essential. This is important not only in considering the
definitions within Government advice but also because of the lack of evidence submitted
considering alternative locations. No such analysis is provided.

These considerations individually carry significant weight, but together they carry
substantial weight. This at least matches that of the supporting considerations set out by
the applicant in his reliance on current waste strategy. The issue for the Board is how to
balance these conflicting considerations.

c) Other Material Considerations

The County Council will need to explore whether or not the proposals would have any
adverse impacts on highway, ecological or landscape considerations through their
consultation process. This Council’'s concern must be the visual impact on the
residential properties that happen to adjoin the site at its far northern end, and the on
the setting of the Church. The proposals would bring commercial development closer to
these properties, and the prospect of a ten metre high wood stock pile and an acoustic
fence suggest a material change in outlook at this end of the site. Additionally the
Environmental Health Officers are concerned about the risks posed by dust and noise
emissions from such an extensive operation.

The County Council will give weight to its Preferred Waste Policies as set out in its
recent draft Core Waste Strategy. The applicant points that in his view, his proposals
accord with the general approach set out in these policies in general location terms;
proximity to sources of waste, and to the strategic highway network as well as having
with limited environmental impact. However there are matters which need to be brought
to the County’s attention which are considered to weaken this reliance. Firstly, as
indicated above there is no operational reason why this kind of use has to be located
within a Green Belt location or on open land. Green Belt policy quite specifically
indicates that it is not the appearance of the land that is critical here in retaining the
value of Green Belt status but its openness. This land is open and provides a
substantial open space between the Hams Hall development and the community of Lea
Marston to the north. That would be reduced and weakened with this proposal.
Secondly, the County has very recently received other applications for wood recycling
facilities in North Warwickshire as well as for other waste recycling schemes. These are
all located within the Green Belt. It is considered as a consequence that the County
Council can reasonably consider the cumulative impact of these proposals on the
openness of the Green Belt, and the prospect of the perpetuation of former minerals
extraction sites and former power generation sites as waste facility sites, thus removing
the prospect of restoring these sites so that they can fully achieve Green Belt
objectives. It is argued that support for this application, within this context, weakens
achievement of Green Belt objectives. Thirdly, the applicant refers to the temporary
consents on this land for car storage. This is not considered to carry weight in the
current application. Those consents were related to a clear national and regional
economic need in order to assist the West Midlands car manufacturing sector at that
time — namely the BMW/Rover Group. Then new models and export led drive needed
proximity to rail transport and the Hams Hall terminal provided that facility in close
proximity to the Solihull and Longbridge manufacturing plants. The consent was
conditioned so as to tie it in to the terminal; to named motor manufacturers and to their
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plant and to rail transportation. It has now lapsed. In other words it was site-specific, in
line with the actual reasons for granting the original Hams Hall permission. The current
proposals have no such national or regional linkages or ties with the Rail Terminal.
Fourthly, the County should understand that the application is for five years. It is not a
permanent use that is proposed. This therefore questions the weight to be given to the
“need” argument, and adds weight to the argument that this kind of use is “footloose” in
its location requirements. The applicant admits in his submission that after the five
years, “the site will be returned to a condition consistent with the current”. There is no
benefit to, or achievement of Green Belt objectives in the issue of a five year consent. It
can only have an adverse impact on openness during the five years — in other words an
adverse change for no Green Belt gain.

d) Conclusions

The base-line for considering this current application is that the proposal is for
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The most important attribute of the Green
Belt is the retention of its openness in order to achieve the purposes of safeguarding
land from new development and urban expansion, regardless of the visual amenity of
land within the Green Belt. Here this approach is particularly relevant for the reasons
explained above. It is considered that this outweighs the arguments set out by the
applicant in seeking to meet Government objectives in respect of the recycling of this
particular waste stream.

Recommendation
That this Council object to this application on the grounds as set out in this report —
namely that it considers greater weight should be given to the objective of retaining this

land within the Green Belt than that of dealing with the recycling of this particular waste
stream, and on the grounds of potential noise and dust pollution.
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BACKGROUND PAPERS

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 2000

Section 97
Background
Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date
1 Warwickshire County Consultation Letter 24/1/12
Council
2 Environmental Health Consultation 24/2/12

Officer

Note:  This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the report, such
as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the report
and formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents such as
Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.
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(4) Consultation by Warwickshire County Council
De Mulder and Sons Ltd, Mancetter Road, Hartshill
Proposed New Tallow Farm for De Mulder and Sons
Introduction

A report was brought to the last Board meeting indicating that the Council had been
invited to comment on a proposal for new tallow tanks at the De Mulder site in Hartshill
as a consequence of a planning application having been submitted to the Warwickshire
County Council. That report described the site; the proposal and the Development Plan
background. It is attached for information at Appendix A.

Further Information

The information submitted to support the application is contained within Appendix A, but
is repeated here at Appendix B. This indicates that the site operates a processing plant
for Animal By-Products (ABP’s). These are categorised depending on the risk posed to
public and animal health. Prior to 2011, the plant here processed category 1 ABP’s —
the highest risk material. However because of the significant reduction in Category 1
material coming to the site, and changes in EU legislation, the Company has sought the
long term future of the site by moving from Category 1 material to Category 3 so as to
produce saleable finished products. Work on this move has commenced on site with
new plant and equipment already being installed e.g. - the increase in the height of the
tower. All rendering of ABP’s produces two finished products — meat and bone meal
(MBM), and tallow. By moving to Category 3 material and through the introduction of the
new equipment, different grades of MBM and tallow can be produced, thus making for
greater viability and sustainability of the business. This current application is to be the
culmination of this overall move from Category 1 to Category 3 material.

In order to achieve both high and low grade tallow, two sets of tanks are needed. The
Company indicates that as the existing tanks at the site are nearing the end of their
useful life, the decision was taken to completely install new tanks capable of producing
both grades of tallow as early as possible. The volume of the tanks is said to match that
of the potential full production for both grades of tallow (1800 tonnes) and the height (17
metres) is required in order to provide the optimum filtration conditions for separating
the two grades.

Consultations
The County Council has undertaken the consultation process in respect of this
application. At the time of writing this report, no responses have been copied to the

Borough Council.

The Council’'s Environmental Health Officer has also been consulted but as yet has not
responded to the County. He will do this separately from the planning consultation.
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Observations

Prior to looking at the detail of the scheme, it is important to explore the principle of the
development. The site clearly has a lawful use for its current operations and there are
few of these plants available around the country. Given the need for them and the
overall thrust of national waste planning policy contained in PPS10 and locally in
Warwickshire’s Preferred Policies as set out in its current Waste Development
Framework, the overall thrust and direction of the operational changes proposed for this
site are given support. This support is based on the preferred location for waste
development being on those sites that already benefit from waste permissions.
Moreover the changes outlined above at this particular site have already been instigated
through earlier permissions granted by the County Council. As such it is considered that
an objection in principle here would carry very limited weight.

The main two detailed issues here are the potential to increase pollution through odour
emissions, and secondly the visual impact. The former is always at the forefront of all
assessments for any application at this site. The Environmental Health Officer will
forward his observations to the County shortly, and an update will be provided verbally
at the Board meeting. The recommendation below recognises this position.

These are large tanks and they will certainly be visible from the immediate area, namely
the canal towpath and the surrounding roads. They would also be seen in longer
distance views — the A5, and from the higher ground to the south. It is recognised that
there are sound operational reasons for these tanks and that there is a business case
for their introduction. As such and given the overall policy support for new development
on existing sites it is considered that an objection would carry little weight. However the
County Council do need to establish and have a significant landscaping plan in place for
the site in order to mitigate the adverse visual impact of the new tanks.

Recommendation
That the Council do not object in principle to this development subject to it firstly
securing a substantial landscaping scheme for the site in order to mitigate adverse

visual impacts and that secondly it is satisfied that there would be no adverse noise or
odour pollution arising from the development.
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BACKGROUND PAPERS

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 2000

Section 97

CONSULTATION — De-Mulder and Sons Ltd

Background Author Nature of Background Paper Date
Paper No

1 Warwickshire County Council | Consultation letter 9/5/12

2 Head of Development Control | E-mail 24/5/12

3 Warwickshire County Council E-mail 24/5/12

4 Head of Development Control | E-mail 25/5/12

5 Applicant E-mail 28/5/12
Note:  This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the report, such

as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the report and
formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents such as Environmental

Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.
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APPENDIX A

Consultation by Warwickshire County Council

De Mulder and Sons Ltd, Mancetter Road, Hartshill
Proposed New Tallow Farm for De Mulder and Sons
Introduction

The County Council has received this application and has invited this Council to make
representations as part of the consultation process. Environmental Health Officers have
been consulted directly by the County Council as have the Hartshill Parish Council and
local residents.

The Site

The De Mulder premises are situated on the south side of Mancetter Road a couple of
hundred metres east of its junction with Clock Hill where the West Coast mainline
railway crosses the road. It is in a rural area with scattered houses and farms but there
are also a number of other commercial uses nearby notably around the Anchor Inn. The
premises are currently authorised to process animal by-products under permissions
granted by the County Council and Permits issues by the Environment Agency.

The Proposals

It is proposed to replace the existing tallow farm storage tanks adjacent to the main
processing building to the other side of a service road within the current trailer park.
This would be located on the west side of the current complex of buildings and plant.
The location is illustrated at Appendix A.

The new storage facility would comprise twelve stainless steel tanks supported by a
steel framed structure on a concrete base. Each tank would be 17 metres tall and they
would be arranged in two rows of six tanks surrounded by a perimeter wall to store any
spillage. This would be 1.5 metres tall but would be lower in appearance in part,
because it acts also as a retaining wall. The tanks would be accessed from staircases
together with an overhead service gantry for loading tallow into HGV road tankers. A
new loading bay is included. A new pipe bridge will be required to accommodate the
filing of the tanks from the processing building.

For comparison purposes, the application says that the tanks would be the same height
as the main building on site, but lower by 10 metres than the chimney and 6 metres
lower than the tower on the site. Members are referred to Appendices B and C which
illustrate the layout and provide the elevations.

The applicant has provided some supporting information in respect of the reasoning
behind the current proposal and this is attached at Appendix D.

Development Plan

Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 — ENV11 (Neighbour
Amenities), ENV12 (Urban Design), ENV13 (Building Design).
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Saved Policies of the Waste Local Plan for Warwickshire — Policy 1 (General Land Use)
Other Material Planning Considerations

The National Planning Policy Framework 2012

PPS10 - Planning for Sustainable Waste Management

Warwickshire Waste Development Framework (Preferred Option and Policies) —
Policies CS2 (The Spatial Waste Planning Strategy), DM1 (Protection of the Natural and
Built Environment), DM2 (Managing Health and Amenity Impacts), DM4 (Design of New
Facilities)

Observations

The Borough Council has only just been invited to submit its comments in respect of this
application and thus officers are not yet in a position to consider the planning merits of
the case. As such, this item is solely for information purposes at the present time, and a
further report will be brought to the Board in due course.

Recommendation

That the receipt of the application be noted at the present time
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PrPpens i x o

Planning Application - De Mulder & Sons Ltd, Mancetter Road,
Hartshill, Nuneaton, Warwickshire, CV10 0TA

Supporting Information in Relation to the Proposed New Tallow Farm.

De Mulder & Sons Limited is intending to construct a new Tallow Farm which will require
planning permission. This document serves to provide background information in relation
to the proposals and the relevant legislation and also to provide an overview of the
current development programme planned for the site.

Legislative Background Information

De Mulder & Sons Lid is authorised to process Animal By-Products (ABPs) as defined by
Regulation (EC) No 1069/2008. This regulation lays down health rules regarding animal by-
products which are not intended for human consumption. It states that ABPs shall be categorised
inta specific categories which reflect the level of risk they pose to public and animal health,

The process of rendering (regardiess of ABP category) produces two distinct finished products;
meat and bone meal (MBM) and tallow. These are produced following a crushing, evaporation
and separation process where the protein (MBM) and fat (tallow) are produced according to a
quality specification. The outlets for these products are dependent on which category ABP has
been processed to produce them. In summary these categories are as follows:

Category 1 Material

Category 1 malerial is comprised mainly of entire bodies and parts of animals derived from
animals which are suspected of being infected with a TSE (transmissible spongiform
encephalopathy) or animals which are killed in the context of TSE eradication measures. It also
comprises those parts of animals which are most likely to contain the TSE agent (e.g. brain,
spinal cord). Category 1 material can be defined as posing the highest risk and all meal and
tallow produced from rendering this material must be disposed of by incineration.

Category 2 Material

Category 2 material is comprised mainly of animals and parts of animals which have been
declared unfit for human consumption and animals that have died but have not been killed for
human consumption or for disease control purposes. Category 2 material can be defined as
posing a medium risk and is normally downgraded to Category 1 status and thus the products of
rendering must also be disposed of by incineration. It cannot be upgraded to Category 3 status.

Category 3 Material

Category 3 material is comprised mainly of carcases and parts of animals which are slaughtered
and passed fit for human consumption but are not intended for human consumption for
commercial reasons. Category 3 material can be defined as posing the lowest risk and the meal
and tallow produced from rendering is primarily used for the manufacturing of petfood, biodiesel
and organic fertilizers.

Recent Site Changes

Prior to autumn 2011, the plant at De Mulder & Sons processed Category 1 ABPs. Category 1
volumes have reduced over recent years and this is in part due to the significant reduction in the
number of cases of BSE. European legislative changes are also being proposed which would
permit the use of single species Category 3 meal for use in animal feed, These changes have
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been brought about following many years of research and the overall reduction in risk
from the strict enforcement of rules governing animal by-products.

In order to secure the long term future of the site, the decision was taken to cease processing
Category 1 material and commence Category 3 processing for the production of saleable finished
products. This involved the plant undergoing a full decontamination protocol in order for Anjmal
Health to authorise the plant as a Category 3 approved process.

In addition to the protocol other plant improvements have been implemented including new fraw
material hoppers and feed system and a new meal grinding plant.

Proposed New Tallow Farm
The changes described above form part of a significant development programme proposed for
the site. This development programme includes new processing equipment with the aim tg be
able to produce two different qualities of Category 3 meal and tallow (referred to as ‘high grade’
and ‘low grade’) according to customer specification and market demand. This would be achigved
within the authorised capacity of the process and preliminary discussions with the Environment
Agency regarding this have taken place.

In order to be able 1o achieve this there is a need o install new tallow tanks to be able to sepa
the high grade and low grade tallow. Some of the existing tanks have reached the end of their

farm is proposed which would consist of twelve 150 tonne stainless steel tanks giving an
capacity of 1800 tonnes. These would be located on an area within the existing trailer and
vehicle parking area and would allow the works to be carried out with minimal disruption to|the
process. This area of the site is under a long term lease agreement with North Warwickshire
Borough Council and their permission to develop the land in this manner has been requested.

The tanks will be approximately 17 metres high and sit within an impermeable concrete bund wall
capable of retaining a minimum of 25% of the total capacity i.e. 450 tonnes. Each individual tank
will be vented via ducting to a common header which will be extracted back into the main process
building thereby minimizing the risk of the release of fugitive odours.

Other Provisional Development Proposals
As stated above, it is the Intention to provide two separate processing lines to produce high grade
and low grade meal and tallow products within the authorised capacity of the plant. This will
include an extension to the main process building to house new plant and equipment associgted
with the low grade line. It is also the intention that the low grade line will benefit from a thermal
oxidizer for the destruction of process vapours and odour and a new boiler.

It is intended that evaporation equipment associated with the high grade line will be housed in
what is referred to as the ‘CG Tower'. Planning permission was granted in 2010 to increase the
size of the tower in order to accommeodate new equipment and provide emergency exits.

Preliminary design drawings have also been drawn up for a bulk meal store building located on
the ‘field’ which was landscaped in 2008/9 as part of the IREF (Integrated Renewable Energy
Facility) development. It is unlikely that the fluidized bed combustion plant associated with the
IREF will now be installed and alternative renewable energy technologies, such as anaerdbic
digestion plants are being considered in conjunction with PDM Groups' majority stakeholder,
Saria Bio-Industries. Any proposed changes will be discussed with the relevant authorities| as
appropriate. The De Mulder and Sons Liaison Committee will also be kept fully informed of any
further developments.
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Planning Application - De Mulder & Sons Ltd, Mancetter Road,
Hartshill, Nuneaton, Warwickshire, CV10 0TA

Supporting Information in Relation to the Proposed New Tallow Farm.

De Mulder & Sons Limited is intending to construct a new Tallow Farm which will require
planning permission. This document serves to provide background information in relation
to the proposals and the relevant legislation and also to provide an overview of the
current development programme planned for the site.

Legislative Background Information

De Mulder & Sons Lid is authorised to process Animal By-Products (ABPs) as defined by
Regulation (EC) No 1069/2009. This regulation lays down health rules regarding animal by-
products which are not intended for human consumption. It states that ABPs shall be categorised
inta specific categories which reflect the level of risk they pose to public and animal health.

The process of rendering (regardless of ABP category) produces two distinct finished products;
meat and bone meal (MBM) and tallow. These are produced following a crushing, evaporation
and separation process where the protein (MBM) and fat (tallow) are produced according to a
quality specification. The outlets for these products are dependent on which category ABP has
been processed to produce them. In summary these categories are as follows:

Category 1 Material

Category 1 material is comprised mainly of entire bodies and parts of animals derived from
animals which are suspected of being infected with a TSE (transmissible spangiform
encephalopathy) or animals which are killed in the context of TSE eradication measures. It also
comprises those parts of animals which are most likely to contain the TSE agent (e.g. brain,
spinal cord). Category 1 material can be defined as posing the highest risk and all meal and
tallow preduced from rendering this material must be disposed of by incineration.

Category 2 Material
Category 2 material is comprised mainly of animals and parts of animals which have been

declared unfit for human consumption and animals that have died but have not been killed for
human consumption or for disease control purposes. Category 2 material can be defined as
posing a medium risk and is normally downgraded to Category 1 status and thus the products of
rendering must also be disposed of by incineration. It cannot be upgraded to Category 3 status.

Category 3 Material

Category 3 material is comprised mainly of carcases and parts of animals which are slaughtered
and passed fit for human consumption but are not intended for human consumption for
commercial reasons. Category 3 material can be defined as posing the lowest risk and the meal
and tallow praduced from rendering is primarily used for the manufacturing of petfood, biodiesel

and organic ferilizers.

Recent Site Changes

Prior to autumn 2011, the plant at De Mulder & Sons processed Category 1 ABPs. Category 1
volumes have reduced over recent years and this is in part due to the significant reduction in the
number of cases of BSE. European legislative changes are also being proposed which would
permit the use of single species Category 3 meal for use in animal feed. These changes have
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been brought about following many years of research and the overall reduction in risk resylting
from the strict enforcement of rules governing animal by-products.

In order o secure the long term future of the site, the decision was taken to cease procegsing
Category 1 material and commence Category 3 processing for the production of saleable finished
products. This involved the plant undergoing a full decontamination protocol in order for Animal
Health to authorise the plant as a Category 3 approved process.

In addition to the protocol other plant improvements have been implemented including new|raw
material hoppers and feed system and a new meal grinding plant.

Proposed New Tallow Farm
The changes described above form part of a significant development programme proposed for
the site. This development programme includes new processing equipment with the aim t¢ be
able to produce two different qualities of Categery 3 meal and tallow (referred to as ‘high grade’
and 'low grade') according to customer specification and market demand. This would be achidved
within the authorised capacity of the process and preliminary discussions with the Environment
Agency regarding this have taken place. :

In order to be able to achieve this there is a need to install new tallow tanks to be able to separate
the high grade and low grade tallow. Some of the existing tanks have reached the end of their
useful life and require replacement. As part of the overall development programme, a new tallow
farm is proposed which would consist of twelve 150 tonne stainless steel tanks giving an Il
capacity of 1800 tonnes. These would be located on an area within the existing trailer gnd
wvehicle parking area and would allow the works to be carried out with minimal disruption to|the
process. This area of the site is under a long term lease agreement with North Warwickshire
Borough Council and their permission to develop the land in this manner has been requested.

The tanks will be approximately 17 metres high and sit within an impermeable concrete bund
capable of retaining a minimum of 25% of the total capacity i.e. 450 tonnes. Each individual
will be vented via ducting to a common header which will be extracted back into the main
building theraby minimizing the risk of the release of fugitive odours.

Other Provisional Development Proposals
As stated above, it is the intention to provide two separate processing lines to produce high grade
and low grade meal and tallow products within the authorised capacity of the plant. This

with the low grade line. It is also the intention that the low grade line will benefit from a
oxidizer for the destruction of process vapours and odour and a new boiler.

It is intended that evaporation equipment associated with the high grade line will be housed in
what Is referred to as the ‘CG Tower'. Planning permission was granted in 2010 to increase the
size of the tower in order to accommodate new equipment and provide emergency exits.

Preliminary design drawings have also been drawn up for a bulk meal store building lccated|on
the ‘field' which was landscaped in 2008/9 as part of the IREF (Integrated Renewable Enefgy
Facility) development. It is unlikely that the fluidized bed combustion plant associated with the
IREF will now be installed and alternative renewable energy technologies, such as anaerochic
digestion plants are being considered in conjunction with PDM Groups' majority stakeholder,
Saria Bio-Industries. Any proposed changes will be discussed with the relevant authorities las
appropriate. The De Mulder and Sens Liaison Committee will also be kept fully informed of any
further developments.
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Agenda Item No 5
Planning and Development Board

18 June 2012

Report of the Planning Fees 2011-12
Head of Development Control

1

11

3.1

3.2

3.3

Summary

The report brings Members up to date with the current position in respect of
the receipt of planning fee income.

Recommendation to the Board

That the report be noted.

Consultation
No consultation has taken place.
Observations

Members will be aware of the difficulties that we have had recently in
forecasting the receipt of planning applications due to the economic downturn,
and thus in identifying the level of planning fee income. Additionally, officers
have made it clear that in the last few months there has been an “up-turn” in
that application numbers are increasing together with levels of income. As a
consequence this short report is brought to the Board to bring Members up to
date.

The original budget set for 2011/12 was to receive £300k in planning fees. In
light of the very poor levels of application in the early part of 2011, the budget
had to be revised during the normal monitoring process, and a revised budget
of £200k was set. As it turned out there was a significant increase in fee
income in the latter half of the year such that the final income for the year was
£287,663 (this is a net figure because of some refunds having to be made).
This represents an income of around about 4% lower than the original budget.

The original budget for 2012/13 was set at £265k and whilst there had been
an increase in the value of application fees, it was not known if this could be
sustained. At present it is pleasing to report that it has. The profiled budget for
the period 1 April 2012 to 31 May is £44k, and the actual fee income received
was £55k. Moreover officers are predicting that income levels will continue to
be buoyant throughout the next few months, given the potential development
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3.4

3.5

4.1

4.1.2

4.2

42.1

proposals that are likely to be submitted. Members will know that the recent
presentations given to them by prospective applicants, confirms this optimism.

The publication of the draft Pre-Submission Core Strategy is likely to
encourage further interest over the next few months in both the commercial
and residential sectors. There is thus the potential likelihood of a more
sustained trend in fee income.

There is still no further news from the Government about the localisation of
planning fees.

Report Implications
Finance and Value for Money Implications

Continued increases in planning fee income are expected despite the current
challenging circumstances.

Links to Council’'s Priorities

Increases in planning fee income will help with the overall aim of balancing the
Council’s budget.

The Contact Officer for this report is Jeff Brown (719310).

Background Papers

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government

Act, 2000 Section 97

Background Paper Author Nature of Background Date

No Paper
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Agenda Item No 6
Planning and Development Board

18 June 2012

Report of the Assistant Chief Executive Waste Development Framework -
and Solicitor to the Council Core Strategy — Publication

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

Document (Regulation 27)
consultation (March 2012)

Summary
This report and appendices outlines Warwickshire County Council’'s Waste
Development Framework - Core Strategy - Publication Document (Regulation

27) consultation (March 2012) and the Borough Council’'s recommended
responses to the document.

Recommendation to Board

That the response in Appendix A, subject to any further comments

by Members, be sent to Warwickshire County Council as the
Borough Council’s response to the consultation by 25 June 2012.

Introduction

As members will recall from a previous Planning and Development Board report
in October 2011, the Core Strategy of the Waste Development Framework is a
Development Plan Document which sets out the Spatial Strategy, Vision,
Objectives and Policies for managing waste for a 15 year plan period up to
2027/2028. It also provides the framework for implementation and monitoring
and for waste development management. The current document is available
for examination online at www.warwickshire.gov.uk/wastecorestrategy.

The response from the Borough Council to the 'Preferred Option and Policies’
consultation, undertaken in September to November 2011, along with other
representations, have been taken into account and used to shape this final
'Publication’ document. The document contains the revised vision, objectives
and key issues as well as the spatial strategy for locating new waste facilities in
the County over the 15 year period, together with the Core Strategy and
Development Management policies that would provide the framework for
development control. The purpose of the current consultation is to invite
representations on whether the plan has met all legal and procedural
requirements and is 'sound'.

This Submission Draft (‘Publication’ document) of the Warwickshire Waste Core

Strategy will be subject to representations on the 'soundness' of the Core
Strategy, beginning in March 2012. This is in accordance with Regulation 27 of
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2.4

3.1

4.1

4.2

the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations
2004.

Originally the consultation was scheduled for a period of 8 weeks beginning on
30 March 2012 and ending the 25 May 2012. However due to the recent
publication of the National Planning Policy Framework, the Council has decided
to extend the consultation. This is to provide stakeholders with an opportunity
to consider the NPPF and to decide whether the Waste Core Strategy is
consistent with national policy and meets the revised tests of soundness.

Timetable

The County Council will consider responses received and will produce a
Statement of Representations, in accordance with Regulation 22 (1) (c). The
comments received will be reported to the County’s Full Council meeting and
any necessary minor changes will be made before it is submitted to the
Secretary of State in September 2012 for independent examination. The
Secretary of State will then appoint an Inspector, who will hold an ‘Examination’
to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to
Co-operate, legal and procedural requirements and whether it is ‘sound’.

Waste Development Framework - Core Strategy — Publication Document
(Regulation 27) consultation guidance

The consultation at this stage is fairly narrow and any comments or objections
will need to relate to a matter of legal compliance with the relevant regulations
(including the Duty to Co-operate) when producing the Waste Core Strategy
and establishing whether the document is “sound”. To be sound the Waste
Core Strategy should be:

1. Positively prepared: : The plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which seeks to meet objectively assessed developed and infrastructure
requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities
where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable
development.

2. Justified: The plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate
evidence.

3. Effective: The plan should be deliverable over its period and based on
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities.

4. Consistent with National Policy: The plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the framework.

As noted in the earlier Planning and Development Board Report of the 17
October 2011, the Core Strategy Preferred Option and Policies document sets
out the national and local policy framework within which the Waste core
strategy will sit. The Borough raised some concerns over the detail of the
Preferred Option 5 and the Counties response to the representations is
attached as Appendix B.
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4.3

4.4

5.1

6.1

6.1.1

6.2

6.2.1

The County has noted most of the Borough’s concerns, particularly with
reference to the need to recognise and identify Waste treatment facilities
outside of, but in reasonably close proximity to, both the County and Borough
boundary, to reflect the cross border nature of Waste treatment. The County
response was to reflect the new “Duty to Co-operate” stressing in the Vision
that “Cross boundary waste management links, especially those with the
sub-region, will continue to be recognised” and referring to cross boundary
movement and management of waste in Objective 2.

Similarly, the Borough’s concerns over potential impacts of facilities on the
Green Belt were noted. However, no significant change has been made to the
Core strategy as the County consider that some waste related activities may be
appropriate in the Green Belt and their Policy CS3 prevents large scale waste
sites being developed. Nevertheless, the County did include an additional
Green Belt consideration in the Development Management Policy DM1,
referring to “Impact on the openness of the Green Belt’ with further elaboration
provided in the supporting text.

Recommendations:
North Warwickshire Borough Response to the consultation

In view of the responses made by the county to the representations from the
Borough council, and the minor amendments made to the Core Strategy as a
result of those representation, it is not considered that there are any further
grounds to object, particularly in terms of the “soundness” of the document or
relating to legal compliance with the relevant regulations (including the Duty to
Co-operate). It is therefore recommended that this Board report and the
response detailed on the relevant Response Form, attached as Appendix A, are
forwarded as the Borough Council’s response to the consultation.

Report Implications
Finance and Value for Money Implications

There are considered to be no finance or value for money implications arising at
present from the Consultation report. The “Publications Document (Regulation
27)" consultation and waste management strategy may have financial
implications for the Council in terms of the impact on waste management and
the location and operation of waste services.

Safer Communities Implications
An effective and comprehensive waste management strategy and provision of
facilities and sites for future waste generation will help address and discourage

issues such as illegal fly-tipping and inappropriate waste disposal and treatment
that may also have health and safety implications.
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6.3

6.3.1

6.4

6.4.1

6.5

6.5.1

6.6

6.6.1

Legal and Human Rights Implications

These issues are addressed in the regulations and legal process governing the
consultation and LDF process.

Environment and Sustainability Implications

Positive potential impact. The delivery of an effective and comprehensive
waste management strategy and provision of facilities and sites for future waste
generation, with a focus on re-use and recycling will help reduce CO2 (and
Methane) generation, address potential pollution problems while reducing the
need to transport waste large distances.

Equalities Implications

The regulations governing the LDF process and consultation require an
Equalities Impact Assessment to be undertaken on the Core Strategy
Publication document (Regulation 27). This will be available from the county
council.

Links to Council’s Priorities

The consultation report has links to the following Council priorities;

. Enhancing community involvement and access to services
. Protecting and improving our environment
. Defending and improving our countryside and rural heritage

The Contact Officer for this report is Mike Dittman (719451).
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Planning and Development Board 18 June 2012 APPENDIX A
Waste Development Framework - Core Strategy — Publication Document
(Regulation 27)

Warwickshire County Council Waste Core Strategy
Publication Stage Representation Form

Please return this form to:

Waste Core Strategy: Publication Stage
Planning & Development Group
Sustainable Communities
Communities
Warwickshire County Council
Po Box 43
Shire Hall
Warwick
CV34 48X

E: planningstrategy @warwickshire.gov.uk

A copy of the document together with all of the supporting documentation is also
available on-line at: www.warwickshire.gov.uk/wastecorestrateqgy.

The deadline for responses is : Friday 15 June 2012, 4.00pm

This form has three parts to it:-

Part A: Personal Details

Part B: Your Representation(s). Please complete a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part C: About you. This section is for monitoring purposes only. It will be
removed from the representation form and analysed separately.

A set of guidance notes is available to help you complete this form.



Office use only

Part A: Your Details

Representations can not be considered anonymously. However, this will exclude
address, telephone number and email address of respondents. The representations
made will not be confidential as they will need to be published on the Council’s
website and copies will be placed at appropriate venues across the county for public
inspection.

1. Personal Details?

Title: Mr

First Name Mike

Surname Dittman

Job Title (if applicable) Senior Forward Planning Policy Officer
Organisation (if applicable) North Warwickshire Borough Council
Address Line 1 The Council House

Address Line 2 South street

Address Line 3 Atherstone

Address Line 4 Warwickshire

Postcode CV9 1DE

Telephone number 01827 715341

Email Address planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk

Part B: Your Representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Your representation should cover all of the evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
following the publication stage. After this stage, further submission will only be at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for the
examination.

Name or Organisation - North Warwickshire Borough

2. To which part of the Waste Core Strategy does this representation relate?

Page number: Paragraph number:

Policy/Proposal: - Other (e.qg. table/figure):

! The above personal data will be processed in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998
and will only be used by the County Council for the purposes of contacting you about the
Waste Core Strategy. It will not be passed on to any third parties.




3. Do you consider the Core Strategy to be:

A. Prepared in accordance vyeg X No O
with the Duty to

Cooperate, legal and

procedural requirements *

B. Sound * Yes X NO D

* An explanation of the legal and procedural requirements, the Duty to Cooperate,
and what is meant by ‘sound’ is provided in the guidance notes.

4. If you consider the DPD to be unsound please specify your reason below:

A) It is not justified |
B) It is not effective |
C) Itis not consistent with national policy |
D) It has not been positively prepared O

5. Please give details below of why you consider the Core Strategy unsound or
why it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal
and procedural requirements. Please could you be as precise as possible. If
you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy,
please also use this box to set out your comments.

N/A

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary. Please provide your name/organisation
number and the representation which it relates to (i.e. representation of )

6. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to ensure that the
Core Strategy is sound or has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to
Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements. Please be as precise as
possible.

N/A

Please note that your representation should cover concisely all of the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations based on the original representation at publication stage. Please be as
precise as possible.




7. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | would like to participate at the oral examination |

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

Please note that the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.




Planning and Development Board 18 June 2012 - Appendix B
Waste Development Framework - Core Strategy — Publication Document (Regulation 27)

Preferred Options and Policy consultation. - County Response to North Warwickshire Borough

Council Representations

M Mike North Warwickshire | section 1 Please find attached the covening lefter and supporiing documents.
Dittmian Borough Councl
Mr Mk North Wanwickshire | guestion Question 1 Yes Naoted
Dittmian Borough Councl
Mr Mk North Wanwickshire | guestion Question 2 Yes Naoted
Dittman Borough Councl
Mr Mk Morth Wanwickshire | policy Caore Yes Naoted
Dittmian Borough Councl Strategy
Policy 1
Mr Mike North Warwickshire | policy Core ¥es - with gualiiications notad In Te Board Report 17th Oclobar 2011 Maotad — With the duty to cooperate
Dittmian Baorough Councl Strategy regarding Green Belt designations and e need io profect such aneas crass boundary solutions will take an
Palicy 2 Trom development, targeting brown Nleid sites or shes within cument greater mportance and will need to be
dgevelopment boundanes. The Srategy should also emphasise the need | reflectsd In the core strategy.
10 ook 3t cross bowndary solutions, pankculaty where existing facities
exist that could accommodate or expanded to caber for growth,
temporary of otherwise, without'rathier than requinng new sies,
panticulary In Green Bait locations. In the case of the Coleshill area,
many peaple Ls2 the Solhull MEC she at Slckenhill
Wr Mike North Vianwickshire | policy Core R0 - In pamcular It ks the reference to close proxmiy (Sm) of Coleshll | The need 1o protect the green beh 1s
Dittmian Baorough Councl Strategy which les In the Green Beit. The Draft of the Prefermed Cplion for the recogrised In the cone shraleqgy but
Palicy 3 Baorough's awn Core Strategy strongly protects the Green balt and 1s BOMe waste relatad acTvities can be
concemed that afmough the Green belt s seen as a constrainis In appropriate for the green belt.
section 3 this does nof seem to have stopped the Inciusion of this policy
BleEr.
Mr Mike North Warnwickshire | policy Core Unsure - thera may b= the opporunity of combining this polcy with the This proposad polcy Soes allow for
Dittmian Baorough Councl 5 ¥ latter C53 on large sites. The lssues appear o be the same and the small developmenis outshde of the
Falicy 4 spatial location requirements ane essentlally the same. Sowhy separate | primary setiemeants whereas C53
the two pollcies? spaciically preciudes tis.
W Mk North Warwickshire | palicy Care YeB. MeverMEless, ihe Sategy shoud emphaskse he need 10 Dok a1 ated — With the OuTy to cooperate
Dittman Borough Councl Strategy cross boundary solutions, pariculary where existing faciities exist that cross boundary soiutions will Eke on
Palicy 5 could accommodate of expanded o cater for growth without'rather than | greater Importance and will need to be
requiring new sies, particulany in Green Bait locations. In the case Ifthe | reflected In the core strategy.
Coleshlll area, many pecple use the Solhul MEC she at Blckenhll
MrMike North Wanwickshire | policy Care ¥Eb. Mated
Dittman Baraugh Councl Strateg
Policy €
Mr Mike North Warwickshire | policy Core ¥es. Maotad
Dittmian Baraugh Councl Strategy
Palicy 7
Mr Mike North Warnwickshire | policy Core ¥es. Maotad
Dittmian Borough Councl Strategy




Polcy B

Mr Wike North Wanwickshire | box Development | Yes. Neated
Ditiman Bonough Councl Managament
Policy 1
Mr Mike North Wanwickshire | box Development | Yes. Nated
Dittmian Baorough Councl Managament
Policy 2
Mr Mike North Wanwickshire | box Development | Yes (Encouraging aitemnative transport oplions and discouraging use of | Nabed
Ditiman Borough Councl Management | Rural roads by heavy lomies, Impacting on nural communities, Is
Policy 2 considerad Impaortant).
Mr Mike North Wanwickshine | box Dewelopmeant | Yes. Nabed
Ditiman Baorough Councl Management
Polcy 4
Mr Mike North Wanwickshine | box Dewedopmeani | Yes. Nabed
Ditiman Bonough Councl Managament
Palcy £
Mr Wike North Wanwickshire | box Development | Yes. Neated
Ditiman Bonough Councl Managament
Polcy &
Mr Mike North Wanwickshire | box Development | Yes. Nated
Dittmian Baorough Councl Managament
Policy 7
Mr Mike North Wanwickshire | box Development | Yes. Mevertheless, the Sirategy should emphasise the nead 1o look at Neabed — With the duty to cooperate
Ditiman Borough Councl Management | cross boundary solutions, particulary where existing facliies exlst that cross boundary solutions will ake on
Policy & could accommaodate o expanded o cater for growih, temporary or greater mportance and will need to be
otherwise, withoutirather than requinng new sites, paricularly In Green refected In the core strategy.
Bell locations. In the case of the Coleshlll area, many people wsa the
Solnul MEC site at Bickenhill.
Mr Mike North Wanwickshire | guestion | Queston 5 Unsure, posslbly clearer reference to Green Belt protection and retertion | Mobed — Impact on the openness af the
Ditiman Bonough Councl In atther endsting proposed Pollcy Development Maragement Pollcy 1 or | Green Belt' will now be Included as a

as a siand alone policy?

consldaration In Policy DM1 and further
elanoration will b= provided In the
sUpporting bext.




Agenda Item No 7
Planning and Development Board
18 June 2012

Report of the Exclusion of the Public and Press
Chief Executive

Recommendation to the Board

That under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972,
the public and press be excluded from the meeting for the

following item of business, on the grounds that it involves the
likely disclosure of exempt information as defined by Schedule
12A to the Act.

Agenda Item No 8

Breaches of Planning Control - Report of the Head of Development
Control.

Paragraph 6 — by reason of the need to consider appropriate legal action

The Contact Officer for this report is David Harris (719222).
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