17            MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE OF KINVER PARISH COUNCIL HELD ON 19th MAY 2011 AT 95 HIGH STREET, KINVER. ______________________________________________________________________________

Present: Councillors: Mrs R Davis - Chairman (Ex-Officio), D Hadlington (Vice Chairman), JK Hall, Mrs L Hingley,  Mrs M Rogers.
1.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
An apology of absence was received from Cllrs DM Wiseman, MR Davies, J Cutler, Mrs ED Ray and HH Williams.

2.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Mrs R Davis and Mrs L Hingley declared a non prejudicial for 11/00210/FUL, 11/00331/LUP and 11/00348/FUL          as they are in the Green Belt.                                                        

Cllr D Hadlington declared a non prejudicial interest in relation to application 11/00331/LUP.

3.
MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 


The minutes of the meeting held on 21ST April 2011 were approved and signed as a true record of the proceedings of that meeting.

4.
MATTERS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MINUTES

The following matters were reported:-


4.1 Mar Properties.( Owners of Halfpenny Green Airport)
It was reported that in a recent press article in Ireland it was mentioned that the above company had not registered its 2009 year end accounts with Companies House for all of its assets. They have been warned that they face being struck of the Companies House register.  Mar Properties have been given 28 days to submit the outstanding accounts.

5.       PLANNING APPLICATIONS
The following planning applications were considered and it was agreed to Recommend to the South Staffordshire District Council as stated below for each application: -

11/00210/FUL
Newlands, Wolverhampton Road, Prestwood



To install 11 dressage mirrors on 12 posts 2.65m in height.

There appears to be no mention in District Council Greenbelt Equestrian guide for the installation of mirrors in a ménage.  The applicant has tried to screen the menage mirrors with a laurel hedge and has also installed the mirrors with recommended post and rails fencing. We note that this is a retrospective application and query if it constitutes a structure that affects the openness of the Green Belt.
11/00322/FUL
4 Maple Close, Kinver



Single storey front extension



Recommend Approval
11/00331/LUP
Stapenhill Lodge, Prestwood Drive, Prestwood

Replacement of dormer roof with full  first floor and new roof. 1 storey rear extension, conservatory and single storey side extension.

Recommend refusal – we cannot recommend approval as the bulk and mass of the development appears to be greater than the guidelines set in the Green Belt policy.

11/00348/FUL
Granary Farm, Church Hill, Kinver




The erection of a grain store and workshop with new farm access.




Recommend Refusal on the grounds that:-
· There is already an adequate area within the site for redevelopment with its own access, instead of disturbing a thriving woodland area.  
· The proposed new road off the narrow Cookley Lane is questionable as it will lead to lorries using this country lane which is unsuitable for large vehicles.
· The proposed access will not be a farm track but a properly made up road, which is unacceptable in the Green Belt.


AL/32/2011/TPO Littlecroft, 7 Wollaston Court, Stourbridge




 Remove small sweet chestnut, and thin second tree




No Objections but refer to Mr Steve Dores.
6.
PLANNING DECISIONS REACHED BY SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

The planning decisions received are set out as appendix 1 to these minutes.

7.
PLANNING FOR TRAVELLERS SITE CONSULTATION
Summary of Planning for Traveller Sites Consultation from Communities and Local Government Office. April 2011 Consultation from 13th April to 6th July prepared by the Chairman:-
Background information

The new government intends to withdraw existing policy 01/2006 Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Caravan sites and 04/2007 Planning for Travelling Show people. The Government is committed to present to Parliament a simplified and consolidated National Planning Policy Framework into which this policy will be incorporated.

Regional strategies will be abolished and the Localism Bill is currently progressing through Parliament to help return power to local elected bodies thus giving communities a greater role in shaping their neighbourhood. This will move planning for travellers back into local control giving freedom and responsibility to determine the right level of traveller sites in their own area in consultation with local communities. The aim is to ensure fairness in the planning system so that everyone i.e. travellers and local settled communities are treated equally and even handedly.

Bi annual Caravan Count July 2010    18,146 caravans in England of which 14,510 are on authorised sites and 3636 (about 20%) on unauthorised sites... i.e. land owned by travellers but without planning permission.
The number of unauthorised development has increased steadily from 728 in January 2000 to 2395 in January 2010. The existing policies have therefore not been effective.

There is an increasing need for permanent pitches but also need for transit sites for those wishing to follow their traditional way of life. Travellers have lived in England for at least 500 years.

The Government has a duty to “facilitate the gypsy way of life” for ethnic gypsies and travellers under the Human Rights Act. This also includes Travelling Show People.

The New Homes Bonus funded by the Department for Communities and Local Government rewards local authorities that deliver sustainable housing development including traveller sites, with a financial bonus. Grant funding for traveller sites was due to resume in April 2011.

By providing sites the authority will avoid costs of eviction from unauthorised sites which was £18 million in 2006 as quoted in the Commission for Racial Equality Report.

As part of the Government’s National Affordable Housing Programme for 2011-15 it has allocated £60m to fund the provision of traveller sites. This is site grant funding for local authorities to deliver new sites.

It is also expected that legislation will apply the Mobile Homes Act (1983) to local authority traveller sites. This will give those living on authorised sites improved protection against eviction and a secure home in line with other residential mobile home sites.

Discrimination and poor social outcomes among traveller communities will also be addressed…poor health, education, high unemployment, insufficient appropriate sites, poor access to financial services such as insurance, banking and hate crime and discrimination including negative media coverage.

The government wants to tackle unauthorised development in all its forms. It will not tolerate abuse of the planning system by a small minority of travellers which create tension and create resentment against the overwhelming majority of law-abiding travellers who do not live on unauthorised sites.

The Government has brought forward measures to limit the opportunities for retrospective planning permission as set out in the Localism Bill. It is recognised that enforcement remains a problem and the Localism Bill also includes measures to strengthen the powers that local planning authorities have to enforce against breaches of planning control.

Issues to consider/answer

Definition of traveller for the purpose of planning… proposed that the term “traveller” combines the current terms of” gypsies and travellers” and “travelling show people”. This planning definition has been limited to those who can demonstrate that they have specific land use requirements arising from their nomadic way of life .
Q1 Agree? Yes…Travellers should be required to provide historical proof of their nomadic way of life.
Local planning authorities will continue to assess accommodation needs of travellers but will not be constrained by evidence specified in the Gypsy and Travellers Accommodation Needs Assessment…The local authorities can therefore set their own robust evidence based targets for provision of pitches and plots according to need.

Q2 Agree? – Yes This should make it easier for appropriate local decisions to be made.
Q3 Do you think that local planning authorities should plan for local need in the context of historical demand? – Yes 
The government proposes to ask local authorities to plan for a five year supply of pitches/plots…a more reasonable time scale.
Q4 Do you agree that where need has been identified local planning authorities should set targets for provision of sites in their local planning policies? – No  It is not necessary for targets to be set. Targets have not worked in the past in relation to travellers or the settled community homes set by the previous government. Authorities should be left to manage decisions as and when the local need arises.
Q5 Do you agree with the proposal to require local planning authorities to plan for a five-year supply of pitches/plots? – No. See above comment
Circular 01/2006 states that new sites in Green Belt are “normally” inappropriate development as defined in the Planning Policy Guidance 2 Green Belts. The inclusion of the word normally could give rise to applications from travellers being treated more favourably than applications from the settled community. This perception is evidenced by data from the Planning Inspectorate that suggests that between 2006 and 2009 60% of planning appeals for traveller development in Green Belt were allowed compared with 19% over the same period for minor housing appeals(10 dwellings or less). Government in the interest of fairness proposes to remove the word “normally” so that the wording is consistent with PPG2. This will clarify that applications from travellers for development in Green Belt will be dealt with in exactly the same way as applications from the settled community. 
Q6 Agree? – Very strongly yes
Q7 Do you agree with the general principle of aligning planning policy on traveller sites more closely with that for other forms of housing? –  Strongly Yes … treat the same, in the past it has not been a level playing field.
Q8 Do you think that the new emphasis on local planning authorities consulting with both settled and traveller communities when formulating plans and determining individual planning applications will reduce tensions between communities? – We would like to think this will be the case but doubt it as there are so many other social issues which cause conflict between the two communities.
If local authorities have not planned for a five year supply of pitches/plots then they are asked to “treat favourably” applications for temporary permission. This is consistent with housing policy in settled communities. Local authorities will be given a reasonable time to put policies in place before this would need to be invoked. 
Q9 Agree? – We do not agree with treating them more favourably. Treating favourably is not fairness in any context… all applications should be taken individually and on merit in accordance with local planning policy.
Q10 Is 6 months sufficient time to put the 5year land supply plan in place (thus avoiding the above situation) –  No. This is too short a time scale. If councils are forced into preparing a 5 year plan they should be given enough time for proper research to be done so that the plan is properly thought through. Rushed plans are always unsatisfactory and lead to problems and confusions that would be avoided if adequate preparation time is allowed.
Q11 Do you have any other comments on the transitional policy? – It will lead to unfairness and confusion.
In order to consolidate and simplify planning policy into one Planning Policy Statement the Government proposes to remove all repetition of national planning policy that is set out elsewhere; remove differences in policy of the two circulars also referred to elsewhere, remove unnecessary guidance so that Planning Policy Statement contains only policy and the guidance is omitted thus reducing the document from 54 to 8 pages; remove unnecessary context.
(The first 14 paragraphs in the current circulars consist of introduction and context whereas the proposal reduces these 28 paragraphs to 5) This makes the new policy clearer and shorter.

Q12 Are there any other ways that the policy can be made clearer, shorter or more accessible? We agree with the drastic reduction in the paperwork and welcome a shorter policy document that will be easier to interpret. We are pleased that traveller sites will be dealt with in the same way as the settled community. This is long overdue. However we do have concerns, as with all policies, as to how strongly the policy can be implemented and hope that the policy is supported by rigorous controls that can be consistently enforced.
Q13 N/A

It was agreed to submit the above responses.
8.
ITEMS FOR THE NEXT AGENDA


Mile Flat Mineral Extraction


9.
DATE OF NEXT MEETING

The date of the next meeting was noted as 8th and 29th June 2011. 

10.
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE PARISH COUNCIL

All recommendations on planning applications are made direct to the South Staffordshire District Council (or in the case of Highways matters) direct to the County Council.  

Appendix 1 to the minutes of the 19TH MAY 2011  

PLANNING DECISIONS RECEIVED FROM SSDC

Application Number
Description





SSDC

KPC

09/00132/LUP
Whimsey Wharf House, Ashwood Lower Lane


App.

Rec App.



Completion of store approved under 90/00430

11/0009/FUL
Knyphersley, Wolverhampton Road, Stourton


App.

Rec App.



Detached dwelling

11/00050/FUL
Land Adjacent to 25 Huntsmans Drive, Kinver


App.

Rec App.



Construction of car park

11/00051/FUL
Land Adjacent to 48 Edge View Walk, Kinver


App.

Rec App.



Construction of car park

11/00091/FUL
68 Meddins Lane, Kinver




App.

Rec App.



Front Extension

11/00099/LUE
1 Hyde Cottages, The Hyde, Kinver



App.

Rec App.



Occupation of dwelling in non compliance with agricultural 

occupancy condition 2 of planning permission 6887/15734
19th May 2011           
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