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PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING

Tuesday 6th March 2007 at 7.00pm

In the Studio, Haverhill Arts Centre, High Street



Present:
Chair: Town Councillor:
T Trebble

Town Councillors:
S Brown, E Goody, T Marks, E Morton 

and K Richardson

Also present:

Two members of the public

MINUTES

1.
Apologies for Absence
Apologies for absence had been received from Cllrs Brown, and Fanning.

2.
Declaration of Interest
Cllr Goody declared an interest as a Member of St Edmundsbury Borough Council.  Cllr Marks declared an interest as a Member of Suffolk County Council.

3.
To approve the minutes of the meeting held 6th February 2007
The minutes of the meeting held 6th February 2007 were agreed as a true record.

4.
Matters Arising

There were no matters arising in those minutes.

5.
Planning Applications Determined by the Clerk and Chairman Under Delegated 

Powers

Applications determined by the Chairman and Clerk under Delegated Powers are shown on List A attached to the minutes.  

6.
Planning Applications presently before St. Edmundsbury Borough Council and 

received by publication of agenda (List B attached)

Comments made by the Committee are shown on List B attached to the Minutes.  

7.
Planning Applications presently before St. Edmundsbury Borough Council and 

received after publication of agenda (List C attached)

Comments made by the Committee are shown on List C attached to the Minutes.  

8.
Correspondence
a) St Edmundsbury Borough Council – Street Café Vending Permit, Déjà vu, Queen Street

The Committee welcomed the continuance of this Permit.

b) BAA Stansted – Consultation on Stansted Generation 2

The Committee noted the consultation on Stansted Generation 2 and asked the Clerk to comment both to BAA and the Highways Agency about the need for improved transport, particularly public transport, links to Haverhill from the airport.

c) Uttlesford District Council – Request for Assistance

The Clerk reported that, following the refusal of planning application UTT/0717/06/FUL for the expansion of passenger numbers at Stansted Airport, Uttlesford District Council were seeking information about adverse effects Stansted Airport had had on the local community.  The Committee agreed there had been no discernable adverse effects.

d) Anglian Water – Proposed Extension to Haverhill Sewage Treatment Works

The Committee noted the proposed extensions and had no objections to the proposals.

7.
Matters to Report

Cllr Marks reported that the original Section 106 agreement for development of the business park off Bumpstead Road had included provision for a signal controlled junction with Sturmer Road.  The County Council had confirmed, following studies, that this was not required, and the developer was offering to contribute the money towards providing a footpath in Bumpstead Road adjacent to the site of Mansell Preforms.  However there was likely to be a shortfall in the monies required to make this footpath.  The Committee asked Cllr Marks to obtain details of the potential shortfall with a view to establishing whether the Town Council could assist in a financial partnership.

Members complained of the inadequacy of the recycling provision off Chalkstone Way and the Clerk was asked to make enquiries of the County Council regarding its future.

8.
Closure
The meeting was closed at 8.48 p.m.
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List  A – approved by Chairman and Clerk under delegated powers

	
	PLAN NO.
	PROPOSAL
	LOCATION
	TOWN COUNCIL DECISION
	BOROUGH COUNCIL DECISION

	05.02.07 Expires 21.02.07
	SE/07/0205
	Erection of single storey extension to front elevation.

Ms. M. Viala
	6 Stirling Drive
	DELEGATED POWERS

NO COMMENTS
	

	05.02.07 Expires 21.02.07
	SE/07/0206
	Change of use from Barber shop to dwelling (studio apartment).

Jancie Eden
	3 Prince of Wales Cottages, Station Road
	DELEGATED POWERS

NO COMMENTS
	

	12.02.06 Expires 26.02.06
	CR/BEO/03/3323/P
	Outline Planning application – Class A1 Foodstore (6,046 sq.m. gross) with coffee shop, vehicular access, parking spaces and recycling facilities as amended by letter and plans received 15th December 2003 indicating junction details and future amended by letter and plans received 12th October 2004 altering access arrangements and introducing gyratory system, future amendments received 31st January 2005 revising store details and introducing residential accommodation and parking for existing residents as supported by Noise Report received 2nd March 2005 and as amended by plans received 27th September 2005 revising highway layout and Supporting Landscape Statement received 4th October 2005, further amended by letter and plan received 8th February 2007 reducing site area by deleting wildlife area and supported by a supplementary retail statement, Former Station Yard and adjoining premises, Haverhill, 

Tesco Stores Limited.
	Former Station Yard and adjoining premises, Haverhill
	Delegated Powers

OBJECT
	


CR/BEO/03/3323/P - Outline Planning application – Class A1 Foodstore (6,046 sq.m. gross) with coffee shop, vehicular access, parking spaces and recycling facilities as amended by letter and plans received 15th December 2003 indicating junction details and future amended by letter and plans received 12th October 2004 altering access arrangements and introducing gyratory system, future amendments received 31st January 2005 revising store details and introducing residential accommodation and parking for existing residents as supported by Noise Report received 2nd March 2005 and as amended by plans received 27th September 2005 revising highway layout and Supporting Landscape Statement received 4th October 2005, further amended by letter and plan received 8th February 2007 reducing site area by deleting wildlife area and supported by a supplementary retail statement, Former Station Yard and adjoining premises, Haverhill, for Tesco Stores Limited. CR/BEO/03/3323/P - Outline Planning application – Class A1 Foodstore (6,046 sq.m. gross) with coffee shop, vehicular access, parking spaces and recycling facilities as amended by letter and plans received 15th December 2003 indicating junction details and future amended by letter and plans received 12th October 2004 altering access arrangements and introducing gyratory system, future amendments received 31st January 2005 revising store details and introducing residential accommodation and parking for existing residents as supported by Noise Report received 2nd March 2005 and as amended by plans received 27th September 2005 revising highway layout and Supporting Landscape Statement received 4th October 2005, further amended by letter and plan received 8th February 2007 reducing site area by deleting wildlife area and supported by a supplementary retail statement, Former Station Yard and adjoining premises, Haverhill, for Tesco Stores Limited.

The Town Council objects to the application on the following grounds:-

a) the application does not demonstrate that either Tesco or St Edmundsbury Borough Council have taken full account of PPS6 in terms of flexibility regarding site size, store scale, site layout or configuration (including disaggregation)

b) the proposed store size for convenience goods exceeds the area sustainable within five years, and as such does not comply with PPS6

The basis of these objections is as follows:-

a) PPS6 states “In applying the sequential approach, and considering alternative sites, developers and operators should be able to demonstrate that in seeking to find a site in or on the edge of existing centres they have been flexible about their proposed business model in terms of the following planning considerations:

• the scale of their development;

• the format of their development;

• car parking provision; and

• the scope for disaggregation”

It goes on to say “In seeking to demonstrate flexibility under Paragraph 3.15 above, developers and operators should consider, in terms of scale: reducing the floorspace of the development; in terms of format: more innovative site layouts and store configurations such as multi-storey developments with smaller footprints; and, in terms of car parking: reduced or reconfigured car parking areas.  However, local planning authorities should be realistic in considering whether sites are suitable, viable and available.  Local planning authorities should take into account any genuine difficulties, which the applicant can demonstrate are likely to occur in operating the applicant's business model from the sequentially preferable site, in terms of scale, format, car parking provision and the scope for disaggregation, such as where a retailer would be required to provide a significantly reduced range of products.” 

PPS6 adds “An apparent lack of sites of the right size and in the right location should not be construed as an obstacle to site allocation and development to meet this need. Local planning authorities should consider the scope for effective site assembly using their compulsory purchase powers, to ensure that suitable sites within or on the edge-of-centres are brought forward for development.”

The Planning Inspector, in removing this site from the Local Plan noted “the Plan’s lack of compliance with important requirements of PPS6 in site selection have persuaded me that it should be deleted from the Plan”. PPS6 states “In applying the sequential approach, and considering alternative sites, developers and operators should be able to demonstrate that in seeking to find a site in or on the edge of existing centres they have been flexible about their proposed business model in terms of the following planning considerations:

• the scale of their development;

• the format of their development;

• car parking provision; and

• the scope for disaggregation”

The Planning Inspector, in removing this site from the Local Plan noted “the Plan’s lack of compliance with important requirements of PPS6 in site selection have persuaded me that it should be deleted from the Plan”.  The reason for removing this site from the Local Plan was not therefore based on lack of clarity regarding the quantative need, but because the Borough Council could not convince the Inspector that it had fully explored all options, including reducing the store size, disaggregating the comparison goods from the store to another (town centre) site, or using compulsory purchase to assemble a more suitable site (not necessarily in Station Yard).

The supplementary information provided by the applicant does not demonstrate that these matters have been discussed by St Edmundsbury Borough Council to the likely satisfaction of the Inspectorate, and indeed highlights the store size, the parking requirement and the presence of the Fire Station as reasons why the alternative road layout cannot be implemented.  The Borough has done nothing towards assembling a site which could be nearer to town, with a road to the rear, and thus continues to satisfy the requirements of PPS6.

b) PPS6 says “The need for additional floorspace should normally be assessed no more than five years ahead, as sites in the centre may become available within that period.  Assessing need beyond this time period might pre-empt future options for investment in centres, except where large town centre schemes are proposed and where a longer time period may be appropriate to allow for site assembly.”

This is a standalone application and no attempt has been made to incorporate it as part of a larger scheme requiring site assembly.  Therefore assessment of need should be judged against 2011/2012 predictions, and not beyond.

In assessing quantative need both Tesco’s and the Borough Council draw heavily on the Retail, Leisure and Offices Study published January 2007 but using data compiled in 2006.

This is what that study concludes:-

The existing food and convenience shops in Haverhill Town Centre are achieving sales figures per square metre above their company averages, and that without Tesco’s they could accommodate 250 square metres of new store by 2011 without their sales falling below company averages.

Sainsbury’s are achieving sales figures per square metre above their company averages, and that without Tesco’s they could accommodate 800 square metres of new town centre store by 2011 without their sales falling below company averages.

The study makes assumptions about the amount of trade to be drawn to both Sainsbury’s and Tesco’s from other large supermarkets in (for example) Saffron Walden and Cambridge.  If these assumptions are correct there would be capacity in Haverhill Town Centre for 2,100 square metres of net additional convenience goods floorspace by 2011.  It says “If the superstore goes ahead at an earlier date therefore both it and the existing food stores in the town would trade somewhat below their company average levels until about 2016”.

So, using PPS6 as the standard, by 2011 only 2,100 square metres of additional convenience goods floorspace can be supported by a development of this type.  Yet the application is for a store with a net sales area of 3,948 square metres.  Even after deducting the comparison goods sales area (745 square metres) the store still exceeds (by 52%) the economically-sustainable convenience goods floorspace.

In terms of comparison goods Tesco’s intend to dedicate 745 square metres of floorspace to comparison goods.

For comparison goods the Study forecast is that by 2011 the Town Centre could support an additional 900 square metres of floorspace.  However this is on the assumption that the new floorspace is provided in Tesco’s.

Making the same assumptions about the amount of trade to be drawn to both Sainsbury’s and Tesco’s from other large supermarkets in (for example) Saffron Walden and Cambridge, the study assumes there would be capacity for 2,250 square metres of comparison goods floorspace to be supported in 2011.  However the nature of the links between the development site and Tesco make this figure less achievable.

However, contained within the body of the report, and supported by the shopper surveys conducted, is evidence that the public want a greater range of shops, and in particular, a greater range of comparison goods shops.

PPS6 states it is important to explore whether specific parts of a development could be operated from separate, sequentially preferable, sites.  This is a model Tesco’s have employed elsewhere (their Chelmsford Home and Wear store, for example).  However there is no supporting evidence from the application to indicate this approach has been considered in Haverhill.

If the quantative need for comparison goods is to be supplied solely by Tesco until 2011, and indeed, using the study figures, well beyond 2016 this will stultify any such future growth in the town centre proper and may make proposals for the Gurteen site unviable.

The application has not fully demonstrated, and St edmundsbury Borough Council have not fully drawn from the study, the true impact on the town centre of over 80% of the growth in comparison goods floor area being concentrated in Tesco by 2011, and, as previously highlighted neither the applicant, nore St Edmundsbury Borough Council have adequately demonstrated, in the sequential review of sites, that they have explored having the comparison goods element of this application on another, town centre, site.

In conclusion therefore, this application should be refused, in that it continues to satisfy the Planning Inspector’s concerns about St Edmundsbury Borough Council’s sequential site search.

There are some other matters contained within the application which require a comment.

The Supplementary Retail Statement uses Beverley as a good example of how an edge-of-centre foodstore can benefit the overall retail function of a town centre.  For Members unfamiliar with Beverley it is helpful to list some comparisons with Haverhill.  The information is taken from the website www.inbeverley.co.uk

	
	Beverley
	Haverhill

	Topography of Tesco site to Town Centre
	Level
	Raised

	Existing independent Butchers
	Two
	One

	Existing independent Delicatessen
	Four
	Nil

	Existing independent Greengrocers
	One
	Nil

	Existing Supermarkets (excluding Tesco)
	Somerfields, Morrisons, Netto
	Co-op, Aldi, Sainsbury


I have asked the Town Clerk of Beverley to respond to the claims made in the Supplementary Retail Study.  Her comments included this critical phrase “Tescos in Beverley sells more convenience goods than comparison goods so has not affected trade heavily.  If they were to broaden the offer to comparison goods, that may well change.” 

And, finally, the Supplementary Retail Study says “permission be subject to conditions preventing ancillary uses within the store which already exist in the town centre, for example, newsagency, photo-processing, dry-cleaning (including drop and collection points for the latter two uses), pharmacy, post office. The reason would be to prevent the superstore functioning as a 'one stop shop', improve the prospects for linked trips shopping with the town centre, and thus protect the vitality and viability of the town centre.”  The Executive Summary publicly available excludes some of these categories of use when dealing with this issue.

If, despite the Town Council’s objections St Edmundsbury Borough Council approve this application it must ensure that the totality of these ancialliary uses, as identified by its own consultants, be prevented in the store.

List B – To be considered by Committee

	
	PLAN NO.
	PROPOSAL
	LOCATION
	TOWN COUNCIL DECISION
	BOROUGH COUNCIL DECISION

	13.02.07 Expires 27.02.07
	06/02121/REM
	Erection of single storey warehouse / production unit with associated two storey offices, associated car parking and landscaping.

Carisbrooke Suon Developments Ltd
	Land off Bumpstead Road, Helions Bumpstead
	No comment
	

	19.02.07 Expires 07.03.07
	SE/07/0273
	Retention of wooden lap fence 1.8m high.

Jeremy Morgan
	28 Poplar Close
	Oppose the retention of the 1.8 metre fence because of the dangers caused to pedestrians by cars exiting the shared driveway.
	

	20.02.07 Expires 08.03.07
	SE/07/0262
	Change of use from B8 (storage or distribution) to B1/B2 (offices / general industrial).

DJA Developments
	Ex Nursery Trade Centre, Homefield Road
	No comment
	

	21.02.07 Expires 09.03.07
	TPO41(1977)3
	Tree Preservation Order - Fell One Pine Tree

John Fryer
	Haverhill Cemetery
	No comment
	

	08.02.07 Expires 24.02.07
	SE/07/0225
	Erection of (i) 4 one bedroom residential flats (ii) 4 two bedroom residential flats (iii) shop unit (following demolition of existing shop / office warehouse unit)

Unique Building Contractors
	83 High Street
	The Town Council opposes this application.  Whilst supporting the principle that there should be one retail premise the design of the retail unit falls short of expectations.  It fails to meet the minimum parking standards, and there is no provision for rear servicing.  The only entrance to the retail premises is off the High Street, and there is no level access to the parking area at the rear.  Whilst both ground floor flats have level access from the rear there is insufficient space at the entrance to the western one to enable the turning of a standard wheelchair so as to gain access to the door.
	


List  C - to be tabled at the meeting
	
	PLAN NO.
	PROPOSAL
	LOCATION
	TOWN COUNCIL DECISION
	BOROUGH COUNCIL DECISION

	02.03.07 Expires 18.03.07
	SE/07/0350
	Erection of single storey extension to rear elevation.

A Boreham
	32 Fritton Court
	No comment
	

	02.03.07 Expires 18.03.07
	SE/07/0348
	Erection of two single storey and one 1½ storey front extensions to provide first floor accommodation, construction of pedestrian access and additional car parking.

Mr. and Mrs. R. Ringrose
	High Banks, Crowland Road
	No comment
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