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REMPSTONE PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of the Parish Council Planning meeting held in the Village Hall at 7:30 pm on Tuesday 12th February 2019
Present: Cllr N Dalton (Acting Chair), Cllr V Phillipps and Cllr W Pearson.
Also in attendance:  Rebecca Hague (Clerk to the Parish Council), Cllr R Adair (Borough) and 101 members of the public including Cllr J Santoro, Cllr L Baum
1. Apologies
Cllr D Walker, Cllr A Lovett and County Cllr J Cottee

2. Declaration of Interest
Declaration of interest from Cllr J Santoro, Cllr A Lovett, Cllr D Walker and Cllr L Baum for planning application 19/00109/OUT.
Cllr J Santoro had been granted dispensation to allow him to attend the meeting and take part in discussions only for this meeting and any others for a period of four years.

Cllr L Baum had been granted dispensation to allow him to attend the meeting and take part in discussions only for this meeting.
3. Open Session
The following points of objection summarise the comments made by a number of residents and representatives from the Village Hall Management Committee and Village Hall Trustees.
· Health and safety for users of the village hall as the proposed access road is located where the village hall evacuation point is. The hall has a capacity for 120 seated and often events have 20-40 children in attendance. Fire regulations specify emergency exit doors open outwards to a place of safety which is unrestricted and a designated fire safety point – this application would leave just 1.2m clearance from the doors. The costs of this application far outweigh the benefits.
· Not in-keeping with the general character of the village, the scale and size will turn Welfare Field into a housing estate which would be the focal point due to the scale, size and positioning when considered against other more recent developments such as Dales Close. 

· To increase the size of the village from approximately 400 to 530 would make Rempstone less like a small village and more like a small town. Just because it has increased by 99 properties in the last 30 years doesn’t mean it should increase further.

· The elevated site will have a significant visual impact including light pollution at night.

· The car park would be used by residents from the development as insufficient parking has been allocated to the individual properties.

· Rempstone is considered a small village with character, residents opted to live here because of the rural nature.

· Little or no consideration has been given to the grade II listed building adjacent to the proposed access road and Highways have raised a number of concerns with the proposed access road.

· The Transport Assessment has been prepared by an apprentice without supervision and made no reference to the traffic levels on Main Street. A resident had counted the traffic on Main Street during a one-hour period, this equated to 734 cars, 124 vans, 20 HGVs and 16 articulated lorries.

· A resident from Wymeswold Road, on a straight section of road had a planning application rejected in 2016 because Highways said it was unsafe to have 2 to 3 trailers exiting onto the road per month due to the traffic, this section of road is also close to a sharp bend.
· The Village Hall Committee make use of the open space outside the village hall, it formed part of the plan put forward to The Big Lottery and contributes to the viability of the hall. The proposed road changes would prevent cars stopping outside the hall.

· This is not an allocated site on Rushcliffe’s Local Plan and would have a detrimental effect on the character of the surrounding area.

· The A6006 is a B road by design and is now carrying international traffic which is avoiding Leicester and Nottingham.

· The back wall in Welfare Field is the last remaining part of a former large house, dating back to 1780, it is not in good condition and would require more than retention work to make it safely form part of the new gardens.
· The village sewers will not cope with the increase in properties, the car park is deliberately located so a holding tank can be put in there.
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· Problems with surface water drainage; it passes through the pumping station in Hoton which has leaks in the pipework and needed replacing 20years ago, major capital investment would be needed.

· There is a partial collapse of the stormwater drains in the village which regularly causes flooding outside the village hall even in just a shower. The stormwater drains need digging out and replacing.

· The proposed road width is wide enough for 2 cars but not for a van and car, with the volume of traffic this could cause gridlock.

· History of problems with the water supply/pressure and electricity cutting out. Only 8 of 24 telephone line circuits are operational.

· 25% of the proposed dwellings are three storeys which is contrary to section three of the proposal which states Rushcliffe Borough Council will not approve houses of more than two storeys.

· Implications on the already stretched infrastructure – school places and the health centre in neighbouring villages.

· Concerns about the surface water run off due to the elevation effecting properties along Main Street, many of which have wells in the gardens and already have saturated ground.
· Concerns about the proximity to large trees in excess of 40ft in adjacent gardens, the development would interfere with the roots and would either cause the trees to fall or damage the foundations of the new properties.

Cllr N Dalton instigated a vote from the floor:

· 72 against the application
· 2 in favour of the application (applicants)
· 6 abstained from voting

4.
Planning Application

19/00109/OUT - Construction of 33 residential dwellings together with provision of a 24 space community car park and community playground (Outline application for approval of access, layout, and scale) - Land North Of Main Street, Rempstone
Cllr N Dalton read out a history of Welfare Field dating back to 1954 when it was used as a recreational playing field. In the 1980’s the field was licenced to the Parish Council as use as a recreational space/playing field. Since 1996 several proposals have been discussed both informally and formally with the Parish Council most recently in 2004, each time proposals were rejected by the public and Parish Council. In 2011 the owners offered the village hall a car park as part of the development plan but no further information was provided.

Initial observations by the Parish Council

1. Design and Access Planning Statement references 18/00836/ADVICE which has not been provided.

2. It is unfortunate the applicants did not see fit to engage with Parish Council or local community.

3. Design and Access Planning Statement incorrectly states that the previous planning application in 1997 for 10 dwellings was supported by the Parish Council (and that there has been a mixed response over three decades). This is not the case as evidenced by the Parish Council’s Observations from 1997 which list a number of objections as well as the result of a vote taken at a public open meeting in which 50 residents were against the proposed development with only 1 in favour. Development of the proposed site has consistently been opposed by the Parish Council and local residents with a further meeting being held to discuss proposals in 2004 where the majority of residents voted against supporting an application and the motion was rejected by the Parish Council.

4. Design and Access Planning Statement asserts not a playing field and is grazing land, only recently been used for grazing land and was a playing field for many years prior to this.

Scale of Development / Character

1. Design and Access Planning Statement argues the development provides much needed housing to meet housing targets within the borough, however, this is inconsistent with the Rushcliffe Local Plan (Policy 3, Point 2b) with Rempstone not being a strategic location which would therefore, impact borough cohesion. The only provision within the local plan for development outside identified areas is for development to achieve local housing needs, no such needs are identified by Rempstone Parish Council.

2. The Rushcliffe Local Plan goes further to state that any such development should be to achieve local needs and should be through small scale infill development. The proposed development cannot be argued to be either small scale or infill development:

a. The scale of the site is inappropriate and disproportionate both in terms of footprint and density of development, increasing the footprint of the village by circa 20% and would be out of character with the linear nature for which the village is characterised. The Design and Access Planning Statement argues that new employment opportunities at the DNRC justify the development at the proposed site but there is no evidence that additional housing is Rempstone is necessary as East Leake is a strategic area with new housing, direct bus routes to the DNRC without increasing car usage, the same applies to Loughborough.
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b. The proposed site does not constitute infill. The Design and Access Planning Statement incorrectly asserts that the proposed site has residential development on three sides. In fact, it is developed on two sides, to the South and the West. To the North of the site is open countryside and to the East of the site is Grange Farm and other non-residential land. Furthermore, if the site were to be developed, this surrounding land to the East would arguably become future infill between the proposed site towards the end of Wysall Lane.

3. Local Plan Part 2 – Housing developments within settlements should not have significant adverse effects upon the amenity of nearby residents. This includes but is not restricted to: the loss of privacy (caused by overlooking of private gardens or views into neighbouring properties for example; overshadowing and reduction in natural light; noise (from traffic); or dust (during construction). Due to site elevation and proximity of the proposed dwellings there would be significant adverse effect to nearby residents.

4. As acknowledged in the Design and Access Planning Statement, the site is naturally elevated and as such any development (even two stories) would be highly imposing and overlook properties to the south of the proposed site on Main Street. Furthermore, due to the proximity of a number of the proposed dwellings to existing property boundaries, there would be a loss of amenity as a result of overlooking and reduced privacy to these properties as well as this being further impacted through future permitted development rights.

5. Proposal states that Rempstone has been developed by approximately 99 properties over 30 years which is of no relevance to this application and if anything highlights the inappropriate scale of the proposal as well as the fact it would not be in keeping with the character of the village.


Access – Context of existing heavy traffic on Main Street

1. According to the Design and Access Planning Statement, the site is serviced by two vehicular accesses from Main Street (adjacent the Village Hall) and School Lane. The land adjacent the Village Hall is actually fenced and we believe has been since 1993 and existing vehicular access is via School Lane only. Main Street provides only pedestrian access to the public footpath which is regularly used by residents, particularly dog walkers and as such would have a negative impact on the amenity for local residents. The Design and Access Planning Statement asserts that the current parking situation is dangerous which is not the case as the existing service road, rather than the main highway is used for parking.

2. There are a number of concerns with proposed access to the site adjacent the Village Hall:

a. It would encroach on the grade II listed building at 35 Main Street

b. The ability to load and unload within close proximity to the Village Hall would be lost due as a result of the new access road joining Main Street. The car park would be sited much further back and given the elevation would make this task more difficult especially for wheelchair users and those with limited mobility (at odds with the Equality Act 2010). The proposals would make car parking less convenient than the present situation and may lead to cars obstructing the junction or along Main Street. What about access to the Village Hall during construction?

3. The Transport Statement asserts that there are a good number of facilities within a sensible commute via sustainable transport method, then lists four, two of which are B&Bs which are of no relevance given the nature of the development. 

4. Transport Statement ‘on-carriageway cycling in close proximity to the site is considered suitable due to the rural, low-traffic nature of some of the immediate highway network’ – A6006 suffers heavy congestion at peak times and safety is a concern with many HGVs using the road. 

5. The Parish Council have been actively working with Nottinghamshire County Council to attempt to reduce the already heavy traffic (particularly HGVs) on Main Street, such a substantial development would undermine this work.

6. Transport Statement traffic impact assessment is based on estimated additional journeys for 33 dwellings but does not take into account the additional 24 parking spaces proposed. Nor does it account for the anticipated shop/tea room which although not part of this application will clearly contribute to additional traffic.

7. The development would increase congestion on Main Street and be detrimental to air quality. Rushcliffe Local Plan (Policy 3, 3.3.20) states there should be a ‘strong focus’ on ‘reducing the need to travel, especially by private car’ 

8. Transport Statement asserts that the number of access points will be reduced as School Lane access will be closed, however, this constitutes no change in reality as Main Street is currently fenced and is not used for vehicular access.

9. Having children negotiate traffic on Main Street to go to the proposed play area would be dangerous.

Lack of Facilities – Private Car Use
1. No local facilities would inevitably lead to an increase in traffic.

2. According to the NPPF “significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes” – in reality there are no local facilities (except pub) and there are limited choices of travel – bus to Loughborough and Nottingham and nothing within walkable distance and so in reality private car use will be the natural choice. In Rushcliffe Additional Settlements Background Paper 2017, Rempstone is deemed to be unsuitable for 
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development as it does not have ‘any local services or community facilities (beyond a village hall and/or public house) and therefore is an unsustainable settlement’. The nearest supermarket, doctors surgery, pharmacy, post office etc. is in East Leake to which there is no public transport and requires the use of private car or Loughborough, 5 miles away and so the proposed development is not compliant with the NPPF requirement to limit the need to travel. There are no employment opportunities locally other than DNRC but there is no bus service from Rempstone to DNRC. According to the applicants transport statement ‘people are willing to travel 16 minutes per walking trip’ and so with DNRC being approximately 2 miles or 40 minutes away from the proposed development means there is no genuine choice of transport other than private car (unlike East Leake for example which has a direct bus route). Thereby increasing the already congested road.

3. Creating a 24 space car park does not ‘encourage people to walk, cycle and use public transport’ as per the Highways Design Guide. Residents would not use cars to visit village facilities and so the car park would be of no benefit to residents.
Cllr W Pearson stated he was against the application for the reasons which had been highlighted during the open session and by Cllr N Dalton.

Cllr V Phillipps reported she had been in the village for many years and was proud to see so many people turn out to raise concerns about the application. Cllr V Phillipps who was also against the application for the reasons highlighted during the open session, commented that the developed dominate the village, resulting in a loss of character and in addition mentioned the light pollution from the houses and street lights at night.

Cllr N Dalton noted that the Clerk who lived adjacent to the site was here to minute the meeting only and formed no part of the decision making. Cllr N Dalton who has lived in the village for more than 40 years said this would radically alter the whole ethos of the village.

RESOLUTION: The Councillors voted unanimously against the application and agreed an objection would be submitted to Rushcliffe Borough Council.
5.  Date of Next Meeting
The next meeting will be held on Tuesday 12th March at 7.30pm followed by the Annual Parish Meeting at 8.00pm.


Cllr N Dalton thanked everyone for attending and the meeting closed at 8.48pm
Signed: ____________________________            Date: ______________________________
