Hatley Parish Council

Ordinary Meeting March 1st 2004
MINUTES
1. Apologies: Cllr Dixon.  Cllrs Drake, Astor, Ridgway attended.  Cllr Mrs Ward in  the Chair, Clerk Kindersley, fourteen electors, D/Cllr Wilson.
2. Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the Council held on January 12th 2004. 

The Clerk read the minutes of the meeting of January 12th 2004 which were agreed as a true record and signed by the Vice-Chairman.

3. Matters Arising

There had been no reports of any Police speed checks so far despite requests from the PC.
As nothing seemed to be happening to St Denis’ Church Mr Mann suggested that a public question be put to the Scrutiny Committee at South Cambs and it was agreed the Vice-Chairman would send in a question on behalf of the Council. It should also be sent to the MP. If possible the Vice-Chairman would attend the Scrutiny Committee on behalf of the Parish Council.

4. Finance

Clerk informed Council that annual membership of CALC was due at £49.20. Cllr Astor proposed and seconded by Cllr Drake all agreed payment. This would be sent post election as the Council’s new membership had to go at the same time.
5. Planning
Moat Farm East Hatley: There was a lengthy discussion on this application and it was agreed to object to the application. The objection follows:

Planning Application S/0273/04/F

Alteration & Extension of Buildings 3 & 4. Use of Building 4 for Industrial (Manufacture of Foiled Products). Use of Buildings 1,2,3 and 5 for Associated Storage. Use of Building 6 as Hobby Workshop and Building 7 for Hobby Use. (Retrospective Application) – Buildings at Moat Farm East Hatley HATLEY

For MW Southern

Following my e-mail of March 2nd to Paul Sexton and Nigel Blazeby this is to confirm that this planning application was discussed at length by the Parish Council during the meeting of March 1st. A number of concerned residents were in attendance. 

The Parish Council unanimously OBJECTED to the application.

Background:

1.
The site is very sensitively located in a quiet countryside and residential area, in close proximity to residential properties, and is outside the village framework.

2.
Previously the site has been used to house a pig breeding enterprise and then an unauthorised use being for plant hire, which was the last use of the site, ceasing in 1997.  

3.
In September 2002 a planning consent was issued granting change of use of agricultural buildings to light industrial and storage for PJ Dring & Co – a specialist agricultural machinery seat manufacturer. The consent was subject to 14 different conditions. It was never implemented.

4.
The Parish Council objected to that application S/0999/02F. It further requested that should the District be minded to grant permission that a number of safeguarding conditions should be attached, and these are detailed below.

5.
The core objection to this current application is that the use proposed is inappropriate for this site, and that the residential amenity of neighbours will be severely compromised by the proposed developments. Furthermore, the conditions attached to the previous consent for PJ Dring were purposefully highly restrictive in order to protect the amenity of neighbours. This current application proposes the relaxation of many of those conditions, and that is completely inappropriate. It goes well beyond the scope of the permission granted for PJ Dring.

6.
The Planning Director’s report to Committee for the PJ Dring application highlighted repeatedly  the sensitivity of the site and location. For example:

~ “Due to its sensitive location it will be necessary to impose tight controls through conditions to ensure that [little or no activity] remains the case including conditions that restrict the use to that specified; limit the number of persons that can be employed on the site unless agreed with the Local Planning Authority and restrict the use of the individual buildings to those specified in the application.”  

7.
Hatley Parish Council accepts policies PPG7, SP5/11 and EM12 may be appropriate for this site. However Structure Plan Policy SP5/11 encourages the re-use of redundant, rural buildings for small-scale employment uses provided it does not cause unacceptable damage to the environment. The Council considers that the proposal will cause unacceptable damage to the environment in terms of increased traffic movements and the introduction of noise and odour pollution.


EN10 will not apply as the proposed development is not reuse of the buildings in accordance with that Policy – what is proposed is actually rebuilding and extremely substantial changes to the buildings.

8.
Condition 2 of the previous permission restricted the number of employees to 2 at any one time in order to ensure that the scale of the use does not generate a volume of traffic movements such that disturbance would be caused. This application proposes a 100% increase in staff, and also adds two lorry movements per day and an additional two per week.


This increase is unacceptable to this Council as the increase in traffic would cause undue disturbance to residents.

9.
Condition 3 restricted the use of the site to a very specific use. This was to ensure that any material change in use of the site would be judged via the planning process as to the impact on the amenity of adjoining residents.


While the previous use permitted was extremely low-key with little or no impact on residents the current application clearly will have significant impact by virtue of the intensification of use of the site, introduction of industrial processes, related machinery, chemicals, higher traffic volumes (including HCVs). All of this will be to the detriment of neighbouring properties.

10.
Condition 5 required the agreement and implementation of foul water drainage. With the introduction of chemicals such as Methylene Chloride Council is surprised that an Environmental Impact Assessment (either a formal EAI or as information appended to the application as a relevant matter) has not been requested and furthermore that a Stop Notice has not been issued to ensure that the site’s drainage is bunded so that should any chemical escape take place it can be contained.


The Parish Council therefore formally requests a Stop Notice is issued with regard to the foiling process until the planning application is determined and (depending on the result) a proper drainage system suitable for the site is working and can be shown to be able to contain any chemical spillage and a suitable disposal method for chemical waste is agreed.

11.
Condition 13 of the previous permission required improvements to be made to the junction with the main road following Highways consultation -  

The required visibility splays can be achieved to the east but it is doubtful whether it can be achieved to the west due to the horizontal alignment of the road.  A B1/B8 use should not be permitted unless it can be made personal.

As this current application is retrospective Council questions whether the junction is actually being used safely at the moment, as improvements required have not been carried out. The Stop Notice referred to at Point 10 above therefore should include reference to the highways improvements required.

12.
Various conditions of the previous application – e.g numbers 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 were put in place with the express reason to minimise noise disturbance to residents and/or to minimise the impact of the development of the site on the open countryside. The current application proposes more intensive use of the site and this will have an adverse impact on neighbours.

13.
Further, Council believes that the business proposed is part of a larger business based in Bedford. It would be inequitable to prevent a commercial business from expanding and if the site is accepted as suitable for the currently proposed level of  activity it would be extremely hard to prevent the business from expanding.  Residents expressed substantial fears that they had regarding future developments on the site. 

The fact that this application is retrospective gives no comfort to residents that the owners would adhere to any planning conditions imposed to restrict the growth of the business.
14.
With regard to the processes proposed at the site residents expressed especial concern and alarm. It was felt that the introduction of any industrial use (especially one that in the course of everyday activity used chemicals) was wrong in this open, extremely quiet and undeveloped village and surrounding countryside. 

 15.
Concerns were expressed at the future use of the ‘Hobby Workshop’ as this was felt to be far too open an application. Furthermore – despite having searched the Town and Country Planning Acts ‘hobby’ use does not seem to be an acceptable land use class – can you please confirm if this is correct? If it is correct that this is not an accepted term or land use then obviously that part of the application is unacceptable as well. More information is needed on this.

16.
The use of chemicals onsite has led to worries from neighbours about the fire risks not only of the chemicals themselves but also with the finished products. What steps are being considered with regard to this?


Council is surprised at the apparent relaxed approach being taken by Officers towards methylene chloride. As no doubt officers are aware MC is primarily an inhalation hazard. At low concentrations it causes skin, eye and respiratory tract irritation. More alarmingly it also affects that central nervous system leading to poor co-ordination and levels of alertness that may lead to unsafe machinery/equipment handling. 


The University of Oxford Safety Policy requires any use of methylene chloride  to be accompanied by a written COSHH assessment as there is a danger of serious damage to health from prolonged exposure. There is also evidence of a carcinogenic effect. 


The European Union has issued a number of safety phrases applicable to methylene chloride requiring storage in a well ventilated place – this would seem to contradict the comments in Mr Sexton’s letter of June 25th   that indicate no ventilation would be required and therefore there need be no concerns about the escape of the chemical. 


All authorities consulted agree that methylene chloride has a distinctive sweet strong and highly unpleasant odour.


Further all authorities agree that methylene chloride is highly flammable.

17.
This is an extremely quiet area. The introduction of a machine ‘similar to an idling car engine’ would have little impact in an urban area where background noise levels are higher. This would not be the case here where a constant engine running would be entirely obvious and disturbing, especially in the summer months of the year. Likewise any machinery required for the ventilation of the buildings.


This is borne out by the fact that residents started making enquiries both of the planning office and enforcement office as soon as activity commenced on site (of whatever kind or cause) – highlighting the obvious intrusive nature of any noise in this area.

18.
Mention is made in the CEHO’s letter of June 25th that should there be problems arising from use of chemicals on the site ‘then this could be replaced with a water based primer’. Council would like to know why this is not the case already.

19.
Substantial concern and considerable disquiet was expressed by residents at the fact that in the course of pre-application discussions with the Planning Officer he felt moved to write to the applicant on June 23rd stating that “provided you are able to comply with the restrictions suggested” a planning application be submitted. This was before any public consultation took place.


The applicant decided to go ahead with purchase on June 28th. This implies that the applicant has relied on Mr Sexton’s letter as reassurance that planning permission would be granted. 


Furthermore the letter from Mr Sexton refers only to Environmental Health comments and details only two conditions as opposed to the 14 detailed conditions imposed on PJ Dring in connection with a substantially lower level use of the site.

20.
Hatley Parish Council is profoundly disturbed on behalf of the residents of East Hatley in particular that any use of the site over and above the very simple and low key, unobtrusive and environmentally balanced use proposed by PJ Dring is being considered.


Yours sincerely

Dwelling adjacent to 53 East Hatley

This application was discussed and it was agreed that this was appropriate on condition that the village stop line was enforced and that permitted development rights were removed in order to protect the stop line. There would also need to be time limited hours of construction.

6. Council Tax – D/Cllr Wilson informed the meeting of the County Council’s intention to increase Council Tax by just over 7%. He also announced the Guided Bus project was going to go ahead.

7. Hatley Website Group
Mrs Jenkins reported to the Council on recent meetings of the Website Group and circulated copies of the draft design. She also announced that the grant application for £1,400 from South Cambs had been successful. 

The Parish Council formally agreed the Website Group Constitution. 

The website Group was no asking residents for contributions for content, including links.

8.
Village Enhancements:

The Vice Chairman had a quote of £482.81 for a bench on the playing field and would continue to obtain further quotes. The Clerk would attempt to establish the ownership of the Village Hall carpark. 

10
Questions from the Public

A discussion on Police Community Sport Officers took place following questions from the public. South Cambs had agreed to fund three further PCSOs and the Clerk was to establish if they would be active in the St Neots sector.

Mrs Jenkins reported that the hours of the Resource Centre in Gamlingay had been changed and that following discussions with South Cambs it appeared that broadband should be available in Hatley from September. 

11.
Time & Date of Next Meeting

There being no other business the meeting was closed at 10pm. The next meeting to be after the AGM on May 10th 2004.
These minutes are published and provided, and may be used, only on the basis that the user assumes all responsibility for any loss, damage or consequence resulting directly or indirectly from them or their use. For the avoidance of doubt the only legally acceptable version of the Minutes of Hatley Parish Council are those signed in Public Meetings by the Chairman. They are available for public inspection from the Clerk.

