MID SUFFOLK DISTRICT COUNCIL
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE - 24 Septel

er 2014

AGENDA ITEM NO 1
APPLICATION NO 2613/11

PROPOSAL

- SITE LOCATION

Outline application for residential a
demolition of existing structures an
(application for a new planning per
planning permission OL/140/04 in «
for implementation.)

Thurston Granary, Station Hill, Thurst

SITE AREA (Ha) 0.95

APPLICANT Playdri Products Ltd
RECEIVED July 29, 2011
EXPIRY DATE October 28, 2011
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REASONS FOR REFERENCE ™™ "M TT=E

1.

At their meeting on Wednesday 26 March 2
Control Committee ‘A’ considered an update
residential/retail development at the Thurston C
followed a viability appraisal carried out by

Members resolved to grant outline planning p¢
proportion of the residential element as afforde
contributions in respect of infrastructure. The
and your officers’ recommendation to that meeti

During subsequent negotiations regarding the
obligation sought by Members the applicant ch:
of the scheme’s viability, therefore in order to pi
the matter your officers commissioned an
specialist consultancy. The final appraisal we
August.
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independent viability appraisal concluded th
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ide a conclusive resolution to
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development would not be

financially viable and would not be able to su.ort any contributions towards
affordable housing or Social Infrastructure. This does not accord with the

resolution of Development Control Committee
affordable housing and other contributions as st
March 2014. Moreover this represents a s
potentially wider relevance that warrants
application is therefore reported to Planning Cc¢
the Chairman.

On 7 August the applicant submitted an appeal
the grounds that the Council has failed to dete
statutory 13 week period allowed for a ma
application was due for determination by 28 C
mutually agreed with your officers to extend |
while negotiations were on-going.

to secure a minimum of 10%
out at the meeting held on 26
rificant planning issue with
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the Planning Inspectorate on
ine the application within the
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>ber 2011, the applicant had
+ time limit for determination



Once an appeal has been accepted by the Plan g Inspectorate the Council is
no longer able to determine the application, ho ver the Council’s position on
the matter currently remains that as resolved b Vlembers at their meeting on
26 March 2014, however this does not take a unt of the final independent
viability appraisal.

The matter is therefore reported to Plan ng Committee for further
consideration and to determine whether Mei ers would or would not be
minded to grant a replacement outline plai ng permission taking into
account the outcome of the final viability ap, iisal and its implications in
terms of delivering affordable housing and of r contributions.

A copy of the relevant part of the minutes of the eting held on 26 March 2014
is attached as an Appendix to this report (Appe x A), together with a copy of
your officers’ original report to Committee on _. October 2013, the updated
report to Committee on 26 March 2014 and r-'»vant decision Notices. This
report also includes plans and elevations relatii  to the first ‘reserved matters’
scheme submitted pursuant to outline permissi OL/140/04 and approved on
appeal under reference 2419/08. This aspectis nsidered further below.

OUTCOME OF THE INDEPENDENT VIABILITY APPRA---AL CARRIED OUT IN JULY

2014
2.

3.

The independent viability appraisal consideredt scenarios securing 35% and
15.5% affordable housing respectively, togetl = with other contributions in
respect of infrastructure totalling £109,000 and ¢ ird scenario with no planning
contributions. The appraisal concluded that ¢ n with no contributions the
scheme would be economically unviable and wo | still return a deficit.

At the meeting of Development Control Commi e ‘A’ held on 26 March 2014
Members resolved to grant outline planning p¢ ission subject to securing a
minimum of 10% affordable housing (whereas ' ir officers had recommended
up to 15% be secured), and also added ‘rail c1 sing safety measures’ to the
wider category of “infrastructure contributions” They also added a planning
condition seeking a scheme of measures to “ eguard rail and rail crossing
users accessing the site.”

The independent viability appraisal essentially ncludes that the obligations
sought would render the scheme financially u iable and your officers have
therefore now revised their recommendation )llowing receipt of the final
appraisal to take into account the specific circun ances of this application for a
replacement outline planning permission.

_‘\_TInMQ

Two consultation responses have been receive (from Suffolk County Council
Development Contributions Manager and Suffoll ounty Council Fire & Rescue
Service) since this application was previously :onsidered by Committee in
March 2014 and are attached to this updated rc »rt. The original consultation
responses are attached to the original repoi djated 23 October 2013 (at
Appendix ‘C’).

Suffolk County Council (Development Contri itions Manager) — Education
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regarding affordable housing provision was bein

As the final viability report concludes that the :
unviable the applicant argues that because the
units would now be ‘free market’ dwellings (rath
has no reason to exclude assessment of the
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The original outline planning permission OL/14
number of residential units to be provided, nor
The first ‘reserved matters’ submission (referenc.
and two bedroom flats and 705 square metres ¢
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application 2419/08, there have been few chang
that might be considered to affect the assessme
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grant a replacement outline planning permissic
scheme delivering a proportion of the residentic
accordance with Altered Policy H4. The fin
removes that element from the overall sche
regarding the principle of development if no
secured. Altered Policy H4 makes clear that:

“...Negotiations with developers will take accot
economics and viability of development and the

Although Altered Policy H4 allows for the level «
take account of viability, to fail to secure any
scheme such as this represents a significant ¢
that policy and as such your officers do not con:
accord with it. The Council's adopted Supplel
‘Social Infrastructure Including Open Space, S
reference to the viability of development being
your Core Strategy policy CS6. On that t
contributions is also not considered to accord wi

Although the NPPF makes a presumption in fa
at paragraph 14, referring to it as a ‘golden thre
and decision-taking, it does not change the stz
the ‘starting point’ for decision making (Parac
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2(
applications must be determined in accordan
unless other material considerations indicate o
that in order to be considered to be ‘in accord:
the proposal shall accord with that document wt

Your officers consider that failure to secure
affordable housing would be contrary to the (
similarly the lack of any contributions tow:
Infrastructure would conflict with Core St
Supplementary Planning Document on Social
Space, which has applied to all residential deve
2007. Whereas conflict with one or more dev
necessarily result in the proposal being coni
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affordable housing pro ributic ; within a scheme of this size
without any significant benefit to the local nmunity (either in terms of
providing affordable housing, improved ameni or highway safety) would be
contrary to the Council’'s adopted conflict devi pment plan and the National
Planning Policy framework in terms of de¢ ering sustainable economic
development.

RECOMMENDATION

Having regard to the appeal against non-determinat 1 that the position of the
Council be stated that it would have been minded to R 'USE the application on the
following grounds:-

The proposal, by reason of a failure to secure any of the | idential element of the mixed
use scheme as affordable housing for the benefit of the loc community would be contrary
to the Council's Altered Policy H4 and would furthermore 1__resent an unsustainable form
of development contrary to the objectives of the National anning Policy Framework as
they relate to sustainable economic development, and in p:  :ular paragraphs 7, 8, 17, 19,
51, 70, 131 and 187.

Philip Isbell A an Matthews
Corporate Manager - Development Management C :lopment Management
F ning Officer

APPENDIX A - PLANNING POLICIES

1. Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Development Plan Docum  and the Core Strategy
Focused Review

Cor1 - CS1 Settlement Hierarchy Cor3 - CS3 Reduc ‘ontributions to Climate
Change Cor4 - CS4 Adapting to Climate Change Co - CS5 Mid Suffolks

wironment Coré - CS6 Services and Infrastructure w7 - CS7 Brown Field Target
Cor8 - CS8 Provision and Distribution of Housing Cc - CS9 Density and Mix
CSFR-FC1 - PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SUST JABLE DEVELOPMENT
CSFR-FC1.1 - MID SUFFOLK APPROACH TO DELI RING SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT

2. Mid Suffolk Local Plan

GP1 - DESIGN AND LAYOUT OF DEVELOPMENT

H17 - KEEPING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AWAY  OM POLLUTION
H13 - DESIGN AND LAYOUT OF HOUSING DEVELOPN IT

H15 - DEVELOPMENT TO REFLECT LOCAL CHARACT ISTICS

T10 - HIGHWAY CONSIDERATIONS IN DEVELOPMEM

HB1 - PROTECTION OF HISTORIC BUILDINGS

H3 - HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN VILLAGES

H14 - A RANGE OF HOUSE TYPES TO MEET DIFFERE ~ACCOMMODATION NEEDS
H16 - PROTECTING EXISTING RESIDENTIAL AMENIT

SB2 - DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATE TO ITS SETTIN

E4 - PROTECTING EXISTING INDUSTRIAL/BUSINESS  EAS






