	Unconfirmed


MINUTES of the EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE held in the Council Chamber, Endeavour House, Ipswich on Tuesday, 5 April 2005 at 10.30am.

Present:

Bryony Rudkin - Chair

David Rowe – Vice-Chair

Terry Green, Tony Lewis, Kevan Lim, Peter Monk,  Ray Nowak, Kathy Pollard and Julian Swainson.

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND DISPENSATIONS

Bryony Rudkin declared the following interests:

i) a personal and prejudicial interest in Paper E05/31 as a parent of one of the schools identified in Appendix 1 to Paper E05/31;

ii) a personal interest as a Board Member of the East of England Development Agency in respect of Paper E05/31.

2. ConFIRMATION OF MINUTES

The minutes of the meeting held on 15 March 2005 were confirmed by the Committee as an accurate record and signed by the Chair.

3. THE FIRE AND RESCUE AUTHORITY’S INTEGRATED RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN (IRMP) 2005/06

Paper E05/30 by the Director of Public Protection and Chief Fire Officer presented the final IRMP for 2005/06 to meet the requirement on all fire and rescue authorities to publish such a document annually.  A copy of the IRMP was attached to the report which appears in the Minute Book. 

Decision

The Committee agreed to adopt the IRMP for 2005/06.

Reasons for Decision
The Committee noted the requirements of the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004 together with the need to comply with the National Framework documents for 2004/05 and 2005/06 issued by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.  

The Committee recalled that at its meeting on 16 November 2004, the draft IRMP had been agreed for consultation purposes.  Since that time there had been an extensive consultation exercise that had included leaflets, libraries, the website and information in the Council’s publication ‘About Suffolk’.   The Councillor Advisory Panel had examined the various responses and the Portfolio Holder drew the Committee’s attention to the amendments made to the draft plan referred to in paragraphs 11-17 of the report.  

The Portfolio Holder explained in some detail the proposal to remove whole-time crewing from the Bury St Edmunds turntable ladder.  He said that the emphasis was on utilising resources more effectively and stressed that there would continue to be an aerial appliance but that it would be crewed differently.  He also emphasised that the posts identified through that exercise would be lost through natural wastage and that redundancy situations would not occur.  

Some detailed questions around the reduced attendances at unwanted fire signals from automatic fire alarms were addressed together with some concerns that there were problems with manning levels at some stations.  With regard to the latter point, reference was made to the bid for £0.5M for recruitment as part of the budget proposals for 2005/06 that had been successful.  Utilising overtime and better management of sickness rates were also being utilised to address this issue.  

In agreeing to support the IRMP for 2005/06, the Committee recognised the need for ongoing monitoring to ensure that the standards of fire cover were fit for purpose.  

Alternative Options

The Committee could have decided not to adopt the IRMP and to require further work to be done on one or more of the proposals contained within it.  There were no alternative suggestions put forward.  

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared.

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

4. PROPOSALS FOR THE EDUCATION ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN PROGRAMME 2005/06 AND PRELIMINARY PROPOSALS FOR 2006/07 AND BEYOND

Paper E05/31 by the Acting Director of Education referred to the development of the Education Asset Management Plan (AMP) programme for 2005/06 which was attached as an appendix to the report (a copy appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision

The Committee agreed the proposals for the application of the £11.2M available for the Asset Management Plan in 2005/06, and preliminary proposals for 2006/07 and subsequent programmes, as set out in the appendices to the report.

Reasons for Decision 
It was recognised that approval of the proposals would enable the AMP programme to be implemented and progress to be made with the planning of the programme for 2006/07 and beyond.   The importance of the programme to schools was recognised, particularly when the sums available through devolved formula capital allocations to schools and other sources of capital funding were taken into account.  

The fact that all County Councillors had been consulted on the proposals was highlighted including the fact that there had been general support for the programme as set out.  

Alternative Options

The Committee could have put forward alternative proposals for the AMP programme but no suggestions were made.  

Declarations of Interest

As noted in item 1, Bryony Rudkin had declared an interest in the report and she left the chamber while it was being discussed.   David Rowe chaired the meeting for this item.  

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

5. 
OFFSHORE RENEWABLE ENERGY CENTRE

Paper E05/32 by the Director of Environment and Transport updated the Committee on the progress being made on the project to develop an offshore renewable energy centre in Lowestoft (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision

The Committee agreed:

i) to establish a senior officer and Executive member working group to expedite the successful completion of the project to create the Offshore Renewable Energy Centre in Lowestoft;

ii) to confirm that Suffolk County Council would become the accountable body and lead applicant to the East of England Development Agency for the required capital funding, with the intention to ultimately become the owner of the centre;

iii) to endorse the full application by Suffolk County Council for European Objective 2 capital funding;

iv) to approve the management structure for the project as described in the report;

v) to consider at a future meeting of the Committee, a detailed report on all the issues surrounding the closely related proposal for the relocation of the householder waste transfer site;

vi) to approve that the County Council should commence the procurement process required to allow the preparation of the necessary contracts to establish and operate the centre;

vii) to require that a further report be provided to the Committee to request agreement to proceed and let the construction and operation contracts, subject to the satisfactory completion and resolution of all legal, financial and land issues and agreed management of the future risk strategy.  

Reasons for Decision
Members recalled that development of the project had been supported at the meeting on 5 October 2004, in recognition of the importance of developing the offshore renewable energy sector.   The importance of the centre to Lowestoft and the new Urban Regeneration Company was fully acknowledged.  

Members of the Committee recognised that this was a tremendous opportunity and the Portfolio Holder was confident that the East of England Development Agency would give their final endorsement to the project in May, which would allow a full application to be made for Objective 2 funds in June 2005.  The current timetable in paragraph 21 of the report was noted including the proposed opening of the centre in mid to late 2007.  The interest from research institutions was highlighted and members of the Committee were particularly keen to promote links to the new University Campus Suffolk.  

On a detailed issue, the Committee felt that using an acronym “ORC” was confusing and hoped that this matter could be given further consideration.   

Alternative Options
The alternative options in the report around not supporting the project or delaying it to consider alternative arrangements were noted but there were no proposals put forward.     

Declarations of Interest
As noted in item 1, Bryony Rudkin had declared an interest in the report.  

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

6. THE FUTURE OF PEASENHALL SCHOOL

Paper E05/33 by the Acting Director of Learning set out the conclusions with regard to the proposal for formal collaboration arrangements between Peasenhall and Middleton Primary Schools following the expression of interest reported to the Committee in February (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision

The Committee agreed:

i) to support the establishment of formal collaboration arrangements between Peasenhall and Middleton Community Primary Schools; and accordingly 

ii) to take no further action on the proposed closure of Peasenhall Primary School.  

Reasons for Decision

The future of the School had been considered by the Committee on a number of occasions and for some time the closure of the School was a distinct possibility.  Additional time was given to explore possible federation and members of the Committee were really pleased that Middleton Primary School had come forward and that the arrangements were supported locally and had been thoroughly researched in terms of longer term sustainability. This was a federation model that suited the local circumstances and it would be kept under review.  When small schools were at risk, federation/collaboration arrangements were seen as a positive outcome and the Committee was pleased to note that Gislingham and Palgrave Primary Schools had announced that they would be piloting a federation arrangement.

The Committee also heard from Rae Leighton as the local County Councillor.  He welcomed the report and the proposal to establish formal collaboration arrangements and referred to the support for the project in both communities and in terms of the schools’ pyramid.  He also highlighted the importance of the school in Peasenhall to the village in terms of its social dimension.  He saw the proposals as a pilot for other schools to follow.  

Alternative Options

While the Committee’s attention was drawn to the main risk to viability around a continuing fall in pupil numbers, there was no support for the alternative option of closing the school.  The Committee was satisfied that the key aspects around federation had been addressed and was very pleased to support the outcome.  

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared.

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

7. CONSULTATION OF SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL AS STRATEGIC PLANNING AND LOCAL TRANSPORT AUTHORITY BY BABERGH DISTRICT COUNCIL: APPLICATION B/03/01085/OUT – PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT THE FORMER HMS GANGES, SHOTLEY GATE, SHOTLEY
Paper E05/34 by the Director of Environment and Transport described the issues raised by an outline planning application to redevelop the former HMS Ganges site at Shotley Gate, including a residential element of 325 dwellings (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).   The County Council, as Strategic Planning Authority and Local Transport Authority, had been consulted by Babergh District Council on the application.    

Decision
The Committee agreed to make the following response to Babergh District Council:

“i)
Suffolk County Council objects to the grant of planning permission for application B/03/01085 as modified for 325 dwellings and considers that any development should be restricted to a maximum of 200 dwellings;

ii)
Subject to the Director of Environment and Transport agreeing the final requirements in consultation with the Portfolio Holder, any planning permission should be subject to the imposition of conditions and completion of a Section 106 Agreement providing for appropriate contributions relating to the following infrastructure and service improvements necessitated by the proposed development, all of which should be in place before any development is occupied:

a) Highways  Improvements to the A137/B1456 and B1456/B1080 junctions, and the introduction of traffic management measures in Chelmondiston and Shotley, the latter two to be subject to local consultation before implementation;

b) Public transport  Contributions towards an increased frequency of bus service linking Shotley and Ipswich, together with implementation of provision for buses set out in paragraphs 5.28 – 5.36 of the Transport Assessment dated 26 July 2004;

c) Shotley-Harwich-Felixstowe Ferry  Contributions towards improving the ferry infrastructure, including introduction of a vessel capable of all-year, all-weather operations, and towards a guaranteed service frequency; (as per Strategic Planning Authority response dated 8 November 2004, appendix 5 to the report)

d) Archaeology  In-situ preservation and systematic recording of archaeological resources.  Open land on the developed site should be managed to ensure that any archaeological discoveries can be managed appropriately; (as per Strategic Planning Authority response dated 8 November 2004, appendix 5 to the report)

e) Education  Contributions towards meeting the requirement for additional school places which would be generated by the development, as specified by the Director of Education and set out in paragraph 37 of the report."

Reasons for Decision
The Committee recognised that the application gave rise to issues warranting the submission of representations as both Strategic Planning and Local Transport Authority.  

In introducing the report the Portfolio Holder recognised the emphasis on developing brownfield sites but made the point that they could be remote and have associated infrastructure problems.  In referring to representations that had been received since the report had been published, he said that he was satisfied that officers had followed the normal guidelines and produced a competent technical report.  The fact that some of the findings had been questioned was not unusual in view of the amount of local feeling.  A copy of the representations from Chelmondiston Parish Council, Simon Ross-Pearce, Cliff Coates and Nicholas Parker were tabled and also appear in the Minute Book.  The proposal had drawn a wide range of objections and reference was made to the demonstration prior to the meeting and the interest in the public gallery.

The Portfolio Holder referred to the extant permission for a retirement community of 404 homes and without this, and the fact that it was largely brownfield land, it would be considered an unsustainable site to develop at the scale applied for.  He said the current proposal had been scaled down following discussions with the developer and was only acceptable from a transport authority point of view if the proposed Section 106 conditions were enforced.  He believed that there was a case for a more imaginative use of the land to make any development more sustainable such as ‘home working’ and also taking account of the history and open nature of the area.  

He went on to say that the scale of development proposed was likely to alter to an unacceptable degree the special nature of the local environment, part of which was in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  While it would be difficult in his opinion to object on traffic grounds, he felt that the proposals were inconsistent with the principles of sustainable development set out in the Structure Plan and the draft East of England Plan, which was a strategic issue and one where it was valid to make representations. In that regard he referred particularly to Structure Plan Policy T14 and the conflict in terms of easily overcoming the impact on the environment.  

Taking account of the policy issues, the strength of local feeling and the housing provision already agreed in the Shotley Marina area, he argued that the County Council should ask for a restriction in the number of dwellings to a more acceptable figure in the region of 200 to 250.  

The Committee then heard from the local county councillor, David Wood, who pointed out that he was chair of the Sustainable Suffolk Overview and Scrutiny Committee and the relevant AONB Partnership.  He was opposed to the development, referring to the nature of the B1456 as a “cul de sac” and highlighted amount of traffic it already had to accommodate.  He was concerned that the proposal would lead to one of the largest villages in the county being established which was an unsustainable position and would not even be considered if it were not already a brownfield site.  He referred to the need for community facilities and the damage to the environment and argued that there would be much less traffic from the proposed retirement homes.  The reliance on vehicles was such that he believed that 200 homes would generate the same traffic as the 404 retirement homes and he felt that this was a more sensible figure to suggest.  Kathy Pollard also spoke as the local Member for Wherstead and she referred to the proposed improvements at the junction of the B1456 with the A137 and suggested that a dedicated slip road was required to allow easier access towards Manningtree and the A14.   She argued for traffic calming measures along the B1456 and increased public transport and also identified sustainability as the key element.  She was more content with a figure of 200 dwellings.  

Other members of the Executive Committee supported a restriction in the number of dwellings to 200.  In doing so, reference was made to the impact on the environment not just in terms of the AONB but the quality of life for existing residents.  Currently there was far too much reliance on travel to work and unless a developer came up with convincing arguments on sustainability, then a case could be made on strategic planning grounds for a reduction to 200 dwellings.  Furthermore, it was important that any development should include a suitable proportion of affordable housing and it was hoped that the District Council could follow that point up by means of a condition of any approval.  

There was a recognition that some of the Section 106 requirements were tied to the size of the development and it was agreed that the Director of Environment and Transport should be authorised to agree the final requirements in consultation with the Portfolio Holder once they had been reviewed in the light of the proposed restriction to 200 dwellings. The importance of the highway improvements was again stressed and there was some concern expressed by certain members who had experience of other developments where Section 106 requirements had been difficult to enforce.  

Alternative Options
Because of the arguments around sustainability and the impact on the environment, there was strong support for an alternative recommendation advising the District Council that the development should be restricted to a maximum of 200 dwellings.  

Declarations of Interest
There were none declared.  

Dispensations
Not applicable.

8. DRAFT REPLACEMENT ST EDMUNDSBURY BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN 2016: PROPOSED RESPONSE BY SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL

Paper E05/35 by the Director of Environment & Transport introduced the revised draft replacement St Edmundsbury Borough Local Plan 2016 and identified matters on which it was appropriate for the County Council to submit representations (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision
The Committee agreed that the Director of Environment & Transport, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder, be authorised to submit representations on the matters referred to in paragraphs 9, 13, 16, 17 and 20 of the report and those concerns expressed at the meeting around sustainability and the Local Plan allocations for housing and employment land.  

Reasons for Decision
The Committee recognised that the plan raised issues warranting the submission of representations.  Whilst supporting the points identified in the report, the Committee also heard from Ray Nowak as a local councillor from Bury St Edmunds regarding his concerns over the future of the town, bearing in mind the Structure Plan recognised that Ipswich and Bury St Edmunds were the most sustainable locations for development.  In summary, those concerns were:

· There was no real evidence of affordable homes on brownfield sites

· The in-balance between the bulk of commercial land at Bury St Edmunds and increase of housing land at Haverhill created a mis-match that was not sustainable

· Employment land at Moreton Hall was expected to meet needs beyond the planned period and yet there was no future projection for housing to match this

· The plan missed the option of a bypass south of the town at Westley, which was to be built by developers and there was a need to review road links generally around the town.  

His comments followed on from those made when the Committee considered Paper E05/18 in February and he remained disappointed despite the information in the letters attached to Paper E05/35.   He was very concerned that the downsizing of Bury St Edmunds as a sub-regional centre would impact on future commerce and housing and would also impact on the Cultural Strategy.  He also added that the provision of a railway halt at Moreton Hall was so unlikely that it was wrong to include the possibility in the plan.  

Other members of the Committee supported his views, particularly around affordable housing, where it was believed that the policy was not being met in Bury St Edmunds.  The Committee agreed that the Director of Environment and Transport should review the concerns expressed at the meeting with the Portfolio Holder for inclusion in a response to the Borough Council.  It was also agreed that the draft response would be circulated to other members of the Committee before submission.  It was noted also that Trevor Beckwith had drawn attention to concerns he had about the future of the Moreton Hall area to members of the Executive Committee as a local county councillor.  In addition he was intending to place a motion before the County Council meeting on 14 April relating to housing densities and parking standards where some of these issues were likely to be discussed.  

Alternative Options
The Committee supported a proposal to make additional representations to the Borough Council and they are referred to above.  

Declarations of Interest
There were none declared.

Dispensations
Not applicable.

9. DRAFT STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT: PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004

Paper E05/36 by the Director of Environment and Transport referred to the requirement under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to produce a Statement of Community Involvement.  This was a feature of the new planning system whereby there was an added emphasis on community involvement in the preparation of plans.  A copy of the report appears in the Minute Book.  

Decision
The Committee agreed that the Revised Draft Statement of Community Involvement set out in Appendix 1 to the report be approved for consultation purposes.

Reasons for Decision
The Committee noted that the Statement of Community Involvement had to be the subject of consultation and independent examination.  The Committee had approved the first draft version for informal consultation in October 2004 and the results of that exercise were set out in the report.  A revised draft document had been prepared that was attached to the report and this would now be subject to 6 weeks formal consultation before asking the Committee to approve its submission to GO-East.  

It was confirmed that the Portfolio Holder for Access, Community Involvement and Consultation had been consulted during the preparation of the report.  

Alternative Options
While the preparation of the Statement was a statutory responsibility, the Committee could have made changes to the content of the document but there were no proposals put forward.  

Declarations of Interest
There were none declared.

Dispensations
Not applicable.

10. LOCATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF LAVENHAM LIBRARY

Paper E05/37 by the Assistant Director, Libraries and Heritage, reviewed options for the future location of Lavenham Library because of difficulties associated with the current location in the Guildhall (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).

Decision
The Committee agreed to the relocation of Lavenham Library from its current location in the Guildhall to the new Lavenham Village Hall, subject to final agreement of the licence.  

Reasons for Decision
While the Guildhall building in the heart of Lavenham was popular with local people, the Committee noted that it did not meet the basic requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act and was too small to deliver the range of modern and high quality library services offered to Suffolk citizens.  An opportunity had arisen to move the Library into the new Village Hall, which was due for completion in April 2005.  As well as meeting all aspects of legislation, this would enable a range of services to be developed and encourage a wider range of public interest.  

The Committee supported the proposal both in terms of increasing the use of the service and supporting community development in an area of the village that was growing.  The risk that some current users, particularly those residents who lived near to the Guildhall, would not support the move was noted.  This had to be seen against the targets for increased visitors because of the new facilities and new location.  

Alternative Options
The Committee did not support the option of remaining in the current location and it was noted that no obvious alternative in the centre of the village had been identified.  

Declarations of Interest
There were none declared.

Dispensations
Not applicable.

11. ISSUES ARISING FROM OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY

There were no matters to report under this item.

The meeting ended at 13.01pm

Chair.

-1-


