DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

FRIDAY, 15 DECEMBER 2006 AT 10.30 AM

PRESENT:

Councillor Mrs Parsons (Chairman), Councillors Aldersey (until 12.20 pm), Earp (as substitute for Councillor Bloxham), Graham, Jefferson, Mrs Luckley, McDevitt, Miss Martlew, Morton, Mrs Rutherford, Scarborough, and Stothard   

ALSO PRESENT:
Councillor Bainbridge attended part of the meeting having registered to speak as Ward Councillor on outline application 06/0743 (New care home facility with car parking and water treatment plant on land at The Knells, Houghton, Carlisle)



Councillor Allison attended part of the meeting having registered to speak as Ward Councillor on application 06/1290 (Demolition of 40 flats and 54 garages, residential development of 49 new properties, land at Barras Close, Barras Close, Carlisle)

DC.115/06
WELCOME
The Chairman welcomed all those present to the meeting. 

DC.116/06
APOLOGY FOR ABSENCE

An apology for absence was submitted on behalf of Councillor Bloxham.

DC.117/06
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Morton declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of application 06/1213 (Care facility for 15 no. residents with associated parking, Lanercost House, Berkeley Grange, Newtown Road, Carlisle) because an objector was a personal friend.  In those circumstances he would leave the meeting room.

Councillor Graham declared prejudicial interests in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of applications -

(a) 06/1091 (Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of entire site to provide 81 apartments and 1 no. house with ancillary parking together with three storey commercial units on Denton Street frontage (use class B1) because he had known one of the applicants for a number of years.

(b) 06/1290 (Demolition of 40 flats and 54 garages, residential development of 49 new properties on land at Barras Close, Barras Close, Carlisle) because he was a Board Member of Carlisle Housing Association.

Councillor Aldersey declared a position of bias in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of application 06/1290 (Demolition of 40 flats and 54 garages, residential development of 49 new properties on land at Barras Close, Barras Close, Carlisle) as he had previously made public statements opposing the destruction of social housing.  Councillor Aldersey would retire from the Committee, but would speak in his capacity as Ward Councillor.

DC.118/06
PUBLIC  REPRESENTATIONS  IN  RESPECT OF PLANNING



APPLICATIONS

The Head of Legal Services outlined, for the benefit of those members of the public present at the meeting, the procedure to be followed in dealing with Rights to Speak.

DC.119/06
CONTROL OF DEVELOPMENT AND ADVERTISING

RESOLVED – That the applications referred in the Schedule of Applications under Sections A, B C and D be approved/refused/deferred, subject to the conditions as set out in the Schedule of Decisions attaching to these Minutes.

(a) Change of use to children’s soft play area including cafeteria open to the general public, Unit 2, Townfoot Industrial Estate, Brampton (Application 06/1016)
The Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application.  He drew Members’ attention to the existing floor plans contained within the Supplementary Schedule.

Slides of the site were displayed on screen, an explanation of which was given to the Committee.

The Development Control Officer recommended that permission be refused, with an additional reason covering the potential conflict of the development to pedestrian traffic and safety.

Mrs Angela Graham (Applicant) was in attendance at the meeting and spoke to the Committee, commenting that the proposal had not been looked at lightly, but over a period of seven years.  A large response had been received since the application had appeared in the newspaper, in addition to which the Parish Council had indicated their support.

Many parents had to travel to Carlisle which was not environmentally friendly.  The development would include facilities to cater for the Townfoot Industrial Estate.

Parking was a problem and Mrs Graham understood that the Industrial Estate was not best suited to leisure purposes.  However, there were no facilities within Brampton catering for children after school.

In considering the application a Member was sure that the soft play area would be an excellent facility, most welcome within the community.  Unfortunately, however, he felt that the Committee had little alternative in planning terms other than to refuse permission.

RESOLVED – That permission be refused for the reasons stated in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes.

(b) Erection of 96 no. bed hotel to 4* standard with associated restaurant, lounge bar and bistro, function rooms and meeting rooms, health, beauty and fitness suite, car parking and landscaping, land adjacent Parkhouse Road and A74 adjacent to junction 44 M6, Carlisle (Application 04/1530)
The Head of Planning and Housing Services submitted the report on the application which was recommended for refusal.  He further reported that the applicant had requested that consideration be deferred to allow further detailed discussions to take place.

Burnetts - Solicitors (Objectors) and Mr Dobie (Applicant) had registered to speak, but were not present at the meeting.

RESOLVED – That consideration of application 04/1530 be deferred to allow further detailed discussions to take place in line with the applicant’s request.

(c) Erection of conservatory to rear of property (revised proposal with uPVC in lieu of timber), The Beeches, Wood Street, Botcherby, Carlisle (Application 06/1144)
(d)
Erection of conservatory to rear of property (revised proposal with uPVC in lieu of timber)(LBC), The Beeches, Wood Street, Botcherby, Carlisle (Application 06/1145)
The Assistant Development Control Officer submitted his reports on the applications which were recommended for refusal.

A Member moved that the Committee undertake a site visit, which was duly seconded and agreed.

Mr Jock Gordon (Agent for the Applicant) had registered to speak, but did not do so. 

RESOLVED – (1) That consideration of applications 06/1144 and 06/1145 be deferred to enable the Committee to visit the site.

(2) That the Agent’s right to speak be carried forward until such time as the applications were brought back before the Committee.

(e)
Private rally circuit within the grounds of Newby Grange with occasional use as a rally stage in regional motoring events organised by a recognised body, Newby Grange, Crosby‑on‑Eden, Carlisle (Application 06/1131)
The Principal Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application.  He further reported that the application had now been formally withdrawn.

RESOLVED – That the position be noted.

(f)
New care home facility with car parking and water treatment plant, land at The Knells, Houghton, Carlisle (Outline Application 06/0743)
The Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application which was recommended for refusal.

Mr David Buylla (Objector) had registered a right to speak.  The Chairman invited  Mr Buylla to step forward and exercise that right, but no response was forthcoming.

A Ward Member was present at the meeting and spoke to the Committee, commenting that the proposal was extremely inappropriate.  The Knells was a small community that would be adversely affected by the development.  

Residents felt that the road and drainage systems would be unable to cope. The site was also prone to flooding.  Country roads would be put under pressure with private cars being used both day and night.   There was no defined pavement by which pedestrians could access the site. 

The Member further questioned the logic/need for a single large care home to fill the gap for future demand across the district as a whole.  Alternative sites could become available under Carlisle Renaissance or other care homes may expand.  It was his hope that Members would agree the Officer’s report.

Mr Gary Tyler (Applicant) pointed out that the site was previously part of the drive and gardens to The Knells, evidence of which was still in existence.  He referred Members to the comments of the Development Control Officer “that, although located adjacent to an existing cluster of buildings, development of the site would consolidate the development of The Knells together with the properties to the south-west that would represent a fusion of the pattern of development in a location where planning policies normally seek to restrain development.”  The site was bounded by development and was therefore not remote or tranquil and the development was not at odds with that.

Cumbria County Council had been supportive in discussions.  The site complied with the criteria of PPG7, being well related to Houghton and the major road network.

Mr Tyler said that residents of the care home were unlikely to drive and a Green Travel Plan could be entered into for staff.  He referred to increasing pressure for beds for the elderly, commenting that sustainable development also encompassed the idea of community and providing for all members of the community.

RESOLVED – That permission be refused for the reasons stated in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes.

(g)
Change of use of paddock/pasture land to car parking and allotments to individual gardens, land adjacent to Warwick Mill Business Centre, Warwick Mill Business Park, Warwick Bridge, Carlisle (Application 06/1301)
The Principal Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application.  He drew Members’ attention to an additional letter of objection received from Colin and Fiona Aston, together with a revised layout plan, copies of which were reproduced within the Supplementary Schedule.

The Principal Development Control Officer further reported that the objectors no longer wished to object to the proposal and would not now be speaking to the Committee on the matter.

The Parish Council had no objection.  The Highways Agency had no objection, but was concerned about the current gross floor area and existing parking, both of which could be clarified.

In conclusion the Officer sought authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to the Highways Agency being content with the conditions and details of the lighting being submitted and approved prior to permission being granted.

RESOLVED – That the Head of Planning and Housing Services be granted authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to the Highways Agency and Natural England not raising any objections, and details of the lighting being submitted and approved prior to permission being granted.

(h)
Application for an extension of time for previous application 05/0839 for further 3 months to allow vehicular use of temporary access road, Austin Friars St Monicas, Etterby Scaur, Carlisle (Application 06/1283)
The Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application which was recommended for approval.

Mr F J Watkinson (Objector) had registered to speak on the application.  The Chairman invited Mr Watkinson to step forward and exercise that right but no response was forthcoming.

RESOLVED – That permission be granted, subject to the conditions as set out in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes.

(i)
Erection of 12 dwellings (including six low cost houses), land adjacent to Hall Croft, Monkhill, Carlisle (Outline Application 06/1305)
The Chairman reported that the application had been withdrawn.

RESOLVED – That the position be noted.

(j)
Outline application for dwellings with access from Mardale Road, land at rear of 114 Wigton Road and 69-71 Mardale Road, Carlisle (Application 06/1249)
The Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application.  He also drew attention to additional letters of objection contained within the Supplementary Schedule, but which raised no new planning issues.

The Development Control Officer sought authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to the completion of a Section 106 Agreement to secure an element of affordable housing, the detail of which to be agreed with the Council’s Housing Enabling Officer.

Ms Shirley Jones (Objector) was in attendance at the meeting and advised the Committee that she was a Housing Association tenant and her home had been a target since 2001.

Ms Jones’ daughter was eleven years old, was studying Aboriginal culture, and felt very deeply about the matter having written a story about what it would be like if she was forced to move from her home.   Ms Jones outlined the content of that story to the Committee.

She was aware of the difference between brownfield and greenfield sites, and wished to ask the Conservationist to protect the animals and what was a tiny piece of land.  The Aborigines had lost their land and it was frightening to think that was still happening now.

In considering the application, certain Members referred to the site visit previously undertaken following which the Committee had refused an outline application for residential development of the site. The applicant had challenged the decision and the proposal was subsequently allowed at appeal.  Those Members were disappointed at the Inspector’s decision, understood the difficulty for people whose homes would be demolished if the development went ahead, but accepted that the principle of residential development on the site had been established.

Other Members said that the Committee was in a difficult position but, unfortunately, there had been no material alteration in planning policies sufficient to warrant refusal of the application.  The Officer’s recommendation was therefore moved and seconded. 

A Member noted that the indicative site layout illustrated a new access being formed from Mardale Road which would require the demolition of numbers 69 and 71 Mardale Road.  He was concerned at the level of parking provision on that corner.   Another Member sought advice on whether the viability of the access would be grounds for refusal.

In response the Development Control Officer advised that the application sought to provide on-site parking sufficient to accommodate residents and visitors to the site.  The Highway Authority had no objection, subject to conditions.

A Member moved refusal of the application for the reasons stated previously (Policies H2 and H11) which was duly seconded.

The Head of Legal Services cautioned that the decision of the Planning Inspector was a material consideration which the Committee must take into account.

Following voting it was -

RESOLVED – That the Head of Planning and Housing Services be granted authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to the completion of a Section 106 Agreement to secure an element of affordable housing, the detail of which to be agreed with the Council’s Housing Strategy Officer.

(k)
Demolition of 40 flats and 54 garages, residential development of 49 new properties, land at Barras Close, Barras Close, Carlisle (Application 06/1290)
Councillor Aldersey, having declared his inability to participate on the grounds of bias, withdrew from the Committee but spoke as Ward Councillor on the application.

Councillor Graham, having declared a prejudicial interest, withdrew from the meeting room during determination of the application.

The Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application.   Photographs and plans of the site were displayed on screen, an explanation of which was given to Members.

He drew Members’ attention to additional correspondence received, copies of which were reproduced within the Supplementary Schedule:

· 3 Letters of objection

· A Petition signed by 81 residents objecting to the stopping up and/or closure of the right of way between Barras Close and Levens Drive

· Letter from The Ramblers’ Association objecting to the stopping up of the public footpath

· Letter from the Assistant Archaeologist, Cumbria County Council, advising that he had no recommendations or comments to make on the proposal

· Memorandum from the Drainage Engineer in response to consultation on drainage issues

· Letter from Cumbria Highways who had no fundamental objection to the application, but required clarification on a number of issues.  They further recommended the imposition of conditions should permission be granted.

· Memorandum from the Urban Design Officer welcoming the revised scheme, but recommending that some detailed design issues be addressed.  Those could be covered by conditions.

Clarification had been sought from the applicant on views raised by consultees, including the footpath closure, proposals to accommodate displaced garage owners, the alleged presence of bats, housing strategy and measures for energy conservation and efficiency.  A letter had been received from the applicant in response and the Development Control Officer read out the key points to the Committee.

Referring to the Committee’s reasons for refusal of application 06/0960 on 29 September 2006, he reported that the distance between existing and proposed dwellings had been widened; and the restricted and insufficiently accessible car parking had been addressed.

The Development Control Officer then advised that it was necessary for the Committee to decide whether they wished to:

(1) adhere to their previous decision to give substantial weight to the need to remove the possibility of the type of anti-social behaviour which had occurred elsewhere, or

(2) reconsider the advantages and disadvantages of closing the footpath links and the relative importance of (a) removing the potential for anti-social behaviour or (b) ensuring that the regeneration project went ahead.

As there were objections to the closure, a public inquiry would be necessary, the outcome of which could not be predicted.

He sought authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to a Section 106 Agreement concerning the payment of a commuted sum for the provision and maintenance of off-site play facilities and appropriate conditions, including the requirement for a Footpath Diversion Order under Section 257 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Mr David Young (Objector) was present at the meeting and outlined his objections to the planning application.  Those were not against the demolition of the houses or replacement of them, but rather the loss of wildlife, loss of safe parking, loss of one play area, one playground and one primary leisure area.

The Environmental Protection Services – Housing Strategy consultation response posed the question – presumably suitable accommodation had been identified for the transfer of all the existing tenants of Barras Close?

Mr Young answered that by stating that there were three tenants left, with two of them being disabled and one a paraplegic with cerebral palsy.  The reason for that being that the Housing Association did not have enough disabled properties within its portfolio, which made it absolutely absurd that the disabled adapted property in which they lived was to be demolished.  The tenant at one time was being forced to pay for the adaptations required in another proposed property in order for them to be relocated.  It was, therefore, even more pertinent that disability be taken into account under the development.

Mr Young then referred to the Carlisle and District Local Plan 2001-2016 revised redeposit draft core development policies – policy CP14 – accessibility, mobility and inclusion, BS8300:  2001 Design of Buildings and their approaches to meet the needs of disabled people – code of practice which stated:

The layout and design of any development will be encouraged to meet the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion for all potential users regardless of disability, age or gender.  Development proposals will be expected to demonstrate that they have made provision for easy, safe and inclusive access to, into and within buildings and facilities through the submission of an access statement alongside their application.  The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister’s Lifetime Homes Standard further emphasised that it was incumbent on any RSL, ‘New Build’ properties to reduce the future costs on service providers, i.e. the City Council and Social Services, and allow for any future disabled occupant to remain in their home and community.  Mr Young believed that the plans put forward did not conform to that.

A Ward Member expressed concern at the implications of the application for social and affordable housing.  He referred Members to policy H5 – Affordable Housing “The City Council will negotiate with developers for an element of affordable housing to be included in the majority of housing developments”, the requirements of which had been reinforced by the comments of Planning and Housing Services.  Social Housing and shared equity were fundamental to the application.  The case officer must have regard to those issues and increase the number of affordable units to be provided.

The proposed scheme was the flagship of Carlisle Housing Association’s housing stock in Carlisle.  The Member felt that sufficient information was not yet available to allow the Committee to make a decision and asked that Members have regard to the concerns raised.

Another Ward Member spoke to the Committee pointing out the proposal was for new buildings which should include environmentally friendly initiatives.  He had further spoken to the case officer regarding the potential for porches to be fitted to the houses, but no comment had yet been made on that aspect. Consideration of the matter should be deferred to allow Carlisle Housing Association to come back with better environmental planning.

The Member added that it was important that the footpath, which was a lifeline for elderly people in the area, be retained. 

Mr Phil Houghton (Agent) responded that the applicant had always recognised policy regarding footpaths and the proposed layout would allow the footpath to be retained.  The footpath could be accommodated within the development if required or via a condition.

The applicant would adopt a responsible approach should bats be confirmed in the area and provide a significant commuted sum towards play area provision.

The Committee had not previously raised the level of affordable housing as an issue.  The level had been increased, the mix changed, and increased provision for those who wished to remain in Barras Close.  Environmental considerations had been included e.g. the provision of water butts and promotion of responsible water use during occupation.

In the context of the objections raised, the applicant did not recognise selling prices suggested.

In discussing the application, Members sought clarification on the current/minimum standards in relation to distances between properties, energy efficiency and the provision of affordable housing.  They were further concerned to ensure that parked cars were capable of being overlooked and that housing was suitable for people with physical disabilities under the new scheme.

In response to questions, the Development Control Officer and Local Plans and Conservation Officer clarified the policy position as regards separation distances, surveillance and the provision of affordable housing, the latter point  not having been previously identified by the Committee as an issue for refusal.

The Head of Planning and Housing Services added that the Local Plan included a policy to encourage the use of energy efficient measures.

Members further indicated that they were in favour of retaining the footpath link between Levens Drive and Barras Close.

Following voting, it was 

RESOLVED –  (1) That the Head of Planning and Housing Services be granted authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to a Section 106 Agreement concerning the payment of a commuted sum for the provision and maintenance of off-site play facilities and also to appropriate conditions, including highways matters, investigation of the presence of bats, submission of a report on ground contamination, details of surface water drainage, details and implementation of landscaping and the requirement for a Footpath Diversion Order under Section 257 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

(2)  That the Director of Legal and Democratic Services be authorised to divert the footpath as shown in the application pursuant to Section 257 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 subject to the applicant being responsible for the Council’s costs, such diversion being necessary to enable the development to be carried out.

(l)
Reinstatement of property into two dwellings and erection of rear dormer, 3 Glenview Cottages, Sandy Lane, Great Corby, Carlisle (Application 06/0955)
The Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application which was brought before the Committee for determination as the Highway Authority had objected to the proposal.

The Officer concluded that the change from the existing situation would not demonstrably worsen present difficulties, rather providing much needed lower cost small units in the rural area without creating major traffic problems or difficulties such as could warrant the refusal of planning permission.  In those circumstances the application was recommended for approval.

RESOLVED – That permission be granted, subject to the conditions as indicated in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes.

The meeting adjourned at 12.20 pm and reconvened at 1.00 pm.

(m)
Conversion of existing ground floor utility/conservatory to provide a dressing room, shower room and utility, together with the formation of a first floor extension above to provide a conservatory and study, Stable Cottage, Carleton, Carlisle (Application 06/0669)
The Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application which had been brought before the Committee for determination as the applicant was an employee of Carlisle City Council.

The recommendation was for approval.

RESOLVED – That permission be granted, subject to the conditions set out in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes.

(n) Change of use of land to mixed use and erection of storage shed, Greenfield Farm, The Green, Houghton (Retrospective Application 06/1295)
The Development Control Officer submitted her report on the application.  Plans were displayed on screen, an explanation of which was given to Members.

She reported that the Highway Authority had no objection; the Ramblers Association had no objection provided that no obstruction was caused to the footpath and the East Cumbria Countryside Project believed that the footpath was narrowed.

The application was recommended for approval.

In discussion, Members questioned whether the Council’s Access Officer had been consulted regarding the footpath to ensure that it was suitable for people in wheelchairs.

In response the Head of Legal Services advised that the footpath was already in existence, but it would be possible to include a condition to ensure that the footpath remained free from obstruction.

RESOLVED – That permission be granted, subject to the conditions indicated in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes, including a condition  to ensure that the footpath remained free from obstruction.

(o)
Single storey rear extension to provide extended kitchen, utility and wc, Braeside, Cumwhinton, Carlisle (Application 06/1368)
The Assistant Development Control Officer submitted her report on the application which had been brought before the Committee as one of the applicants was an employee of the City Council.

The Officer sought authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to no objections being received prior to the expiry of the consultation period.

RESOLVED – That the Head of Planning and Housing Services be granted authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to no objections being received prior to the expiry of the consultation period.

(p) Care facility for 15 no. residents with associated parking, Lanercost House, Berkeley Grange, Newtown Road, Carlisle (Application 06/1213)
Councillor Morton, having declared a personal interest, withdrew from the meeting room during consideration of the application.

The Principal Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application which was recommended for approval, subject to the imposition of three additional conditions.

In considering the proposal, a Member expressed concern that the footpath through to Moorhouse Road may be overshadowed by the erection of a high fence or overhanging trees.

The Principal Development Control Officer replied that there was no intention to compromise the footpath, 1 metre high fencing was proposed and a landscaping condition suggested.

A Member further asked that when the proposed landscaping scheme was considered by Officers that the Ward Councillors be consulted for a view.

RESOLVED – That permission be granted, subject to the conditions as indicated in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes.

(q)
Amended scheme for the erection of 37 dwellings, Jesmond Street Garage, Jesmond Street, Carlisle (Application 06/1297)
The Principal Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application.  He suggested that consideration of the application be deferred in order to allow further resolution of the concerns raised by the Health and Safety Executive.

RESOLVED – That consideration of application 06/1297 be deferred in order to allow the further resolution of the concerns expressed by the Health and Safety Executive.

(r)
Outline application (all matters reserved) for mixed use development (residential, foodstore and employment units), former Cavaghan and Gray Limited, London Road, Carlisle (Application 06/0667)
The Principal Development Control Officer submitted his report on the application.

He reminded Members of the their previous decision on 29 September 2006 when they resolved to grant authority to the Head of Planning and Housing Services to issue approval for the proposal subject to a number of issues, details of which were contained within his report.

Following that decision subsequent discussions had led the Highways Authority to confirm that they did not have any fundamental objections to the proposal, subject to the imposition of relevant conditions.

The issue which remained related to the profile of the site.   The applicant had submitted a revised plan showing the intended contours for the site.

Plans were displayed on screen, an explanation of which was given to Members.

On the basis that satisfactory reassurance was forthcoming regarding site levels, the Officer sought authority to issue approval for the proposal, subject to a legal agreement and no objections being raised by Government Office for the North West.

A Member referred to Carlisle District Local Plan 2001-2016 Redeposit Draft Policy LE30 – land affected by contamination and questioned who would undertake a risk assessment and be responsible at the end of the day.

In response, the Principal Development Control Officer advised that the applicants had commissioned their own consultants and a final report would  require to be verified.  The Head of Legal Services added that responsibility for contaminated land lay with the landowner.

Members expressed concern regarding the visual impact and quality aspects of the proposed development and wished to be assured that all highway issues had been dealt with.   They therefore requested that the Officer submit a further report addressing the concerns raised.

RESOLVED – That consideration of application 06/0667 be deferred in order to allow discussions and clarification over the Final Development Profile of the site and to await a further report to a future meeting of the Committee.

(s)
Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of entire site to provide 81 apartments and 1 no. house with ancillary parking together with three storey commercial units on Denton Street frontage (use class B1), McKnight and McIntosh, Denton Business Park, Denton Street, Carlisle (Application 06/1091)
Councillor Graham, having declared a personal interest, withdrew from the meeting room during consideration of this item of business.

The Principal Development Control Officer presented the report on the application.  Members’ attention was drawn to responses within the Supplementary Schedule received from:

· the Housing Development Officer advising that it would not seem unreasonable to initially recommend an element of affordable housing on the Collingwood Street site.

· the Business Development Officer expressing concern at the potential loss of employment land in Denton Holme.

He further reported the receipt of consultation responses from the Local Plans and Conservation Manager regarding the loss of employment land, and the Environmental Quality Manager regarding the proximity of commercial uses, the content of which were read out to the Committee.

The developers were not content with the sum of £70,000 suggested by Officers in respect of the provision of open space and felt that was negotiable.  They had also suggested the provision of 8 affordable housing units which constituted a shortfall in terms of the Council’s standards.  Cumbria Constabulary – Crime Prevention had expressed concerns over the security of the undercroft parking areas.  

Plans of the site were then displayed on screen, an explanation of which was provided to the Committee.

In conclusion, the Principal Development Control Officer recommended that permission be refused on the basis of loss of employment land; potential conflict of use between residential and industrial; lack of affordable housing provision; potential lack of security, in particular undercroft parking; and lack of funding for the provision of public open space.

RESOLVED – That permission be refused for the reasons indicated in the Schedule of Decisions attached to these Minutes.

DC.120/06
PLANNING TRAINING FOR MEMBERS
The Chairman introduced this item of business and invited Officers and Members to provide feedback following the recent Planning Training event and to consider Members’ future training needs.

In discussion, Members felt that the programme for the day had been intense and they required more time in which to undertake certain aspects of the training provided.  It would be beneficial if some aspects were repeated and additional items included e.g. Building Control, Design Statements, etc.

A Member was appreciative of the work done by Officers in that regard.  He was concerned, however, at the capacity of Development Control to provide further training in addition to their current workload.

Various options for future training sessions were suggested, including 

· the full session be repeated and extended over lunch

· training sessions take place on the rising of programmed meetings of the Committee or site visit meetings

· three half day sessions could be programmed into the civic calendar throughout the year.

RESOLVED – That arrangements be made for a further training session for Members in the New Year.

DC.121/06
ITEM FOR INFORMATION
There was submitted notification from the Planning Inspectorate of the decision in respect of the following appeal – 

Appeal by RSPB Geltsdale Nature Reserve against an Enforcement Notice issued by the City Council in respect of a change of use from residential use to office use (without planning permission) at 9 Coalfell Terrace, Hallbankgate, Brampton, Carlisle was dismissed and the Enforcement Notice, as corrected, upheld.

RESOLVED – That the position be noted.

DC.122/06
CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS
The Chairman extended best wishes to Members of the Committee and Officers for a happy Christmas and New Year.

[The meeting ended at 2.10 pm]

