MINUTES OF  THE PLANNING COMMITTEE  HELD ON WEDNESDAY 17th March 2010
Present:
Coun.Mrs.Calland


Coun.Tompkins


Coun.Vallance


Coun.Popham
Apologies:
No aplogies
Declaration of Interest:
No declarations of interest
IPPLEPEN – 10/00635/FUL – Estelle Smith

New field entrance and hardstanding at 1 Castleford Cottages, Combefishacre

Comment:

Ipplepen Parish Council support the need for agricultural access, but strongly object to the excessive amount of hedgerow to be removed and suggest it can be scaled down appropriately.

IPPLEPEN – 10/00690/FUL – Estelle Smith

Additional Potato store at Dainton Elms Cross, Marldon Road for Mr.W.Putt.

Comment:

Ipplepen Parish Council support the sustainability of locally produced crops. 

However, our concerns are as follows:

a) The northern boundary should be strengthened by tree planting to minimise the visual impact over a wide area.

b) We are concerned that refrigerated storage and refrigerated deliveries may adversely affect neighbours, causing noise pollution.

c) We are concerned about drainage and run-off from the hard standing.

d) We support the Planning Officer’s recommendation that the existing machinery store should be removed.

Other Items Discussed:
1) Letter from Network Rail noted.

2) Explanation from TDC on the reasons for granting the new vehicular access, driveway and parking areas to serve Paternoster House and Ryden noted.

3) Tree Preservation Order Foredown Road noted

4) Appeal at Clennon – Repeat of our original comments to be sent to DOE

5) Conservation Area Character Appraisal: 

Ipplepen Parish Council notes in the introduction that the number of Grade II listed buildings has been increased (in number) from 14 to 28 although the same buildings were listed previously. This is something that we welcome in the wish to retain the character of the older parts of the village. We note with interest the information with regard to geology and archaeological interest within the village and thoroughly endorse the points on Page 6 regarding safeguarding the future character of the village by avoiding over-development of gardens and orchards. We are concerned however, that a development is being allowed within the archaeological area; the formation of a new vehicular access from Paternoster House into North End Close. As this is clearly within the area for archaeological potential, we would have expected an archaeological assessment to be carried out prior to work going ahead.

 

We would point out that in the 'Positive Features' section there is no longer a second public house as The Plough Inn is now being converted into two cottages.

 

With regard to negative features, the comment on 'Cars' points out that a second car park would be advantageous in the East Street area. This problem rather than going away is only likely to become worse when two new housing developments are completed in just that area, where proposed parking will almost certainly not be adequate within the developments and will spill out onto an already over congested area.

 

We welcome the proposals in Appendix Two which state that buildings in the 'Outstanding or Positive' categories should be protected from development unless it can be seen as enhancement to those buildings and that any re-modelling or redeveloping of the 'Neutral' sites must also enhance the conservation area by being of a high standard of design and show an understanding of the prevailing character.

 

