BURGHFIELD PARISH COUNCIL

A meeting of the Planning Committee was held at the Village Hall on Thursday 22nd May 2008, commencing at 7.30 p.m.


Present:


Mr. S. James (Chairman),

Mr. J. Gibson, Mr. S. Hill, Mr. P. Kearney,
Mr. P. Lawrence, Mr. M. Lochrie, Mr. M. Paterson-Borland,
Mr. D. Woad, Mr. M. Wright.

Apologies:

Mrs. C. Jackson-Doerge, 


In Attendance:

Chairman of the Parish Council

Clerk to the Parish Council





1 Parishioner

John Steele, the AWE Planning Development Officer, gave Members an overview of the work involved in the construction of the replacement Conventional Manufacturing Rationalisation Facility at Burghfield, consolidating existing operations presently undertaken in isolated buildings at AWE Aldermaston, for which a detailed planning application had been submitted. The proposed development would provide a total of 9,675 square meters of gross floor space and included associated disabled car parking and construction related facilities.
A new drainage system would be built to the north of the new facility, forming a series of shallow surface water drainage ponds. Rainwater from the new facility roof and paved areas around the building would be drained to the ponds, which would slow the drainage flow rate down and remove silt and other debris before it is discharged to an existing drainage outfall.
The elapsed time for the construction was estimated to be for 3 years, during which time 18 large lorries a day would be entering and leaving the site. The principle route would be from junction 12 on the M4, along the A4 to the Burghfield Road and then to the site. The bridges had been subject to strength tests and it had been estimated that there would be no detrimental effect on the local traffic.

1.
Declarations of Interest

Tony Orme declared a personal interest in planning application No. 08/01013
2.
Minutes of the Last Meetings of the Planning Committee
Resolved that the minutes of the meetings of the Planning Committee held on 22nd 


   May and 12th June 2008 be approved as a true and correct record and be 

   signed by the Chairman.

3.
Matters Arising on the Minutes


Michael Wright confirmed that he had completed the on line questionnaire in the 


name of the Parish Council, amplifying the answers in line with the points raised at 


the meeting of the Committee on 22nd May.
4.
Chairman’s Delegated Planning Observations

The Chairman had not been called upon to submit any delegated observations since 

the last meeting of the Planning Committee.

5.
Consideration of Planning Applications

The following planning applications were considered.


App. No.
Location and Proposal



Observation

08/00691
9, Trash Green




No comment




Amended drawings showing correct boundary.


08/00763
45, Clayhill Road,



Objection.




Demolition of existing property and erection
Please see



of 10 x 3 bed room and 2 x 4 bedroom houses.
appendix 2

08/00954
AWE new conventional manufacturing 

Concerns.




rationalisation facility plus landscaping

Please see




and drainage features.



appendix 1

08/01098
Burnside, Theale Road,



No objections




Section 73 variation of conditions 2,5,14 




and 16 of approved permission.


08/00985
Brookhouse Farm, Sulhamstead Road,

No objections




Demolition of ancillary residential




accommodation, 2 storey extension to form 




granny annex.


08/01013
White Rose House, Trash Green,

No objections




2 storey rear extension.


08/01049
Victoria Cottage, Bunces Lane.


No objections




New two storey cottage.
6.
Consideration of Planning Decisions
The following planning decisions were received.


App. No.
Location and Proposal



Observation

08/00565
15, The Close




Withdrawn




Two new houses.


08/00698
Hillfields, Reading Road


Lawful




Certificate of lawfulness.


08/00640
41, Birch Road,




Granted




Single storey rear extension.


08/00684
Jalia, Bunces Lane,



Granted




Conservatory


08/00507
Knights Farm, 




Granted




Demolition of house and buildings damaged 




by fire.


08/00639
M4 Service Area, Westbound


Granted




Installation of 2 no. 60,000 litre underground




diesel storage tanks.

7.
Section 106 Developer Contributions
In addition to the £4,428.14 received in connection with the development at Little Orchard, a further £9,000.00 may be available from the development at Bayleaf Cottage. The procedure for the release of the money was dependant upon approval being given by the appropriate Portfolio Member.
The District Council was to be requested to explain in detail the procedure for the allocation of the section 106 funds, from the time the planning application was submitted to the release of the money.

8.
Village Design Statement Workshops


The dates for the two Village design Workshops having been agreed ( 27 September 

and 8 November), a general discussion took into account the preparations and 
information that was required to ensure that the events were successful. The 

following matters were considered to be in need of attention and “done and dusted” 

by the conclusion of the next meeting.
· Leaflet wording for distribution in local outlets and web site
· Wording of the press release for radio and local papers agreed

· Refreshments arrangements agreed

· The content of the workshops agreed

· I T equipment agreed and sourced

· Display equipment agreed with District Council

 9.
Wokingham Borough Core Strategy


Details of the Wokingham Borough Core Strategy were received and noted.


A copy of the report, appendix and background papers are available at


www.wokingham.gov.uk/core-strategy-june-2008 

10.
Conclusion


The Chairman declared the meeting closed at 10.00 p.m.










Chairman










24 July 2008 

Appendix 1

Burghfield Parish Council

Planning Application Reference No. 08/00954

AWE new conventional manufacturing rationalisation facility plus landscaping and drainage features.
The Parish Council submits the following comments

Damage to Access roads

The access roads, to the site, such as Amners Farm Road, are currently in a poor state of repair due to poor ongoing maintenance by the West Berkshire highways department, subsequent to the flooding in July 2007. Current everyday vehicular traffic along the roads is already at risk of damage due to the poor state of repair.

With this application’ transport statement, there are planned to be 36 vehicle movements per day along the access roads, possibly reducing to 24 over an indeterminate period of time. These vehicles, when fully laden, will weigh, somewhere of the order of 36 tonnes, causing a significant increase in the wear and tear on the road surfaces.

The West Berkshire highways department are requested to clearly articulate, and communicate, their intention in respect of repairing these road surfaces, pre, during and post development of the site. Failing to repair prior to the commencement of the development will increase the probability of a more rapid deterioration of the road surfaces, thus penalising the developer and the everyday road user. The access roads need to be raised to an acceptable level of repair prior to construction so that construction traffic damage may be appropriately assessed and penalised where necessary. 

There is a significant risk of spoil being lost from the vehicles onto the road surface. In addition to an on-site vehicle wash, regular and meaningful inspections of the road surface should be made throughout the construction phase of the project, and appropriate punitive actions taken when regulations are breached. These roads do get extremely wet, year round, and spoil on the roads would cause an exponential increase to the risk of skidding.

These 32 vehicular movements are also seen to be accessing from the M4 Junction 12 via the Burghfield Road. West Berkshire highways authority are requested to provide sound engineering proof of the structural integrity of both the railway and canal bridges along the Burghfield Road. This should also extend to the culverts along the route of the vehicular movements.

Traffic Lights

The applicant advises Burghfield Parish Council that West Berkshire has proposed installing traffic lights to provision one way traffic over the railway bridge due to the abnormal width of the vehicles being used. It is requested that synchronisation of the proposed lights with those already in place at Burghfield Bridge be installed so as to minimise any impact on normal traffic movements.

Flooding

The Amners Farm Road is continually at risk from flooding, the most recent being in last year. In July 2007 the roads flooded to a depth of more than 30 inches, and the water did not drain for a number of days.

Whereas the proposed site itself may not be at risk of flooding, there is a significant amount of rain water that will be diverted and run-off from the proposed roof area of the construction. The method of storing and eventual draining of this run-off water does not seem to have been adequately considered in the Flood proposals.

Given the flooding occurrences in recent and very memorable years, West Berkshire unitary authority are asked to give assurances that prior to approving the application that a more thorough flooding survey be conducted and submitted as part of the proposal.
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Burghfield Parish Council 

Planning Application Reference No.  08/00763

Burghfield Parish Council objects to the proposed application.

The grounds for this objection are summarised as follows

1. Safety

2. Insufficient local assessments in respect of Highways.

3. Submission of poorly researched / misleading supporting documents.

1. Safety

This application is for a site which is less than 35 paces from the entrance to Garlands Junior School on the Clayhill Road. This Parish Council has been engaged with the West Berkshire District Council for a number of years in respect of ongoing, and continued concern over the safety of children crossing this busy through-way. A remediation has still not been implemented. Burghfield Parish Council has very strong concerns at the lack of substance in the Highways report, and in particular the lack of a safety assessment.

The proposal will increase the number of vehicle movements immediately outside the school by at least 36 (2 x W Berks residential vehicle allocation), or by a factor higher  than this if the allocation of parking spaces by the developer are used. It should be noted  that these numbers are those assigned by Government, and developers to secure planning permission, typically the number of vehicles per dwelling is relative to the number of bedrooms per dwelling.    

This new development will also be used by parents dropping off and picking up their children, safety implications for this are not considered in any of the submitted documentation.

2 & 3 Failures and mis-reporting in the planning application

There are a number of inaccuracies and omissions in the Highway Statement, specifically:

1. Para 2.2 refers to the traffic calming as “limited”, although the proposed development sits almost exactly in the middle of the traffic calming, which covers almost 1 kilometer of the Clayhill Road. Access onto Clayhill road would require re-location of one of the strategically positioned calming devices mentioned. Identified as a typical cul-de-sac is School Lane, providing access to local schools and playing fields – as this cul-de-sac has a junction with Recreation Road feeding onto the main Reading Road, School Lane cannot be identified as a “typical cul-de-sac”. A “typical” cul-de-sac is The Close.

2. Para 2.3 identifies the new access road onto Clay Hill Road as providing “parking arrangement” for the dwellings to the rear of the development. Parking on the narrow access road would prevent utility/refuse vehicle access, and potentially obstruct emergency vehicles from accessing the site.

3. Para 3.2 identifies Burghfield as being an Urban area. Newbury is the nearest West Berkshire urban area, and the definition there is also disputed.

4. Para 3.3 Clearly inaccurately states that the site is “approximately 900 metres” from local schools at School Lane/ Jordan Lane. This totally ignores the Garland Junior School, RG7 3HG, almost directly opposite the proposed development site !! The same paragraph also inaccurately states that the site is 1400metres from local shops, again ignoring adjacencies to the Clayhill Road shops which are less than 50 metres along the road. These are busy all day due them being a late opening Co-Operative, a Restaurant and fast food shops. These two inaccuracies create considerable concerns for the Parish Council in terms of additional loading onto the Clayhill Road. Reference to para’s 75 & 78 of PPG13 are smoke and mirrors to the reality of additional traffic onto the already busy Clayhill Road. 

5.  Para 3.4 comments are inconsequential, as bicycles are not permitted on the public transport provided by West Berkshire/Reading unitary authorities.

6. Para 3.5 as written, can as any other extract from legislation be positioned and interpreted to suit any requirements, PPG’s are not to be considered in isolation, but rather as a holistic solution to an identified problem. This problem does not exist in this location.

7. Para 3.6 refers to a 30pmh speed limit, and the interpretation of the text is such that the calming is due to the residences, it is not. It is there for the protection of the school children attending Garland Junior School, as is the road crossing warden recently approved.

8. Para 3.7 States that all traffic (including service and delivery vehicles0 will be able to enter and exit the site without causing interruption to the safe flow of traffic on Clayhill Road. Given the splay and width of the access road, this statement is questioned.

9. Para 3.12 does not clearly articulate where the parking spaces for all vehicles (at a rate of 1.83 per dwelling) will be. Given that the paragraph also indicates further potential development to the East and/or West of the site, parking must be assumed to be on the access road, nullifying the use of the “turning” area.

10. All of the conclusions in Para 4.0 through 4.5 are refuted, and it would appear there has been no on-site assessment, as Garland School and adjacent shops are passed when approaching the site from either direction.

11. CONCLUSION – This document does not reflect an accurate representation of the local geography, and facilities, and appears to simply refer to isolated pieces of Governmental legislation in an attempt to secure planning permission. The document is considered to be wholly lacking in substance, and relative factual content, verging on misrepresentation. This document, identified as a “Highway Statement” must be disregarded in this application, as it is wholly inadequate.

12. Tree Summary There are a significant number of Oak trees in the development. West Berkshire should ensure that these trees are protected with appropriate TPO's.

13. Wildlife It is interesting, given the extent of and extensive number (per names/descriptions) of trees and fauna, that the wildlife report failed to find any trace of birds or wildlife on the site.

In addition to the significant safety concerns the Parish Council considers that the proposed layout is tight and densely developed and results in over development of layout and streetscape, and the scale and bulk of the buildings does not reflect the nature of the existing site. The proposed development compromises the quality of the environment and is therefore considered inappropriate. This proposal is considered to be contrary to existing planning guidance. 
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