
IRCHESTER PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of the Meeting of the Parish Council held on Wednesday 21st July 2014 at Village Hall, School Road, Irchester at 7.30p.m.





Members Present:



P Armstrong – In the Chair

Councillors

Mrs A May


I French

P Smith 

C Painter
J Gibson

Miss L Brown


I Nunney
R Elliott
The meeting started at 7.30pm. There were 48 members of the public present and Cllr S Homer from NCC
Apologies  -  Resolved to receive and accept apologies from Cllr s M May, D May, D Scholl, J Dunkley, T Maguire & K Clements
14/28
DPI's

None declared
14/29
Public participation and NCC updates
Cllr S Homer stated that she would donate £2000 from her ward fund monies to the skate park and should the youths raise further funds she would try and match that also.  She also stated that she would look at other funding opportunities for the project.

As other members of the public were at the meeting to discuss the Station Road proposed development it was agreed to hold the public session after completing the other agenda items.
14/30
Financial Matters

a)
Approval of Payments – Resolved: That the payments of £4,285.81 for July2014 be approved.  
[image: image1.emf]
b)
RESOLVED that Cllr Miss L Brown and I French authorise the bacs payments for July
c)
RESOLVED to accept the quotation of £120.00 from Eliminate regarding clearing the moles in the cemetery

d)
The quotes for the repair of the safety surface were deferred until August however it was RESOLVED to 
purchase a further repair kit at a cost of £91.00 as more holes had appeared in the recreation ground.
e)
RESOLVED to accept the quotation of £71,162 for the skatepark with the alteration of the jumpbox to the stairs 
as long as no extra cost was involved and also the quotation for the temporary access onto Austin Close of 
£7075.00

14/24
Planning - The following applications had been received:

a)
Application No. WP/14/00345/FUL Proposal:
Demolition of the existing 
conservatory, erection of a 2-storey 
side and single storey rear extensions - amended plans Location: 31 Beech Crescent, Irchester, 
Wellingborough, 
Northamptonshire, NN29 7DX - No comments made

b)
WP/14/00360/FUL - Front and rear extension 61 Gipsy Lane - Site visit requested.
c)
WP/14/00298/OUT Station Road outline planning application - Outline Application: Development of up to 
150 dwellings (including the option of a retail unit), with accesses off Station Road (including a roundabout at 
the eastern end of the site), public open space, play area, footpaths, new footbridges across stream, drainage 
attenuation and landscaping (access arrangements to be determined at this stage)
Standing Orders were suspended and the public were given the opportunity to speak on the proposed planning application.  Comments raised were:

· large scale development that would increase traffic throughout the village.
· roundabout in Station Road would not reduce speeding traffic and was positioned on a dangerous bend
· buses and lorries cannot pass on the narrow section of Station Road
· land being developed farm land
· destroy the view
· sewage system unable to cope
· greenbelt should be protected
· housing needs survey stated 150 dwellings over 20 years so should not be produced in one go
· footpath in Townwell Lane not safe area to cross as view is restricted along the High Street with a double kerb opposite
· Retail outlet - not required, located near a blind bend and next to 2 bus stops.  Delivery lorries may have problems.
· Cloping capacity of the school and doctors 
· Crossing needed in Station Road and another patrol crossing person would be required
· Query if traffic survey was carried out and at what time of the day as build up through the village states at 4am.
· Development in Rushden also cause extra traffic driving through the village
· Water course in the field could attract rats to the dwellings
· Slip Road from High Street to A45 too short being dangerous to exit village in that area
· Any accident on A45 then directs traffic through the village
· Whose responsibility to maintain the play area and green space
· What type of houses would be built and to what design
· Trees on bend cause visibility issues and maintenance costs
· Will there be parking spaces for residents and visitors to the site
· How will mobility scooter users have access
Councillors took on board the comments from the public although some of the concerns had been addressed in the developers information.  A traffic survey had been carried out over a three day period by installing 'black boxes' to the lamp posts in various positions.  The housing needs survey on the type of dwellings had been taken into account and the site would produce 30% social housing, even though design was not mentioned at this stage.  Improvements to the school could be made under S106 in order to cope with extra pupils.
After further discussion the councillors decided to object to the planning application for the following reasons:

a)
The 5 year housing supply had been met by Wellingborough Borough Council so any rural development should 
not be developer lead especially on greenbelt land outside the village policy line.

b)
The Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan was in progress, with stage 1 consultation being 
completed, therefore any development should not be considered until the plan had been fully completed.

c)
Such a large development would have an environmental impact on the village.  There would be a loss of the 'U' 
shaped valley and important views.  
d)
No provision had been made regarding connectability through cycleways with Knuston.  The proposed 
development is in two seperate section with just a footpath to connect them.
e)
Concern was raised regarding the sewage system as tankers were constantly in the village emptying the 
chambers

f)
Concern was raised regarding the school.  If classrooms were built through S106 it would mean that the ethos 
of the school would change and building would take place on sports fields. There would still be problems with 
traffic and parking during drop off and pick up times. Congestion would result in Station Road, High Street and 
School Road. Where would the staff park?

g)
Highways - several issues were raised.  The entrance/exit to the retail unit was situation just passed a blind 
bend, the roundabout was also positioned on a bend and was close to the railway bridge.  There was no 
crossing facility for residents to cross the main road, the footpath through Townwell Lane could not cater for 
disabled.  The Townwell Lane junction had poor visibility and opposite was a two step kerb. Proposed trees on 
the Station Road bend would cause visibility problems.
h)
Green space and play area - who will maintain this area?  Will access be provided?  Will financial contribution to 
be made to the pc to maintain it? Will the pc be consulted on the type of play equipment?
i)
The 200 year old stone wall would be lost.

j)
The proposed development does not offer any substantial benefit to the village as a whole.

The meeting closed at 8.50pm





Chair
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