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	18/0798
	Consultee Response - Westby with Plumptons Parish Council
“The PC had previously offered no objections to the application but can reconsider this position as a 6 month term has elapsed. It was noted that the local residents are objecting to the application.  The parish council have concerns regarding the conclusion of the submitted traffic survey by the applicant.  It was resolved to offer NO OBJECTIONS on planning grounds (6:1) - Cllr Ellison requested that her objection be noted.”
Officer Comment - Westby with Plumptons Parish Council
Committee are advised to note this position
Consultee Response - LCC Highways
“The revised plans now show various lengths of footway within the site pedestrian access within the site much safer and easier.  Car parking layout has been amended to allow access to service doors. I am satisfied that servicing can now take place without causing significant issues to other users. With regards to Anna's Road if you're looking for a contribution to become payable at 75% then I'd suggest that £5,000 be secured.  With regards to MOVA no contribution is sought.”
Officer Comment - LCC Highways
The response from LCC highways confirms that there are no highways issues with the application and the existing recommendation covers their request for a contribution to Anna’s Road.
Consultee Response - Natural England
We note the submission of Information to Inform a Habitat Regulations Assessment by Avian Ecology dated August 2018. As Competent Authority under the Habitat and Species Regulations it is your duty to produce (or adopt) a HRA to fulfil your duties. Our following advice is provided under the assumption you intend to adopt this. 
· Survey Information - We note that the submitted ecology report (Ecological Assessment Report, Avian Ecology, August 2018), contains records from LERN, however we advise that further information is required for the adjacent fields to determine suitability for, and level of use by the SPA birds. We would expect to see a robust data search with information from the local bird groups as well as the local record centre (LERN). We recommend the obtained records of the use of this site and surrounding fields (by SPA interest feature species birds) is set out clearly, stating whether the records cover winter, and spring and autumn passage. If there is an absence of records, it must be explained whether this is due to an absence of birds, or an absence of recording of this area. This study will inform the need for further survey work of the area. We note that the Information to Inform a Habitat Regulations Assessment on page 11 states that the site is largely bounded by earth bunds. Clarification on height and placement is advised (to what extent are they a visual barrier), plus how effective a sound barrier they would be through construction.
· Noise - during the construction phase there is potential for indirect disturbance/displacement of SPA bird populations, utilising functionally linked land, should construction works be undertaken during the overwintering period. If there is a potential for works to be undertaken in the in the wintering or passage seasons then it is advised that a noise report is produced to assess the impacts on the designated site birds, during the construction phase (and operation if applicable). The noise report should include the existing baseline and what the predicted noise levels will be (measured in LAeq and LAmax). A noise contour map should also be provided. It may be the case that the existing bundling would act to diminish noise impacts, and this should be assessed. For clarity our concerns are to do with, construction related noise on SPA species, using functionally linked land in the vicinity.
· Drainage - We note the Flood Risk Assessment and preliminary drainage strategy (REFORD Consulting Engineers Limited, September 2018) states at section 8.9 It is intended that foul sewage from the site will be collected by a piped system, and discharged into an onsite packaged treatment plant, the effluent from which is to discharge to the drainage ditch that lies to the east of the site. This drainage ditch drains to the Main Drain, which discharges into the Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA and Ramsar Site, therefore we advise that the package treatment plant must conform to Environment Agency requirements and discharge consent be obtained. Environmental permitting guidance can be found here.  We note that surface water will be attenuated in an onsite pond before discharging to the same drainage ditch. As this is hydrologically connected to the Ribble designated site, we advise you to obtain the following information: Details of suitable measures are to be put in place to prevent pollution of the adjacent watercourse, in order to safeguard the designated site. This should include measures to prevent run-off and other debris from entering the watercourse during construction and operation and the installation of silt traps, etc. to ensure that the drainage water is uncontaminated when it leaves the site.  It will be important that suitable measures are put in place as part of a Construction Environment Management Plan to prevent pollution of surface water drains during the construction phase. The details of such a plan would need secured by planning condition and be agreed before the start of any work on site. 
· SSSI – further information request - Our concerns regarding the potential impacts upon the Ribble Estuary SSSI coincide with our concerns regarding the potential impacts upon the European designated sites listed and are detailed above.  Should the application change, or if the applicant submits further information relating to the impact of this proposal on the SSSI, Natural England will be happy to consider it. If your Authority is minded to grant consent for this application contrary to the advice relating to the SSSI contained in this letter, we refer you to Section 28I (6) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), specifically the duty placed upon your Authority, requiring that your Authority; Provide notice to Natural England of the permission, and of its terms, the notice to include a statement of how (if at all) your authority has taken account of Natural England’s advice, and Shall not grant a permission which would allow the operations to start before the end of a period of 21 days beginning with the date of that notice.
Officer Comment – Natural England
They highlight a number of areas where additional information is needed to inform the Habitat Regulations Assessment.  This information has been requested of the applicants already and so it is considered that the NE request for additional information rather than an objection is covered by the existing recommendation to members. 
Additional Neighbour Representation
Further comments have been received from two of the neighbours that had already commented on the scheme and so whose comments are reported in the agenda papers.  Their further comments are summarised as follows:
One neighbour reiterations their earlier objections on the following grounds in 2 further letters this week:
· To ensure that the site cannot be used as an extension to the nearby waste landfill site a condition should be imposed to explicitly prevent that use
· The existing permission relates to the buildings only.  When the council allocated the surrounding land as part of the employment allocation in the Fylde Local Plan to 2032 they should have considered the impacts on neighbouring residents.  The allocation ignores the previous controls on the development of the site.
· The development requires significant investment and this will mean that the protection measures for local residents, such as the offices, will not be provided when needed
· The hours of use condition is inadequate to control amenity of residents and makes no reference to Sundays and bank holidays being restricted as is currently the case
· A judicial review of the decision should be made by residents if the decision is approved.
· Water from the site runs onto Peel Road and freezes causing a hazard
· Additional lighting on the site will disturb residents
· The trees on the site should be protected rather than removed as is now the plan
· Express concerns over the potential for the site to be contaminated
· The development is speculative and the council should only grant permission when there is certainty over what is to come forward as otherwise there is an unknown impact which residents will have to suffer.
· The bat protection is welcomed
· The industrial uses are to have an increased separation from dwellings to protect their amenity, and orientated so their doors face away from dwellings and activity only allow within buildings
· Query the apparent overprovision of parking for a storage use
· The open storage of vehicles and caravans is visually intrusive
· If the buildings are to be taller than the existing ones then they will harm the character of the area irrespective of the extent of landscaping 
· The site is not easily accessible other than by car so is inappropriate for an employment designation on that basis
The other neighbour also reiterates their earlier objections on the following grounds:
· A query is raised over the accuracy of the landscaping plan where it is adjacent to their neighbouring land as it appears to indicate the retention of trees in an area where there are none, and the removal of an area of existing trees
· If this is to involve the removal of the trees in that area then the buildings will overlook their property and the remaining area will be insufficient to provide any meaningful landscaping
· If the existing mound in this area is to be removed they ask that it be replaced with a similar feature closer to the boundary to retain the screening effect of that mound
· They request that a cross section be provided to give a clearer explanation of this 
· They refer to the previous permission under which this mound was provided and to be retained and so query how this can now be removed
Officer Comment on Additional Neighbour Representation
The points raised are largely matters that have been raised by these neighbours in previous correspondence, and so have been considered by officers.  However, the recommendation will allow for a further consideration of the points raised as appropriate.
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	19/0006
	Representation from Warton Parish Council
“It is with apologies that it is so late but Bryning with Warton Parish council were not included in the circulation of this application, which it is appreciated is a curtesy normally provided by the Planning Officers in applications to neighbouring Parishes on the border, but it is strongly held belief that the application could have a significant detrimental impact or the future of Warton in regard to the infrastructure, designation and design that the Borough has intended in the Local Plan for Warton. 
Members of the Parish Council only became aware of the application at the end of last week and an urgent meeting was conducted yesterday evening Monday 29th July to consider the merits of application.
While in principle the Parish Council do not object to the site being developed accordingly there are associated concerns and the application makes general reference to consequential effects on Warton and it is strongly represented that this needs further clarification and review before any application should be considered by the Development Committee. 
The Parish Council would ask the Development Committee, if they are minded to grant the application, to defer a decision in order to request a proper formal impact assessment on Warton be provided.”
Officer Comments on Representation from Warton Parish Council
The decision to defer the consideration of the application is one for Committee to make rather than officers as the application is on the agenda for a decision.
To assist with that as the application site is outside of the area of Bryning with Warton Parish Council there is no statutory requirement for them to be consulted on it, and so the council can legally determine the application in line with the officer recommendation if committee so wish.  However, the committee may wish to consider this request in the light of the impact of the proposed development on the village of Warton being a key consideration in the determination of this application.
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	19/0170
	Consultation Reply - BAE Systems
They have responded to confirm that they raise no objection to the development stating: "Providing the original restrictions regarding height are adhered to, we have no objection as the units are further away from BAE Systems boundary than the original ones."
Agent Statement
Following the publication of the agenda the applicant’s agent has provided a further statement that they have asked be highlighted to Committee with relation to drainage.  This states: 
· The Applicant’s Agent (HPA) have liaised at length with the Lead Local Flood Authority, who confirmed to HPA on 17/06/19 that they are satisfied with the revised Drainage Scheme that was submitted to the Planning Authority on 24/05/19. 
· Refer to Drawing 2064-021E (Proposed Drainage Layout), Drawing 2064-30A (Proposed Drainage Details) and the Flood Risk Assessment (190524-FRA) for details of the Drainage Scheme. 
· The principle of the Surface Water Drainage scheme is that: 
· The use of permeable surfaces is proposed throughout the site (including the use of soakaways, permeable roads and permeable pitches) to ensure that surface water run-off and volume will not exceed the pre-development run-off rate.  The finishes of the permeable roads and pitches have been confirmed and a typical specification and section build up has been provided (Drawing 2064- 30A). 
· The Drainage Condition that has been imposed by the LLFA was agreed because the final specification of the permeable asphalt roads (including the depth and specification of the sub-base and different layers) will need to be confirmed by a Civil Engineer to take into account the weight requirements of proposed vehicles. 
· This specification will not amend the principle of the proposed drainage scheme.  Nor do we believe that it will have an effect on any ecological implications that may be considered as a result of the development.
They have also provided clarification on the element of the application site that is within the existing site as follows:
· The Committee Report infers that the Applicant has not implemented the existing site in accordance with the layout agreed in Planning Approval 16/0306. 
· However, an additional pitch on the existing site is included in this application to correct a numbering anomaly in the previously granted permission whereby two pitches were incorrectly labelled ‘23’ and permission was only sought for 36 pitches instead of all 37 pitches that were drawn on the site layout (and have been implemented in accordance with the approved layout). 
· There are no proposed amendments to the existing pitch, which currently cannot be used. It has simply now been included in the overall number of additional pitches proposed
Officer Comments on Agent Statement 
· Drainage – The officer recommendation is to delegate the decision to officers.  There are two elements to this: to allow applicant the opportunity to provide additional information to allow them to resolve the outstanding issue regarding the drainage of the site as highlighted by the LLFA in their request to impose a condition, and secondly to enable consideration of the ecological implications of the final drainage arrangements.  This is considered to be the appropriate approach and will ensure that the development (if supported) proceeds in a way that will not cause any drainage or drainage related issues.
· Clarification – The explanation of the additional pitch is helpful and confirms that this is not an issue of concern to officers and does not impact on the overall acceptability of the development
Additional Neighbour Representation
One of the neighbours who has commented on several occasions on the application has sent further correspondence to Paul Walker in the belief that he will be involved in the final decision.  To ensure that Committee are aware of the points made this correspondence is summarised here in a numbered form to allow reference to the following officer comment section:
1) They raise issue with the reference in the agent’s recent clarification statement that there are no outstanding issues on the original plan. They disagree with this as they explain that a boundary fence has yet to be implemented
2) They also refer to some spoil mounds remaining on site that could impact on the BAE operations
3) They explain their view that the larger part of this application should not be developed simply as it is designated as Countryside in the Local Plan, and particularly not due to the visual impact of the proposal.
4) They query whether the proposed landscaping will ever be implemented.
5) They raise drainage queries
6) They raise highway safety queries relating to visibility at the access and connectivity to the village. 
7) They highlight that the site access is connected to the village by a footway that is not lit.
8) They disagree that the proposal complies with Policy GD4, and highlight the conflict with EC7 which only allows increasing pitch numbers within the site boundary. 
9) They query the economic benefits of the development.
Officer Comment on Additional Neighbour Representation
The correspondence highlights a series of issues and the officer response to the numbered points is as follows:
1) From recent officer visits the boundary fence has not been erected in its entirety, but the missing section would need to be removed should the current application be approved and implemented and so officers have not pursued it as a priority at this stage.  
2) The mound is immediately adjacent to the perimeter hedge of the site and has a minimal visual impact.  BAE have been made aware of its existence but have not raised any concerns over it impacting on their operational equipment and so it has not been pursued as an enforcement priority.
3) The policy and visual impact aspects are addressed in the officer report.
4) Any approval will include a condition relating to a landscaping scheme which will require these works to be implemented and would be enforced if that were not the case.
5) These are discussed in the report.  The Lead Local Flood Authority have not objected to the drainage arrangements, but the officer recommendation highlights that there are outstanding elements that need to be addressed.
6) These are discussed in the report.  The Local Highway Authority have not objected to the access arrangements.
7) It is correct that the nearest lighting column to the site access is around 350m from the site access, although this route is provided with a footway.  Lighting is not possible as it is the final approach to the runway.
8) This is discussed in the report. 
9) This is discussed in the report. 
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	19/0420
	Additional Condition
Having reflected on the points made by the Parish Council, and in recognition of the location of the site on one of the main routes into the village, officers consider that it is appropriate to impose a condition that requires a 'Construction Management Scheme' be submitted and implemented during the development.  This is designed to reduce the potential for nuisance, highway safety, and other harms from occurring during that development and would be worded as follows:
No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The approved Statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction period. The Statement shall provide for: 
a) the identification of the site access for construction traffic, 
b) the timing of the provision, and standard of construction, of the site access for construction traffic, 
c) times of construction activity at the site, 
d) times and routes of deliveries to the site, 
e) the location for parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors, 
f) the location for loading and unloading of plant and materials, 
g) the location for storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development, 
h) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate, 
i) wheel washing facilities, including details of how, when and where the facilities are to be used’ 
j) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction, 
k) measures to control the generation of noise and vibration during construction to comply with BS5228:2009 
l) a scheme for storage of spoil and waste resulting from demolition and construction works.
Reason: To ensure the development is implemented without compromising residential amenity or highway / pedestrian safety as required by Policy GD7 of the Fylde Local Plan to 2032.



