

Report of the Environment, Housing and Planning Overview and Scrutiny.

  TITLE:  
Call-in meeting held on Monday 20 August 2007.

       Agreed - 6 members voted to reject the call-in 

                     1 member voted for the call-in

      Actions: No further action by the Environment, Housing and Planning Scrutiny  

                    Committee.


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This report informs Members of the matters considered by Environment, Housing and Planning on 20 August 2007. Issues considered were:-

· The call-in of the decision in respect of the former Oakwood High School.

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:
Reports to Scrutiny can be found on SOLAR 

CONTACT OFFICER:  Karen Lucas, Senior Scrutiny Support Officer.


Tel: 793 3318   E-mail: karen.lucas@salford.gov.uk

WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S):
All


KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:
    


DETAILS.
Present – Councillors Lightup (chair) Broughton, E Burgoyne, Hill, Howard, McIntyre, O’Neill, Ryan, Salmon, Antrobus, Owen and Ferrer. Malcolm Sykes, Anthony Rich, Peter Openshaw, Norman Perry, Anthony Rich, Karen Dainty and Karen Lucas.
Apologies – Councillor Smyth.

Issues considered
Record of decision - 17 July 2007
The report makes a recommendation as to the proposed way forward:
· That the use of the Council’s statutory powers, under the Town and Country Planning Act, to enable the part of the former Oakwood School site, currently subject to restricted covenants, to be sold with a clean title for residential development, be approved.

· That the sale of the former Oakwood School site, by way of informal tender, on the basis of the brief, as set out in appendix 2 of the report, be approved, subject to Traffic Engineers considering the impact of the development of the site on surrounding roads, and recommending any mitigation measures, if such were found to be required. 

· That the land acquired for education purposes in 1937, without restriction in terms of its future use, which was subsequently included in Lightoaks Park, be placed under the same executive obligation, as set out in the covenant attached to the 1902 acquisition.

· That local residents be kept informed as to proposals relating to the site, and be given the opportunity to comment on the Council’s preferred scheme/developer before planning consent was sought, and in advance of the sale of the site. 

Justification for the call-in – Councillors Owen and Ferrer.
Councillor Owen and Ferrer provided the following justification for the call in on the former Oakwood High School.

· The proposals will not remedy the deficiencies in the three junior schools in the area.
· There has been no council led consultation with local residents as agreed. All meetings attended by a representative of the council have been at the invite of the local community. Nor has there been any correspondence sent out to local residents regarding the proposals.
· There has been no housing assessment of the area undertaken.
· The potential benefits of seeking only partial removal of the covenants does not appear to have been considered.

· There is no safeguard against the mitigation of risk to the environment e.g. excessive traffic.

· The options to retain part of the land for educational related purposes do not appear to have been given consideration.

· Councillor Owen also raised a concern regarding the legal advice provided to the council on the development of the Oakwood High school site. As this was a confidential document it was agreed that further discussion should take place in a ‘closed session with members’.
Response to the justification from Councillor Antrobus.

· The former lead member for planning made the recommendation to sell the land. Councillor Antrobus as current lead member for planning is responsible for the design brief for the housing development. 

· The planning panel will be in a position to determine the merits of the site proposals from tenders received and to take into consideration proposals and concerns from local residents. The planning process will be an appropriate route for determining whether the residential development of the site is acceptable.
· The partial removal of the covenants was considered at two lead member meetings. It was also considered whether the possibility of reversing the land swap that had previously been undertaken but considered this would be an unnecessary cost to the public and would be of no benefit.
· Officers have attended meetings with local residents, any concerns have been fed back into the process. The reasons why resident’s amendments to the brief have not been adopted have been explained at meetings. The issue of future engagement is explicit in the design brief.
· The proceeds from the former site of Oakwood High school will be reinvested into education provision within the city.
· There is only an estimate for the sale of the land; the true price will not be known until the actual sale.

· The use of the land was offered to other directorates within the city council, as there was no interest it was agreed to sell the site.

· A traffic survey will be carried out.
Concerns raised by residents in attendance at the meeting:

· Residents requested acknowledgement of a petition handed in to the council in April 2007. Peter Openshaw acknowledged receipt of the petition and apologised for the lack of response.
· Concerns were raised that very little consideration has been given to the proposals put forward by residents; there has only been two amendments made to the brief.
· Residents asked that Jason Syres have some input to the design brief. Councillor Antrobus explained that Jason’s comments were sought earlier in the year and none were provided.

· The council were asked to give serious consideration to the alternative suggestions made by the local community rather than building another housing estate, that will not benefit the area. Otherwise the decision will incur costly expense to residents if they decide to take the council to court.
· There are a multiplicity of trees on the site that have a preservation order. Councillor Antrobus said these will be protected in the planning brief.

Closed Session.
Members were advised of the legal advice provided and it was agreed to go ahead.
Agreed.
6 members voted to reject the call-in and to take no further action.
1 member voted for the call-in
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