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MINUTES FOR THE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING OF EYE TOWN COUNCIL held in the Council Chamber, Eye Town Hall, on Monday 20th January 2025 at 6.30pm

Members In attendance: Cllrs. Brandon (Chair), Walker (m), Smith (m), Ahearne (m), Ager (m) and Gary Rowland (Co-opted member).

Also present:  Eye Town Clerk, and 6 member(s) of the public.

01/2025-01 To note those, present and members of the public present
As above.

01/2025-02 Apologies and Approval of Absences 
Cllr. Bush gave apologies. Accepted.
01/2025-03 Members’ Declarations of Interest and Consideration of Requests for Dispensations
DC/24/05426 – planning application Cllr. Brandon would not be involved in the item, declaration of Interest stated. Cllr. Ahearne would be presenting the item.

01/2025-04 Declarations of Lobbying
No declarations made.

01/2025-05 Site visits 
All members present had visited the sites of the below applications.
01/2025-06 Public participation
Four residents spoke on the Persimmons application.
· A resident read out the following:
The resubmission of the phase two application has been improved to the rear of Victoria Hill and the removal of the ridiculous land for future development. While acknowledging this is an improvement we are starting from a totally unacceptable base. There is no question the initial try on would not meet the requirements of the original OPP for up to 280 dwellings or ignoring the agreed treatment to the sensitive boundaries with existing neighbouring properties.
At Thurston
The ruling Green Party threw their hands up in horror over the recent Persimmon Homes extra 60 dwellings to the original scheme for over 200. But this is not Thurston, they did not have a Planning Permission for the site, no development brief or master plan, no np (at the time). It’s now open countryside development it is not on the edge of an historic settlement. Rightly or wrongly Thurston is now a mass expansion serving nearby Bury St Edmunds with Railway Station and A14 trunk road.
Eye has rock solid grounds to resist this unwanted application.
Persimmon simply cannot ignore the Myriad of policy requirements, they are duty bound to meet. They claim to have met various policy matters in the supporting D&A Statement this is simply false and as long as it remains submitted as a valid document, they are knowingly misleading the Planning Authority which is unlawful and will bring into question the validity of any subsequent planning permission.
An example is claiming to replicate the principles from phase one, agreed there are four walls a floor and a roof but when it comes to overlooking, alternative modes of transport, connected routes through and to the wider area, housing mix, unacceptable average house size being 20% higher than any recent major development in Mid Suffolk, when it should be lower to allow for the historic rural setting. To achieve this there is unacceptable close over dominant 2 storey building close to sensitive neighbouring boundaries, 3 storey development in an up to 2 storey edge to existing properties, parking standards do not meet SCC guidelines, lower density double bay fronted vernacular styles are non-existent as is the Primary Village Street that is simply absent. The sensitive area 14 field adjoining the historic area of Langton Green has just one rendered property of 48 dwellings, there are no chimney stacks at all when there are more chimney stacks than houses in LG, I can see 12 chimneys against the skyline from my own house alone. The garden walls have been reduced from 29 to just 2, the flyover links from phase one are again totally absent as is the feature terracing with wrap around houses to hug the roadside as the primary village street character area or slate roofs.
Do not forget the site is already carrying an additional 25 dwellings than originally envisaged, the average property size should be smaller than proposed at OPP stage not significantly larger.
The application needs to be withdrawn and drawn up in accordance with all the documents applicable from the revised NPPF and Joint Local Plan to all the specific documents for the airfield. Following this there has to be meaningful dialogue and consultation with the community of Eye before a further resubmission.
Essential Parameters to be considered are existing boundaries, house type mix that is close to the current analysis if not the original planning policy, respect to the agreed character areas including the primary village street, pocket parks and open spaces not being encroached upon, Landmark buildings, reinstate a correctly designed overlooked Langton Grove Greenway, Phase One should guide the application but with improvements to the appearance of the Attenuation Ponds, footpaths meeting access for all criteria with sound level surfaces fit to receive cycles, buggies and wheel chairs, predominance of render finishes in the Langton Green area and an abundance of chimney stacks.
Both Schooling and Health Care would be underprovided for because the average house size used in the initial calculations has been exceeded by about 20% on the phase two open market dwellings.
ETC must look at the proposal and how it adversely effects our historic settlement, this is a point in time where we can actually make a difference because if Persimmon get away with this it will set an unacceptable benchmark for all the development that follows in Eye. Mid Suffolk need to understand we won’t accept this appalling application which fails to meet any policy, there is only 20% Affordable Housing against MS norm of 35%. It is simply high density anywhere housing dominating this rural historic setting. There is no effort whatsoever to provide local vernacular styles to integrate into our community.
If you look at this Thurston Persimmon image and SPS letters that warned of what would happen and it was ignored.
· A resident commented, some improvements made but they haven’t been carried over to phase 2.
· A resident commented that the plans and drawings including the new drawings doesn’t make sense, doesn’t know what’s happening at the moment. Street scape was ridiculous.
· A resident commented that the drawings didn’t show clearly, she has a ditch at the back of her property and was worried about the water ingress. Reassured by Cllr. Brandon that no vehicles would be coming out of the place near her property.
· A resident commented that she had sent a letter of objection to MSDC. The issue was with the property near the back of her garden. Cllr. Brandon said MSDC really need to see the situation, the resident commented that bungalows should be built there not two storey houses. 
              Surface water still a serious concern.

· Gospel Church application - the owner commented that it was bought for his daughter. He would not be changing the building; he would be restoring it to its original state. Four windows to go in high up, no one being overlooked.   
Meeting closed for public participation.  Formal Planning Agenda was as followed: -
01/2025-07 To approve the Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held in December 2024.
Cllr. Brandon proposed and Cllr. Ager seconded. In favour.
01/2025-08 To receive and comment on planning applications and applications for listed building consent and Notifications of Reserved Planning Matters received in the last month.
a. DC/24/05517|Discharge of Conditions Application for DC/18/02097 - Conditions 3 (Materials), 6 (Surface Water Discharge) and 11 (Archaeology)|Site Of Former Eye Library Buckshorn Lane Eye Suffolk
Comment – No objection.

b. DC/24/05426|Full Planning Application - Change of use from F1 (Learning and non-residential institutions) to C3 (Dwellinghouse), installation of 4no. rooflights, construction of covered terrace and construction of dropped kerb.|Gospel Centre Castle Street Eye Suffolk IP23 7AW
Cllr. Ahearne presented the item.
Cllr. Ager asked about the bat survey – Cllr. Ahearne replied that a survey had been added to the planning portal.
Comments – No objection.
Cllr. Ahearne proposed and Cllr. Walker seconded. In favour.
c. DC/25/00182|Application for Listed Building Consent - Removal of existing first floor partition and part of staircase enclosing partition in No 49.|47 - 49 Church Street Eye Suffolk IP23 7BD
Comments – No objection.
d. DC/23/05929|Application for Approval of Reserved Matters in part (Phase 2) following Outline Approval 3563/15 Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) Submission of details for Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and Scale for 127No dwellings, including 25No affordable houses, car parking, open space provision with associated infrastructure, including details in relation to Conditions 3 (Reserved Matters), 12 (Renewables) and 18 (Surface Water Drainage).|Land South Of Eye Airfield And North Of Castleton Way Eye Suffolk
Comments – Objection.
Cllr. Brandon read out a draft response. Request made by the committee for another meeting with Persimmon including MSDC. Design and Access Statement is not up to date and does not match the current plans
· Phase 2 does not replicate Phase 1.   Theres no streetscape.  There are no chimney stacks and in the area near Langton Grove there was only one plastered/painted house and no wrap around terraced houses.  Cheap wood fencing had replaced most of the brick walls.
· The distance of 18 metres from existing houses seems to have disappeared and larger homes with higher roof lines were being built unacceptably close to existing properties particularly plot 69.  
· Plot 76 is causing worries about infringement on the culvert/ditch owned by adjoining property
· Triplex parking was also a concern

e. DC/24/05535|Full Planning Application - Erection of a Battery Energy Storage System and associated infrastructure including access, drainage, landscaping and other incidental works.|Land South Of Eye Airfield Industrial Estate Castleton Way Yaxley Suffolk IP23 8AW
Comments – Objection. It was considered to be possibly unsafe by the National Gas Transmission. Its too close to housing and schools in case of an accident and toxic fumes being dispersed. 
https://planning.baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/  Search by the reference number.
01/2025-09 To consider any planning determinations and appeals received in the last month, to be noted. 
a. DC/24/05111|Application for works to a tree in a Conservation Area - Reduce 1No Silver Birch tree by 30% as too big for area|13 Broad Street Eye Suffolk IP23 7AFRaise No Objection
b. DC/24/04993|Notification of Works to Trees in a Conservation Area - Fell 1 No. Sycamore (T1) and Fell 1 No. row of Sycamore (T2)|29 Castle Street Eye Suffolk IP23 7AWRaise No Objection
c. DC/24/04269|Householder application - Erection of single storey side and rear extension comprising sun room, leisure area and roof terrace to south end of dwelling. Associated landscaping.|The Beeches Cranley Road Eye Suffolk IP23 7PAGranted
d. DC/24/05258|Notification of Works to Trees in a Conservation Area - Re-Coppice 1 No. Hazel (T1), Crown Raise 3 No. Lime (T2 - T4), and Crown Raise 5 No. Beech (T5 - T9)|53 Church Street Eye Suffolk IP23 7BDRaise No Objection
e. DC/24/05583|Discharge of Conditions Application for DC/24/03763 - Condition 4 (Confirmation of Part M4(2))|30 Wellington Road Eye Suffolk IP23 7BEGranted
f. DC/24/03003|Planning Application - Erection of a 295.68kWp ground mounted Solar PV Array & 444kWh containerised battery storage installation to supply renewable low carbon electricity.|Burnt House Farm Hoxne Road Eye IP23 7NLGranted

01/2025-10 Consideration of any planning applications or decisions received since the Agenda was prepared. 
05567 – Lawrence House, Magdalen Street, Eye. Change building of use from commercial to residential. Objection.  
01/2025-11 Next meeting Monday, 17th February 2025 @ 6:30 pm.
01/2025-12 Meeting closed at 19.20



Signed by Chair/Vice-Chair:…………………………………………………………..  

Date:…………………………………
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