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Wayford Mill, Wayford Bridge, Smallburgh

Report by Planning Officer (Compliance and Implementation)

	Summary:
This report briefs members on the current position regarding removal of the imported soil at Wayford Mill, Smallburgh.

Recommendation:
That the report to be noted.


1
Introduction

1.1
In July 2002 it was reported that large amounts of soil materials were being tipped on land at Wayford Mill.  In December 2002, following failure to remove the materials voluntarily, an Enforcement Notice was served on Mr Rogers.  In October 2003, following failure to comply with the Notice, the Authority commenced prosecution proceedings leading to a case being heard at the Crown Court in December 2004 and a conviction being secured.

1.2
However the soil was not removed and therefore on 3 June 2005 the Authority resolved to exercise its powers under Section 178 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to remove the soil from the land and the officers be authorised to pursue recovery of so doing.

2
Update

2.1
An invitation for expressions of interest was placed in the local press in May 2006 and the tender document has been prepared and ready for distribution.  Under the Authority’s Scheme of Delegated Powers to Officers, the Chief Executive has delegated powers to approve a list of contractors to be invited to submit tenders where the estimated value of the contract does not exceed £50,000.  

2.2
It is proposed that the works for the removal of the imported soil take place during the summer months.  This is in accordance with best practice for soil handling and will minimise the damage to the land.

2.3
A number of Authority officers and outside agency officers have agreed to carry out site visits to ensure that the works are carried out successfully. 

2.4
Mr Rogers has been kept informed of the tendering process and maintains that his contractor will remove the soil in the week commencing 3 July 2006.   Should he do so it will not be necessary to accept tenders received.  If he does not do so it is recommended that the work proceeds.

3
Financial Implications

3.1
Until tenders have been received it is uncertain of the costs for carrying out the works.  The costs are, however, likely to be significant although within the level authorised for approval under delegated powers.  Provision has been made in the 2006/07 budget

3.2
The costs of carrying out the works are recoverable from Mr Rogers.  However other than his home he is not known to have any significant assets and any court will probably allow him to pay by instalments.  Therefore although recovery action will be pursued it must be assumed that the Authority will have to bear the full cost of the works, at least in the medium term.
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