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19th July 2016

Dear Martin,

RE:  PA13/00256 – Nare Hotel, Veryan TR2 5PF
The Roseland Plan Planning Assessment Group has assessed this planning application against the Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan which reflects the views of the community. These views resulted in the Objectives on which the policies are based. The Objectives relevant to this application are:
To define and conserve the valued characteristics of the Roseland’s special landscape, coastline and heritage from inappropriate development since these are the basis of its economy and future.
To support commercial opportunities which are of a scale and design that respect the distinctive character, sensitivity and capacity of the landscape and coastline.
To define and sustain the distinctive character of each of the Roseland’s villages and hamlets.

When considering whether the proposed development constitutes ‘major development’ the Group referred to the Cornwall AONB Management Plan 2016 – 2021, both the Managing Development policies and Appendices 2 and 3. Appendix 3 Major developments in the AONB includes the following:

“As such, it is not possible or appropriate to apply a blanket definition for what should be treated as major development in the AONB. Nevertheless, there are some key indicators that would suggest that a development is likely to be major in its effect on the landscape quality: 
1. Where the scale of development is likely to have a detrimental visual impact that harms the scenic quality of the AONB, either within the AONB or in its setting; 
2. Where the location of development would erode the special qualities and features of the area of the AONB where the development is proposed (landscape, cultural, biodiversity, tranquillity).”
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The local community is supportive of commercial development in the Roseland but only of a scale and design that respects the distinctive character, sensitivity and capacity of the landscape and coastline.

The proposal, even in its revised form, gives the impression of trying to achieve maximal as opposed to optimal development. The cumulative impact does not conserve or enhance the local landscape whereas a more modest proposal might be acceptable.

The Group have assessed each of the proposed projects against the Roseland Plan:

D1 Recycling and staff parking
The proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed in the following table. The Group would also ask the planning officer to check whether the site is considered ‘greenfield’ for planning purposes, refer policies GP2(ii) and CD1(i).
	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Location
 
 
	LA1(i) and (iii)
LA2

GP2(iv) and (vi)
CD1(vii) and (ix)
	The highly visible location and scale, particularly height, of the proposed building does not conserve and enhance the diverse landscape and cannot avoid damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB.

The development will also reduce the green gap between the main hotel building and the Gwendra Cottages

	Design/Character 

 
	LA1(ii)

CV1(i)

GP2(iii)
CD1(v) and (vi)
	The proposed new building does not respect the character of and is not sympathetic in terms of scale to the adjoining residential properties.

	Loss of amenity
	CV1(ii)
CD1(xiv)
	The proposal to consolidate the refuse and recycling activities, create a ‘hub’ for staff transport and deliveries, and the installation of a Biomass boiler will cause new and exacerbate existing pollution problems involving noise, smell and possibly light particularly for the neighbouring residential properties.

	Safe access
	GP2(viii)

CD1(x)
	The Group would ask the planning officer to check whether the proposal to retain the existing entrance will provide safe access for the increased number and size of vehicles.


D2 main guest car park

Due to the high visibility of the location the proposal is not in conformity with policies LA1 and LA2 of the Plan. Policy CD1(xii) states that the “development should be suitably landscaped” and the Group suggest screening, not only to reduce the visibility of the proposed large area of parked vehicles from the South West Coast Path and Nare Head, but also where the diverted South West Coast Path passes adjacent to the car park, perhaps with a Cornish hedge with planting on top.
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D3 West Wing hotel suites
The proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed in the following table.
	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Location
 
 
	LA1(i) and (iii)

LA2

GP2(iv) 
CD1(vii) and (ix)
	The highly visible location and scale of the proposed building does not conserve and enhance the diverse landscape and cannot avoid damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB. The Group have concerns over the very close proximity of the proposed building to the South West Coast Path.

	Design/Character 

 
	LA1(ii)

CV1(i)

GP2(iii)

CD1(v) and (vi)
	The proposed new building does not respect the character of, is not sympathetic in terms of scale nor is it integrated with the existing hotel building. The Group suggest that if any building were to be considered appropriate on this part of the hotel site it should be similar in size, height and bulk to the most recent West Wing extension to the hotel.


D4 and D6 Quarterdeck Extension 

The proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed in the following table.
	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Location
 
 
	LA1(i) and (iii)

LA2

GP2(iv) and (vi)

CD1(vii) and (ix)
	The highly visible location and scale of the proposed building does not conserve and enhance the diverse landscape and cannot avoid damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB. The Group have concerns over the very close proximity of the proposed building to the lane which not only towers over the lane (which is considerably sunken in relation to the hotel at this point) but also obscures the open view towards Nare Head coming down the lane. The development will also reduce the green gap between the main hotel building and the buildings to the East of the lane.

	Design/Character 

 
	LA1(ii)

CV1(i)

GP2(iii)

CD1(v) and (vi)
	The proposed new building does not respect the character of adjoining properties and is not sympathetic in terms of scale or integrated with the existing hotel building. 


D5 to D9 East of the lane
The Groups overall view on the various proposals for this area is that whereas the existing buildings appear as a scattering of domestic properties within well landscaped gardens when viewed from the beach and coast path the new substantial proposals will appear more commercial and dominant.  
Continued …
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D5 Former staff courtyard
 The proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed in the following table.
	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Location
 
 
	LA1(i) and (iii)

LA2

GP2(iv) 

CD1(vii) and (ix)
	The highly visible location and scale, particularly height, of the proposed building does not conserve and enhance the diverse landscape and cannot avoid damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB. 

	Design/Character 

 
	LA1(ii)

CV1(i)

GP2(iii)

CD1(v) and (vi)
	The proposed new building is not well integrated with nor does it respect the character of adjoining properties in the hamlet and is not sympathetic in terms of scale or design. 


The Group would add that should this proposal be approved a condition should be applied ensuring that the property can only be used in conjunction with the main hotel.
D7 The White House
According to the Planning Statement this property was “Until recently, a residential dwelling used by the Hotel as a letting property in the ownership of The Nare” and the Group therefore believe that policy HO8 should apply. The proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed in the following table.
	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Location
 
 
	LA1(i) and (iii)

LA2

GP2(iv) 


	The highly visible location and scale of the proposed building does not conserve and enhance the diverse landscape and cannot avoid damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB. 

	Design/Character 

 
	LA1(ii)

CV1(i)

GP2(iii)
	The proposed new dwelling is not well integrated with nor does it respect the character of adjoining properties in the hamlet and is not sympathetic in terms of scale or design. 

	Replacement Dwelling
	HO8
	(i) It has not been demonstrated that there is a genuine need for a new dwelling

(ii) We would ask the planning officer to check the volume of the replacement building (with swimming pool building) against that of the original building plus extensions under permitted development rights. 

(iv) It has not been demonstrated how the design of the new building grows out of the defining characteristics of the Roseland nor how it enhances the character and distinctiveness of the Roseland.

(v) The proposed new dwelling is not in keeping with its setting nor does it respect the distinctive local character of the area in terms of bulk, scale, height and materials.
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D8 White House tennis court
The proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed in the following table.
	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Location
 
 
	LA1(i) and (iii)

LA2

GP2(iv) and (vi)
	The highly visible location and scale of the proposed building does not conserve and enhance the diverse landscape and cannot avoid damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB. 

Building in this location would lead to the loss of the green gap and the view up the valley.

	Design/Character 

 
	LA1(ii)

CV1(i)

GP2(iii)
	The proposed new building is not well integrated with nor does it respect the character of adjoining properties in the hamlet and is not sympathetic in terms of scale or design. 

	Safe Access
	GP2(viii)
	The Group wish to point out that the proposed access for this new dwelling is considered unsuitable as located on the narrow lane to the National Trust car park which is also part of the footpath to Veryan and gives access to the public toilets and as such is busy with families, especially during the holiday periods.

	Affordable Housing
	GP3

HO4
	Any residential development outside settlement boundaries is treated as an exception and should provide Affordable Housing only


D9 The Boat House
The revised proposal of a replacement single storey building is considered in conformity with the Plan.
D1 to D9 All proposals
The proposals are not in conformity with The Plan as detailed in the following table.
	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Design/Character 

 
	CV1(i)

GP2(iii)


	We would ask the planning officer to check whether the ratio of glazing to wall on all the proposals particularly on the seaward elevations exceeds that recommended in policy 3.4.2 - Facades and Elevations - of the Carrick Design Guide adopted by The Roseland Plan.

	Sustainable Development
 
	GP1
	(i) It has not been demonstrated that the proposals meet the economic and social needs of the community.

(ii) The proposals do not conserve the special environment in which we live for residents or visitors.
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	Proposal
Characteristic
	Relevant Plan 

Policy/Text
	Reason for
Non-Conformity

	Sustainable Development
 
 
	GP1
	(iii) It has not been demonstrated that the proposals improve the buildings’ resilience to climate change. Submitted comments by professional bodies accept that the South West Coast Path definitive route seaward of the hotel cannot be reinstated due to cliff erosion. The Cliff Stability section of the Environmental Impact Statement references inspections of the cliff up until July 2014 but with the report’s submission date in June 2016 the Group suggest a report regarding the current situation should be submitted particularly in view of the more frequent and severe storms experienced in the area. Also to be considered is Cornwall Council’s adopted Shoreline Management Plan which indicates that in Epoch1 – now to year 2025 – managed reinstatement of the lane to the seaward of the proposals East of the lane may be considered but in Epoch 2 - year 2026 to 2055 – there will be no active intervention. It is also indicated that there is only likely to be maintenance of the coastal protection works in the form of the rock armours in front of the hotel but no further protection works in this area.


The Group also have general concerns regarding:

· The increased traffic generated by the proposed increased capacity of the hotel and more especially during the construction period. The narrow lanes leading to the site are unsuitable for large construction vehicles.
· The loss of amenity of residents and visitors during the construction period.

· The additional light pollution from the proposed increased number of rooms and the extensive use of glazing.

Yours sincerely,

 

 S J Wagstaff

PP J Smith, Chair, Roseland Plan Steering Group
Please note:  This assessment constitutes the opinion of the Roseland Plan Planning Assessment Group and is based solely on the documentation submitted by the applicant. It is not a planning determination under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The final determination will be made by Cornwall Council as the Local Planning Authority.

From NPPF Paragraph 198 – “Where a planning application conflicts with a neighbourhood plan that has been brought into force, planning permission should not normally be granted.”
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