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9th January 2017	








Dear Martin,





RE: PA16/11397 – Shag Rock, Portloe TR2 5PS





The Roseland Plan Planning Assessment Group has assessed this planning application against the Objectives of the Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan, Objectives which are based on the views expressed overwhelmingly by the community during the production of the Plan, and notes that the proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed below.





First, however, the Group wish to comment on the Design, Access and Heritage Statement which understates the present weight of the Cornwall Local Plan having been adopted on 22nd November 2016. It also fails to acknowledge that with Cornwall Council having demonstrated a 5-year land supply the Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan policies have full weight in planning decisions. The application fails to provide any legally adequate reasons for departing from the planning policies set out in the Roseland Plan and NPPF paragraph 198 states “Where a planning application conflicts with a neighbourhood plan that has been brought into force, planning permission should not normally be granted.” These facts aside, the Statement alludes to some planning policies but does not consider the proposal against specific policies. 





Reference is made under paragraph 3.5 of the Statement to the NPPF and sustainable development but the Group would highlight footnote 9 to NPPF paragraph 14 which states that development in an AONB and on a Heritage Coast should be restricted





As regards conserving and enhancing the natural environment, the Court of Appeal in the recent case of CPRE Kent v Dover District Council expressly referred to “the pressing nature of the policy expressed in NPPF paragraphs 115 and 116” and the need for adequate reasons to be given for departures from that policy.





Paragraphs 4.4 to 4.7 of the Statement relate to Design and appearance and the Group wish to draw attention to NPPF paragraph 60 which states ‘… should not attempt to impose … through unsubstantiated requirements …’   During public consultation when formulating the Roseland Plan, responses to the Questionnaire showed clearly that the community feels strongly that development should be of high quality design that helps maintain the distinctiveness of the Plan area. Thus, we believe that statements in favour of local character/distinctiveness are NOT 'unsubstantiated'. They should carry high weight.
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Moreover, NPPF paragraph 60 also states clearly that ‘It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness’. The character of the proposed development is such that it could be built anywhere in the world and, as a result, would not enhance the area or fit with Policies in The Roseland Plan, nor with the Plan's Vision for the future of the area - 'Conserving and Enhancing the Roseland’s Character and Distinctiveness for a Sustainable Future'. 





The Design and Access Statement refers in paragraphs 4.2, 4.4 and 5.5 to the ‘screening’ and in 5.4 states “… will retain the existing mature and very dense boundary screening on all sides…” although the application includes an Arboricultural Report and plan indicating that approximately half of the trees and hedges are to be removed. From the South West Coast Path it is clear that most if not all of the removal work has been completed which makes the illustrative photographs now incorrect and misleading in that approaching from the East all of the North East and South East elevations are clearly visible.





The Group also wish to point out that the submitted ERCCIS ecological study and accompanying Designation Map and Species of Concern Summary relate to another post code further to the west of the proposal and have no relevance to this site. 





Details of the non-conformity of the proposal with the Roseland Plan are as follows:





Objective: 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.





Relevant Plan 


Policy/Text�
Reason for


Non-Conformity�
�
LA1�
(i) It has not been demonstrated how the proposal will conserve and enhance the special qualities of the AONB


(ii) The proposal does not use materials nor is it of a scale and design that is appropriate to the character, sensitivity and capacity of the protected landscape. The Group have concerns over the potential for light pollution from the increased areas of glazing included in the proposal, both on land and at sea.


(iii) It has not been demonstrated that the development will not cause damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB and Heritage Coast. Contrary to paragraphs 1.1, 4.4, 4.5, 5.4 and 5.8 of the Design, Access and Heritage Statement the dwelling is clearly visible from many places on the South West Coast Path and most visible where the Path passes to the East and at a similar level to the site. It is also, of course, visible from the sea.�
�
LA2�
It has not been demonstrated that the proposal responds to local character and reflects the identity of the local surroundings. The proposed development will detract from, and have an adverse impact on, the character of the local area.�
�
LA5�
The proposed removal of many trees and hedges as detailed in the report by Barry Holdsworth Ltd will have an adverse impact on the area’s biodiversity. The Group suggest that there should be a tree replacement and landscape plan submitted for approval prior to the commencement of any work. �
�
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Objective: To define and sustain the distinctive character of the Roseland.





Relevant Plan 


Policy/Text�
Reason for


Non-Conformity�
�
HO8�
Please note that with the adoption of the Cornwall Local Plan this policy has full weight.


(i) It has not been demonstrated that the current building is unstable or uneconomic to repair.


(ii) We would ask the planning officer to check the volume of the replacement 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. We would ask the planning officer to check whether the ratio of glazing to wall exceeds that recommended in policy 3.4.2 - Facades and Elevations - of the Carrick Design Guide adopted by The Roseland Plan.


(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.�
�






Objective: To support measures to increase the proportion of the housing stock occupied by full time residents


The community stated clearly it wishes to see an increase in the proportion of houses that are occupied full time so as to improve the community and support the local economy and services and the Group would therefore draw attention to Action HO7 - Encouraging Full Time Principle Residence of Homes. We ask that the Panning Officer give weight to the community’s view.

















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.














