Minutes of Meeting of Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) Management Team with Planning Aid England

Situ8 Office, St Austell, 11 am on Tuesday 11th March 2014

Present: John Adams, Jon Smith, Jo Widdecombe (PAE), Sue Walters (PAE volunteer) 

The first part of the meeting was structured through a presentation by JW. 

DISCUSSION

Examiner looking at Basic Conditions Document and conformity with NPPF and with emerging Local Plan or (if this has not been adopted) the Carrick Saved Policies.

Have to show that we contribute to Sustainable Development BUT we do not have to do a formal Sustainability Assessment. Good example is Allendale NDP.
IF we allocate sites we would have to do a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and a Sustainability Assessment (SA). Advice is that we should probably NOT do site allocation. We were advised to take up the offer from Sarah Arden to screen our Plan for the need (hopefully not) to do an SEA. It would be good if we had a continual dialog about this with Sarah over the period that the Plan is being prepared. We also need to have screening for a Habitat Regulations Assessment (Local Planning = Sarah and Rob and also Kath Statham) in just the same way. May have to write a formal letter re: this. Sprowston NDP is a good example for HRA.
General conformity with NPPF leaves room for ‘stretch’ if we have the evidence to support it (eg in regard to affordable housing). However, if we wish to do this as part of the NDP, the evidence would have to be much more detailed than we have from our questionnaire.

There was a discussion re: deliverability of 100% affordable housing. SW said that the starting point is 100% affordable. JW suggested that Exeter St James NDP and Thame NDP are good examples of NDPs with policies might be relevant. Tattenhall NDP has had problems which result from inconsistencies with an emerging Local Plan, saved policies etc. Lyn NDP – their approach to viability and delivery considerations is interesting. The Full Time Residency policy in the Lyn Plan may or may not hold. For policies in this area we would need more evidence than through the questionnaire re: % second homes (probably evidence that Cornwall Council have).
JS raised 2 points re: lifting holiday let restrictions under certain conditions (ie for FTR use) and only allowing building of new dwellings which have an imposed FTR restriction. JW thought that we could try to influence cases where holiday let conditions are requested to be lifted. We could also put conditions on new open market housing (similarly to the Lyn Plan). 

JW said that PAE could get our Draft Plan ‘health checked’ before it goes out for Consultation (June/July). 

Some more 'good practice' examples (and bad). 
· Norland NDP focused strongly on design. 
· Broughton and Astley NDP – Useful approach to Consultation Statement (with aims/objectives). 
· Cringleford NDP not compatible with Local Plan (housing). NB Different bits of their Plan not consistent. 
· Slaugham NDP had a good monitoring and implementation section. Natural, historic and built environment . 
· ?????? NDP – max number of 24 houses per site. Off street parking set at 1 per bedroom for new builds. 
· Much Wenlock NDP – good structure for the Plan. Clear lines of layering – vision, objectives, policies. 
· Ascot, Sunnyhill and Sunningdale NDP some good practice – grid for connection of consultation to policies. Good example of how they consulted.
Suggested that we discuss S106/CIL with Rob Lacey.
Interaction with businesses/stakeholders is important – invite for breakfast meeting? Could make presentation of Q2 results and ask for response. Need to weave their responses into the story that has come from general community. 

POLICY WRITING

Policies – policies must be positively written. Eg ‘proposals will be supported where…’ Intention – what we want to achieve. Justification – why this is right for the area. Policy – ‘planning permission will be granted provided….’
REMEMBER 3 Audiences for NDP

· Examiner

· Voters

· Planners/Implementors

PRODUCTION OF CONSULTATION VERSION OF THE PLAN

JA - needs to email JW to ask how much background detail we have to include in the document for the Public Consultation (Reg 14 – which does not include a Basic Conditions Statement or Consultation Statement) and how much in the Submission Document (Reg 15 – which does include these 2 documents), what material available as paper, on the website, on memory stick etc. 
SW reminded us that we need to have consultation copies available in buildings that are truly accessible to all or on request. JS thought that the Roseland Visitor Centre would be the only building on the Roseland with suitable access etc.    
VISION AND OBJECTIVES, POLICY AND EVIDENCE 
There was guidance from JW about the importance of linking What the Community has Said to Issues to Vision and 'how to achieve the vision' = Objectives and then Policy Options and Projects. She provided a helpful form covering some of this (attached).
Vision and objectives are important in telling the story. There is no right and wrong way to do this. JW said that we need to find a form of words for our Vision which is positive and encompasses the key concerns of the Community (Roseland as great place to work rest and play… Natural, historic and built environment... vibrant…evolve and expand). Advice – look at Rolleston on Dove Plan and Tattenhall NDP vision. 

The vision and objectives need to be subjected to consultation so that they are seen to be verified by the community. Could be tagged on to other activities eg LLCA (public) meetings OR could be Letter 4 at end of April (soft consultation). As part of this process, it is important that we tell the community clearly how we can achieve the vision (see Rolleston and Dove NDP).
JS/JA asked for advice about the framing of Plan Objectives. SW provided us with a clear directive about how to proceed, using the answers to the questions in Q2 and produced a worked model (typed copy attached). JW supported this approach.
We should group together the questions/answers into a number (SW had identified 9) of headings, each of which can be written as an Objective, with the Community's answers to specific questions being prompts for specific policies. 
An example (for Housing) was:

OBJECTIVE - something like:
 ‘The Community accepts that some new houses are necessary but these should be built in the most sustainable and least impacting places in the Roseland, preserving the unique character of the area.'
POLICIES TO DELIVER THIS OBJECTIVE BASED DIRECTLY ON COMMUNITY INPUT:  


Developments meet a hierarchy of conditions:

· conversion before brownfield before greenfield

· small developments (1-5 units) before medium (5-10) before large (10 or more)

· infill before edge of village before elsewhere.
The building of the affordable houses needed only for those with strong connections to the Roseland. 
Encouragement of full time residency by reducing the number of second homes/holiday lets or, at least, restricting them to current levels.
ETC ETC
JW thought that we should be looking for 'made policy' in other NDPs to avoid having to invent everything from scratch. For example, she advised us that The Lyn Plan is good for restricting/positively encouraging building on brownfield sites.

JW will send us a list of made policies and the Allendale Plan.
FINAL COMMENTS

JW emphasised that we need to identify missing evidence asap so that gathering it doesn’t delay us. SW agreed to look through what we have in April to see if she (and Angela Warwick) can identify deficiencies in evidence (or anything else) that need adressing.
JS raised the matter of the AONB. Expectation of what an AONB is, or can deliver, is not being met. SW said that the AONB is considered in the same spirit as a National Park. The NPPF is helpful by making special reference to AONB. She believes that Cornwall Council Planning thinks that the AONB is special. While it can’t be preserved in aspic, development in the AONB need to be treated very carefully.   

VIEW ON OUR ISSUES/PLAN

JW/SW view - all our issues can probably be dealt with in the NDP EXCEPT second home/FTR (where we can try, but the policies we propose may not be enforceable) and assignment of Affordable Houses ONLY to locals (as defined by the comments returned with Q2).
JA 16.03.2014 
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How To Address the Different Groupings - by SW

	Policy
	Projects
	Other

	1. Landscape Etc

· Designated areas, eg conservation areas, AONB, Heritage Coast

2.Services

· Retention of Local Facilities

3. Wind turbines, solar panels, other renewables

4. Housing

· Sequential approach
- renovation, then brownfield, then greenfield
- infill, then edge of village, then integrated settlement
- 1-5, then 5-10, then 10+

· Second Homes, Holiday Lets

5. Design Guidelines

6. Commercial Development
 
	9. Off Road Parking
· Residential

· Commercial
	7. Overdevelopment
8. Transport

?  Field Patterns, rivers, streams




ROSELAND NDP Q2 RESULTS - FROM JS





The community have told us:


The three most valued and important features of the Roseland are: The quality of the landscape and coastline / Sustaining local services and facilities / The character of villages and hamlets


Comments on 1


They want the NDP to strengthen the existing provisions for the conservation and enhancement of the landscape and seascape


They want to see all of the following aspects of the Roseland conserved: Rivers, streams and creeks / The coastline / Uninterrupted offshore public views / Natural habitats / Hedges / Field patterns / Trees / The farmed landscape / Ridges and skylines / Unspoilt public landscape views / Footpaths / Harbours / Local built heritage


That no turbines should be allowed on the Roseland


Solar panels should be well hidden or on roofs if allowed


They would be prepared to consider supporting other carbon reduction options


Comments


They want new development (housing or commercial) to be subject to further restriction


Comments on renewables


If more development were proposed the following approaches would be favoured: First preference is to renovate/change use of existing buildings, second preference is to build on previously developed land, third and last preference is to build on green fields


The preferred scale of new development is in sites of 1 to 5 units


The preferred location for new housing is to infill (Thereafter the parishes have slightly different views on building to extend villages or adding to existing hamlets) 


There should be a design guide for new buildings and extensions (both residential and commercial)


They support affordable housing if a local need can be demonstrated


There is a small majority in favour of affordable housing being built with a cross subsidy model but there is also substantial support for 100% developments only


Affordable housing should only be allocated to local people


Local means having a link to the Roseland parishes


They want the number of new houses built for sale to be limited


They want to limit the number of new second homes and holiday lets


They support second homes / holiday lets / hotels being converted into full time residences and/or affordable homes


They want additional restrictions placed on new commercial development


Comments on Q22


Definitions of “overdevelopment”


A majority of respondents would not be affected if bus services were withdrawn or reduced


A majority rely on a car to get around


They want their plan to contain criteria for off road parking for both residential and commercial development


28.	The current three surgeries are adequate       





Grouping of Results


into topics by SW





Landscape = 1


Services = 2 


Character = 1





Landscape = 1





All Landscape = 1











5, 6, 7 are all C-reduction / Renewables = 3








Housing = 4





C- red, Renewables = 3





Housing = 4





Housing = 4


Housing = 4








Design Guide = 5





Housing =4


Housing = 4








Housing = 4


Housing = 4


Housing = 4


Housing = 4


Housing = 4





Commercial = 6








Overdevelopment = 7


Transport = 8





Transport = 8


Parking = 9








