Minutes of Closed Meeting of Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) Management Team

at Little Treviles 10.00am on 17th October 2014
Present: Jon Smith, John Adams, Colin Hastings 
Apologies: Sue Wagstaff

1. Minutes

The minutes of the meeting held on 2nd October 2014 were approved and signed by the Chairman.
2. Matters arising

None.
3. Meetings with Consultants - Rob Lacey, Sarah Arden (C Council) and James Evans (AONB Unit) 
· Short notes from these meetings are appended.

· A letter is expected from Sarah Arden after the discussion between C Council and Natural England (Tuesday 21st October).

· It was agreed that JA would incorporate the changes agreed during the meetings with the consultants (in blue). 

· It was agreed that the MT would assess the final input from Rob Lacey (expected 21st October) and make a decision about incorporation or not.

· It was agreed that we would incorporate the text from the Tamar valley Management Plan (concerning Major Developments) in the Glossary.

4.
Future of Cornwall AONB
We agreed that JS would make a submission to Cornwall council re: their proposal to withdraw funding from the AONB unit.
5.
Support from Planning Aid

· JS has received assurances that Planning Aid England will continue to support us through critical assessments of documents etc.
· Jo Widdecombe has sent our 88 page document (Assessment of Responses to Consultation) to NPIERS for comment. 

· JW will also be sent the late submissions for an opinion.

6. Ministerial Visit 
· Arrangements for the visit of Stephen Williams, DCLG in late October were discussed.

· With the very limited time we have (1 hour or so), we agreed that the discussion should involve the MT rather than the SG.
7. SG Meeting on 29th October 2014

· We agreed that 'everything we have' needs to be put on the table for the SG.
· An agenda and Chair's Report will be sent out on 24/25th.
· On Monday 27th we will email out whatever parts of the Plan that have been modified. Hard copies will be taken to the meeting.
8.
Parish Councils

· JS is updating Parish Councils regularly (every monthly meeting) and this will continue.

· They are being told that we are doing everything possible to get 'over the line' and that we 'should' be able to submit before Christmas.

9.
Printing
· We discussed the quotes that we have for documents that will need printing before the end of the year. We agreed that JA needed to get new quotes for:

- Assessment of Consultation Responses - 88 pages =44 sides x 50 copies


- Final Plan - 64 pages = 32 sides x 50 copies
10. Consultation Statement

· We discussed the layout, content and 'who does what'.

· JA will produce a list of all documents relating to consultation that can be put on a relevant section of the website.

· JS will produce text (and get other text from Julian German).

· CH will insert new material at the beginning re: philosophy and will update/expand the document.

11. Any Other Business

· CH will produce (before the end of the month) a draft brief for the CUC volunteer on energy matters.

· Next meeting scheduled (tentatively) for Thursday 23rd October (10 am Little Treviles).

Summary of Meetings with Consultants

w/b 12th October 2014

A.
MEETING WITH ROB LACEY - 14.10.2014 (Present: RL, JA, JS)

We went through the points highlighted in our Assessment of Responses (V6 - 02.10.2014) as requiring conversations with Cornwall Council Planning Dept PLUS some other matters.

· One useful addition (new page 3) would be a short summary listing the comments that came up a significant number of times and explain our response....then into the detailed part of the document.

· Page 4, input 25 - not sure that it is reasonable to ask for soil tests to distinguish grades 3a and 3b for very small development. Depends purely on cost (which we need to check).

· Page 5, input 34 - We do not need to have a policy specifically about every issue (eg phone masts) which are, in any case, covered generally by our policies and in the Local Plan and the NPPF. In our Important Notes (new page before policy section) we could say that infrastructure projects should be read in the context of Commercial Development. Advised against insertion of 'Use Classes'.

· Page 6, input S9 - Advice was that our policies are somewhat restrictive but not overly so, ie the comments are slightly 'over the top'. We should, however, make sure that our policies are worded as positively as possible.

· Pages 6&7, input 24 - response should be in same vein as above. rather than saying (here and elsewhere) that 'this is what the community want' is to say that the type of development proposed is in response to the community's 'high quality landscape agenda', meaning that development is likely to be smaller scale to conserve our special, intimate, small scale characteristics of the Roseland'.

· Page 8, input 38 - in the Consultation Statement give more detail of the efforts to get NT more involved and about the input in the consultation period. 

· Page 8, input 40 - general query about whether we need to say more about tourism in our text? 

· Page 11, input 44 - Full time residency. Council concern expressed re: HO8 BUT it was thought that we should leave the policy in, (possibly) refer to the Lyn Plan, and wait for the examiner's view. OK to mention Sustainable Communities Act.  

· PAGE 11, INPUT S10 - undesignated heritage assets - flag as a possible appendix to Roseland Design Guide and Conservation Area Management Plan. 

· Page 16, input 18 -  we should say something about getting the mix of house size right and encourage mobility but also use the phrase 'lifetime housing'.

· Page 22, input 8 - re: communication - we should emphasise all the routes we used for communication and point out our 30% response rate. Considerable detail needs to be given in the Consultation statement. 

· Page 25, input 31 - leave as is.

· Page 37, input S5 - Use the wording from the Tamar Valley Management Plan in the text (not in a policy) here and also in an Important Note before the Policy Section.

· Page 48, input 1 - Reword Policy LA4 to cover Sea Defences and Shoreline Structures (partly done but the 'job needs to be finished'.

· Page 57, input 34 - Discussed the wording of HO2 & HO3. Suggested that in our explanatory text we should make it clear that we would be seeking to negotiate a high % as Affordable Housing. We could try to cover the 'farm worker scenario' using a Section 106 agreement.

· General discussion about Affordable Housing (HO1 - HO7) - We discussed Cornwall Council's lack of enthusiasm for our method of allocating Affordable Housing. Discussion led to the conclusion that there was room for considering both Affordable Housing (in Cornwall Council terms) and Local (Roseland) Needs Housing. RL agreed to attempt to draft some material. 

· Page 58 - NPIERS input - RL agreed to draft some clearer words for the 3 Policies that have a condition about volume expansion (HO3, HO9, CD2). 

· New text before CD1 - RL advised that it could be written in slightly less detail.

· Page 68 - NPIERS input - RL explained that we should insert some extra text in the preamble to CD3. We need to say that, in the prior approval process, if there appear to be issues relating to siting and design (reference the adopted and Roseland Design Guides), then the development will be required to submit for Planning Permission, ie be subject to Policy CD3.        

B.
MEETING WITH SARAH ARDEN - 14.10.2014 (Present: SA, RL, JA, JS)
This meeting focussed on Natural England's stated position that The Roseland Plan (or any other NDP in Cornwall which is located near an SAC) cannot go to examination unless the Local Plan is legally in place. This is despite the facts that:

(i)
The Roseland Plan will not have a significant adverse effect on the matter of concern (effect of increased recreational use of the Fal;

(ii)
Cornwall Council have agreed with Natural England the content of The Local Plan (including the parts that deal with the recreational use of the Fal). 

After considerable discussion, it was agreed that we can submit our Plan, including a Basic Conditions Statement which refers to Cornwall Council's published Assessment that we do not need an SEA, but that unless something changes, the Plan with then be 'stuck' for many months (at least).

Ongoing discussions between Cornwall Council and Natural England may resolve the issue. 

However, JS asked that SA give him a written summary of the situation so that the Steering Group and others understand the situation. SA will provide this in the near future.
C.
MEETING WITH JAMES EVANS - 15.10.2014 (Present: JE, JA, CH, JS)
· Regarding 'major developments' JE advised using the definition/approach in the Tamar Valley Management Plan. It has several advantages, including that of consistency with the Local Plan. He suggested that we could put the relevant page in our Appendices.

· Wind Turbines - the AONB unit does not have a stated maximum turbine height that they think appropriate. They put considerable weight on the sensitivity analysis done by Cornwall Council and would argue on a case-by-case basis. In JE's opinion, the small-scale character of the Roseland would argue against turbines of 'any significant size'. 

JA 16.10.2014      
