Minutes of Meetings of Roseland NDP Management Team

at County Hall on 25th March 2014 and Circuit House on 28th March 2014

(A)
Meeting at 3 pm on 25th March

Present: Sarah Arden, Jon Smith, John Adams, Colin Hastings
1. Strategic Environmental Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal

· SA will arrange to screen our Plan (end of May?) for the need to do a full SEA. Hopefully, this will not be required.
· A full Sustainability Appraisal will not be required but SA explained that the MT/SG could assess our proposed policies against a checklist (+ve, 0, -ve level of impact). We would have to produce a short narrative to explain the process we use. SA and Daniel Black could act as external assessors of the process.

2. Projects

· SA explained that it would be advantageous to have a list of potential projects that come out pof the Plan process. Potentially, there could be EU finding.

3. Affordable Housing

· There was discussion of a possible approach - set hard settlement boundaries and planning permission would be by exception outside those boundaries - could then be limited to AH. 
4. Level of Help

· SA committed to give us 1/2 day a week for the next 2-3 months to help us get the Plan over the line.
· SA also agreed to have Planning Officers road test the draft Plan (in June?) to find any errors, gaps, inconsistencies etc.  
(B)
Meeting at 10 am on 28th March
Present: Sarah Arden, Nick Marsden, Dan Nicholls, Jon Smith, Colin Hastings, John Adams
1. Affordable Housing

· NM explained about the 2 levels (affordable rental (Bands A-D) and intermediate (Band E)) and the fact that the first requires houses of high set standard which can probably not be provided by conversion or change of use from holiday lets etc, while the second does not require such high standards, making these approaches feasible.

· NM explained also that the approaches the community want might be non-feasible economically. He suggested that lifting of holiday let conditions, or open market building, might provide 'off-site contributions' that could help fund affordable housing. 

· We discussed 'new models' rather than the normal cross-subsidy approach. Possible components include the 'Barry Lewis' 100% affordable approach (provided expectations of land values could be lowered or 'pegged in some way'); the possibility of a social funding approach; the involvement of a Community Land trust (JS was given Alan Fox's contact details); renovation/brownfield for band E and small scale, edge of village/hamlet approach for bands A,B, C etc). We were encouraged to map out possible scenarios. NM could then evaluate them for us and provide useful input. In his opinion, our solution may well involve a mix of approaches.

2. Carbon Reduction / Renewable energy    
· From our Q2 data, DN recognised that the people on the Roseland are not against renewables but are against damaging the landscape. The environmental impact assessment done for Cornwall Council is in agreement that the Roseland is not suitable for large scale energy devices. DN thought that the Council would not expect any wind turbines on the Roseland except, maybe, 'tiny' ones on farms. Any solar panels would have to be very well hidden / screened. 

· Site assessment tools will be provided in future to ensure that decisions are made consistently. 

· DN thought that since we can't look into the future well, we should have criteria in our plan that are aimed at the problems, ie deleterious effect on landscape, noise etc so that they are 'future proof'. 

· DN was of the opinion that the Plan should, perhaps, change the focus away from turbines/solar to making energy supply to houses/communities more resilient and also lower cost. He thought that this might give impetus to potential projects of value to the Community. 

3. Agricultural Buildings - Permitted Development      
· SA confirmed that for construction, excavation etc related to agriculture, farmers do not (in most circumstances) require planning permission. However, building or changes to access do require notification to the Council regarding approval of siting, appearance, design. The Council have 28 days in which to respond: otherwise the construction can go ahead.  

· The Council does not appear to have used their ability to influence the outcome. SA will check whether it is legally acceptable for The Plan to include a policy to strengthen this approval process or, if not, what other avenues could be available.

4. Policy Selection for The Plan

· SA volunteered to take the data we have from the Community and our draft vision and objectives and suggest suitable policies that may be of use to us.
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