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

at Tedburn St Mary Village Hall, 10.45 on 26th November 2013

Present:  JS, CH, JA + Jo Widdecombe, Angela Warwick and Catherine Loveday (Chartered Town Planner. Lecturer UWE. Newly joined Planning Aid England)

1. Introduction

JW is currently helping 14 NDP groups. The programme is now closed till next April, so this load should not increase. 
We reviewed ‘where we are’. Q2 distributed to electors and some others (mostly second home owners). We have good ‘real time analysis’ of the quantitative information that is coming in. We are also capturing comments in word files (one per respondent). 
2. Stakeholder Engagement (discussion around CH document – appended)
2.1
Individuals

Q2 is capturing their opinions. 

2.2 Local Businesses 

We already have a preliminary list but:

(i) Need to identify which businesses (and groups) to contact. 
(ii) Also need to have some advice re: best approach for engagement. 
Advice from AW – Do a blanket mailshot. The mailshot could consist of a covering letter together with a copy of the normal Q2. The respondent could be told to fill this in the questionnaire from a business perspective Analysis of ‘resident questionnaires’ and ‘business questionnaires’ could be done separately. This is a robust approach.
We should publicise that we are consulting businesses and say that if they haven’t had a questionnaire, please contact us. We could also suggest that business folk draw in other business people that they know.

It was also suggested that if we have consulted every household (including those that work from home), we only need to contact businesses that have owners outside the Roseland. 
JW thought that we should probably contact big, obvious businesses and make contact with smaller businesses by invitation (Roseland Mag, Roseland Online and website). 

We were advised that there is no right or wrong way to do this. It is a matter of judgement. We MUST record what we have done and the reasons for the approach we have taken. 

2.3 Government Organisations, Quangos etc

JW/AW thought that we should not try to contact such organisations at a ‘strategic/national level’. They won’t respond. JW thought it best for us stick to the (local) people who own (or use) land in the Roseland.

AW thought that any organisations that operate physically on the Roseland (including the NT and English Heritage) should be considered in the same way as businesses above. Doctors’ surgeries could also be considered as businesses, as could Harbourmasters, Schools (through Head Teachers) and pre-Schools. 
JW/AW thought that other large organisations that we have a statutory duty to consult could be contacted later when we have results from Q2 or even at the Draft Plan stage. 

JS proposed (and it was agreed) that people with local knowledge should be asked to generate a list using the criteria set out above, and that a letter (and maybe questionnaire) should be circulated to businesses etc asap. Later (in the New Year) we could publicise this interaction and ask any business or organisation to contact us if they’d like to get involved. Once again, we will need to record what we have done why.  

3. Community Engagement Plan and Consultation Statement
CH has produced a draft Community Engagement Plan which is being updated as we go along. He is also working on developing out Consultation Statement. He asked for advice re: style and length of the latter document.

JW said that the Community Engagement Plan can be relatively informal. A few pages of bullet points would be OK. We need to amend the document periodically and make sure that it is clear. 
We also need Consultation Statement. JW/AW thought that we could follow the Tattenhall example (20 pages plus appendices). We need to justify what we’ve done (who what when how). We will need to remember to say clearly what changes we made after the 6 week consultation (of the Draft Plan). This statement could include the ‘procedures’ that JA is writing (eg re: gathering and analysis of Q1 and Summer event data; production and analysis of Q2). AW volunteered to review our Statement for us.
4. Moving Forward

4.1 Thanks
We need to thank people for their input (in Jan) and JW/AW said that we could indicate that the next time they will hear from us would be if we need opinions re: specific issues and then when we have produced the Draft Plan. (Note: the MT intends to be more interactive than this throughout the process.) 
4.2 Process

· Need Mission Statement for The Plan (which we have). 

· Need a set of objectives to be achieved through The Plan(derived from Q2)  (may need extra input here and there in ‘troublesome’ areas where responses were not clear.
· Need to set up an appropriate number of working groups for specific Plan areas to enhance the evidence base, to identify options and work up proposals once Q2 results are analysed. Working groups can be quite small (even 1 person). They need detailed briefs and tight reporting/management by the MT. The MT members need to be involved for best coordination.
· Policy writing comes later, once options have been considered and objectives set.
· All along the way, we have to make judgements and explain why we have done what we have done. 
AW thought that where responses to Q2 were unambiguous, working groups wouldn’t be needed. On the other hand, JW thought that we might need groups for each Plan objective to gather data to support options. 

JW said that producing the Draft Plan might ‘be quite quick’ (3 months?). Certainly it could be ready before June.
JW will get us information from Rob Lacey re: best practice for working groups and option formulation.
4.3 Sites for Building Development / Affordable Housing
There was a discussion about the number of affordable houses we will need to incorporate into The Plan and about the best way to ensure development takes place in the places which minimise the effect on the landscape.

JS asked about the value of detailed Landscape Character Assessment. JW thought that LCA for the whole Roseland would be time consuming to carry out and that it would not be robust enough to stand up to pressure from developers.
JW pointed out that if we don’t get an NDP in place asap, and if the Cornwall Local Plan is not adopted for some time, we would be reliant on Carrick Saved Policies to ‘protect us’ from being subject to a ‘general NPPF approach’ which might lead to unwanted development. She and AW thought that it would be best to take the following approach:

1. Accept the Homechoice register data or, possibly, a figure for affordable houses agreed with Cornwall Council.
2. Call for land (actually buildings for conversion, brownfield, greenfield sites, depending on the outcome of Q2).
3. Allocate sites using a very robust approach to site assessment.
This approach would keep the Roseland’s future ‘in our own hands’.
If the Parishes won’t accept the Homechoice Register numbers (or numbers agreed with the Council), then there are only 2 other options:

1. Do our own Housing Needs Survey (which would take time, would undoubtedly be contentious and which might result in larger numbers than those in the Homechoice Register.
2. Argue for what we consider to be realistic numbers based on a critical assessment of the Homechoice Register data. They pointed out that this approach had been tried by Lanner but they had lost the case through lack of detailed evidence.
In both cases, we would still have to do the call for land (etc) and site assessment steps.
AW also mentioned that because our Q1 data showed that there was a serious interest in building affordable homes for locals only, we should ask Rob Lacey about allocation rights (which would allow this). 
4. Actions

JW will get us relevant documents, including one from Cheddar where they took the approach recommended in 4.3 above.

JS to clarify the councils position re. affordable housing/development and LCA’S.  

There will be another meeting of the MT with JW, AW and KL on Friday 10th Jan at Tedburn St Mary at 10 am to discuss Questionnaire results.

There will be a meeting with SG on 20th Jan (5pm to 8 pm) to prepare for next part of the process. 
There may be a site assessment workshop on a Saturday in early February.
MEETING CLOSED AT 13.10

