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

In Circuit House, Truro at 10.00am on 3rd August 2015
Present: Jon Smith, John Adams and Sue Wagstaff (Management Team) Rob Lacey (Planning - Cornwall Council)

The MT had requested a meeting with RL to clarify/discuss the following issues, but RL started the meeting by reporting recent contact from an individual questioning adequate communication to the public on the RNDP and referendum. JA offered to send RL a list, together with copy documents, of all communications within the past month.
RL also reported good news regarding affordable housing in that Cornwall Council had recently been involved in a high court action which has succeeded in blocking the government’s proposal to remove the affordable housing requirement for developments of under 10 houses.
1. Article 4/Solar panels/CAMPs

JA referred to a recent flurry of emails regarding roof mounted solar panels in conservation areas. As it has been established that they are not prohibited and policy CR3 reflects the wishes of the community would the council support an Article 4 direction through the CAMP? RL explained that previously Article 4 directions had to be agreed by the Secretary of State but this had now changed. The council would consider if specific (i.e. would require separate ones for each conservation area) although they will incur costs, and RL agreed to send JA details of the supporting evidence required.
2. Permitted development – size of developments

JA explained that this was raised on a regular basis at the PAG meetings and it would be useful to have some guidance. RL explained that there had been recent changes to permitted development rights and it was difficult to generalise as consideration was given on a ‘case by case’ basis. RL suggested qualify any guidance with ‘up to the case officer’ but agreed to provide some guidance on the various considerations for the PAG.
3. Permitted development – agricultural buildings – prior approval period/CD3
JA explained that to enable policy CD3 to be enforced the MT need to be aware when prior approval requests are submitted to facilitate a response within the 30 day period. RL suggested, and it was agreed, this be raised with the dedicated planning officers at the forthcoming meeting (see 9 below) 

4. Impact of Local plan on CR3, HO4 and CR2

JA referred back to the recent planning appeal where it was stated that although RNDP policies are in general conformity with the Local Plan they will be overridden by the Local Plan when adopted and the MT’s main concerns were over the above policies. RL confirmed that the RNDP will still be in general conformity with the Local Plan when adopted and will still carry significant weight. On the specific policies:

HO4 – RL referred to a comment of the inspector on the Local Plan recommending referral to the viability of areas. On this basis the Roseland would be 100% affordable, ‘building only enough open market houses to make the affordable housing viable’. On the subject of previously developed land, RL confirmed that Cornwall Council were advertising for sites and that it was hoped to have a national register of such sites as part of the forthcoming housing bill. JA enquired whether the RNDP could advertise for such sites and RL suggested could create own register and update annually. However any site must be carefully assessed as to whether it is suitable, available and deliverable and RL agreed to send JA details of these definitions.
CR2 – RL suggested the MT meet with Dan Nicholls to discuss the differences between the RNDP policy and the Local Plan on wind turbines
CR3 has been covered in 1 above
5. Roseland Design Guide

JA explained that since the examiner had required all mention of the Roseland Design Guide be removed from the Plan policies the MT had concerns over the status/weight of a subsequently produced guide as an SPD. RL explained that the adopted sections of the Carrick Design Guide were given serious consideration and if this was replaced by a Roseland Design Guide this would be given similar consideration as a successor. However RL confirmed that if the document was to be adopted by Cornwall Council a full consultation would need to take place. JS and JA explained that as an alternative they had been advised to retain the adopted sections but to elaborate/demonstrate preferences by the use of photos/examples – RL suggested this could be achieved using the website and as not an SPD would not require council adoption.
6. CAMP

JS enquired whether one CAMP document could be produced for the Roseland with specific policies for each area. It was agreed that this would be very bulky and although similar in some respects all areas are different so should have individual plans. JA enquired whether RL would be able to assist in drafting the policies and although RL agreed he explained that as an SPD the CAMP cannot have policies, only advice/preferences. They must be strongly connected to the RNDP but can elaborate on the detail and need a basis in evidence.
JS enquired about the process to change a conservation area boundary. RL stated that if it was felt an area or building were important enough to warrant extension must provide justification and evidence of consultation. On the question of consultation, JA asked for clarification of the extent i.e. just specific conservation area or whole parish or whole of Roseland? RL confirmed this was not prescribed but recommended including the whole parish.

RL explained that SPD’s no longer go through examination, just the council processes, but no SPDs can be adopted until the Local Plan is adopted which could be in mid-2016. The MT felt this should not conflict with the CAMP project timeline.
7. Document storage

JS and JA asked if there were any rules and regulations regarding retaining documentation, both electronic and physical, connected with the production of the RNDP. RL confirmed there were no statutory requirements but would check and report back. However he recommended shredding documents which identified contributors for data protection. JS asked for clarification as to whether the relevant date was the referendum, or when the Plan was adopted by the council – RL to check.
JA suggested could transfer electronic records to 2 external hard drives and store separately.
8. Housing numbers

JA explained that at the recent Bowling Green appeal the inspector had expressed surprise that the RNDP had not carried out an independent housing survey and JA expressed concern that unless the ‘correct’ numbers were established this could be a recurring problem. JA asked RL whether the RNDP should carry out a survey or base on the Home Choice register. RL confirmed that when the Local Plan is adopted there will be changes to the Home Choice register which will bring down the existing numbers but agreed that the MT should arrange a meeting with Nick Marsden who can breakdown the figures. JS agreed to arrange the meeting. 

JS reported that the Cornwall CLT had recommended against carrying out a needs survey prior to finding possible development sites as this tends to raise expectations.
9. Meeting with Nigel Doyle

RL confirmed that 2 planning officers had been allocated to the Roseland and both have worked in and have experience of the area – Martin Woodley (who has in the past been a conservation officer and worked on the Carrick Design Guide) and Jackie Byatt. It was agreed a meeting should be set up for the MT to meet them and that RL would email some suitable dates. It was agreed not to publicise their identities until after the meeting.
10. Referendum letter
JS asked RL to comment on a draft letter to be distributed in the week before the referendum – RL approved.

Meeting closed at 11.40am
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