Minutes of Meeting of Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) Management Team
at Gerrans Memorial Hall 7pm on 4th March 2015
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JS opened the meeting by explaining the purpose – to learn how each parish council handles planning applications at present and to consider how best to progress the policies in the RNDP. Prior to the meeting JS had circulated a list of 4 questions and these were used as agenda items:

1. How does your parish currently deal with planning applications?
JS accepted that this had been previously discussed at a SG meeting but wanted to clarify the process.
Veryan – Cornwall Council each week send details of planning applications to the parish clerk who allocates each application to the most suitable parish councillor considering location of site and local knowledge. A site visit is carried out including where possible discussions with the applicant and neighbours/effected parties and a report/recommendation is submitted to the parish council who then meet to reach a decision.
St Just – Mainly due to the large number of planning applications received in the parish there is a separate planning committee of 6 councillors and DHu who represents St Mawes and St Just Society and acts as a consultant drawing on his experience to advise on technical and legal issues. If the parish clerk believes there could be a problem with an application it is allocated to 3 of the committee members to consider and after a decision is reached at a committee meeting this is passed to the parish council. With any potentially contentious application a public meeting is held and the applicant is invited to attend and speak if they so wish. At this meeting the planning committee including DHu give their views and then it is open to the floor however any decision is by vote of the parish council. 

Gerrans – Until recently applications were discussed at parish council meetings, but they now have a subcommittee of 4 councillors who meet when required to consider all applications but they do not visit the site or speak to applicants or neighbours. If the subcommittee cannot reach a decision the application will be discussed at a full parish council meeting.
Ruan Lanihorne – Planning applications are sent by the clerk only to the chairman and then are discussed at parish council meetings. Should an urgent application need a decision prior to a council meeting, the application will be passed round the councillors for comment. No one visits the site and no approach is made to the applicant or the neighbours.

Philleigh – As they have a ‘meeting’ as opposed to a ‘council’ applications are not discussed and any decision/response comes from the chairman. However they have very few applications to consider.
JA commented that the above confirmed his view that all parishes handle in a different way but this is partly driven by the number of applications received in each parish.

2. Does the system work well or are there any problems?
Veryan – The system is democratic but the shortcoming is the difference in individual councillors’ skills/knowledge which effects the report, but this has improved over the years. However, what the county planners are looking for is local input as application of policy should be at county level.
St Just – System works well.
Gerrans – System works but aware do not have knowledge of all relevant policies and lack ability to deal with professional applicants.
Ruan Lanihorne – Works but no planning skills and long winded.

Philleigh – Communication problem due to ‘meeting’ not ‘council’
JS added that having visited all parish councils it was evident that due to the larger number of applications received St Just have a clear structure whereas other parishes have a ‘looser’ system.

3. What help/support do you think will be needed when the Plan starts to be used?
JS explained that once passed at referendum the Plan will be formally adopted by Cornwall Council but already individuals and parish councils are referring to the Plan policies.

Comments from those present:
Skills training would be good but must realise that even if offered may not be accepted. Feel would be preferable for each parish council to have at least one ‘expert’ on the Plan policies.

Possible problem with one ‘expert’ is that others may feel absolved of responsibility.

Be aware that as all councillors are volunteers they may not be receptive to ‘advise’.

Concern that at present very few parish councillors have copies of relevant planning documents so should ensure all have a copy of the Plan (although the final version will not be available until after examination and referendum). General feeling that a minority of parish councillors have read the RNDP. However, all planning documents are available online if people can be bothered to search.

Should have cluster meetings to ensure consistency of approach and application of Plan policies.
Agree with training on how to apply policies. 

Should have more established network on the Roseland to share information and expertise.

Need reference point/advisory body.

Process fine but need upskilling of councillors.

Need training in process.
Information should be made available for those who want it.

Support from the SG members is essential.

JA added that he feels that the parish councils will need assistance with interpretation of the Plan policies to ensure effective use. He agrees there is mileage in networking across the parishes to ensue uniform interpretation and should involve Julian German, planning officers and the AONB if possible. Also need to monitor the performance of the Plan policies.
JS agreed that Julian German should be involved and that there should be a cluster meeting to inform parish councillors about Plan policies. 

4. What would you propose we do to ‘implement the Plan’ effectively?

Meetings are needed but must be focussed with input from the relevant planning person at Cornwall Council to get consistency.
Need a definite offer and timescale when dealing with parish councils, and involve Cornwall Council.

Hold annual reviews of how the Plan is performing.

Hold big launch of Plan after referendum involving someone of note from Cornwall Council.

Choose with care representatives of relevant organisations to be invited to the launch and seek their feedback on the Plan’s performance in a year’s time.

Must not forget applicants, agents and representatives and how they are effected by the Plan – should get their perspective of the Plan.

Should not overplay consistency – celebrate difference.

Even if policies get knocked must ensure always consider the views as expressed by the community.
Be aware cannot influence interpretation of the Plan once adopted – policies have to stand alone.

JS then expressed the view that there should be a group of people with knowledge of planning and the Roseland together with Julian German and representatives from the planning department and AONB who provide what the SG and parish councils have said is needed – consistency of decisions. He also feels should work with the National Trust, and strongly supported the view that must not forget that the Plan is based on the views of the community and all decisions must reflect this otherwise it will lose credibility. Regular monitoring/reviews of the Plans performance are essential.
JA commented that working with Cornwall Council should be of benefit to all parties, and although the preferred option, it was unlikely that there would be planning officers allocated to the Roseland with a good knowledge of the Plan policies.
JA then referred to the Roseland Development Checklist in Appendix K25 of the Plan which is meant to act as a reference document for applicants and parish councils. Not all present were aware of this document but all agreed it would be useful and should be passed to the parish councils.
JS asked when a cluster meeting should be arranged and the consensus was after the referendum.

JS explained that after the minutes of this meeting were available the MT would meet to discuss how to proceed and it was agreed that their proposals should be presented to the SG at the March meeting.

Referendum All agreed that it should be established how people will vote at the referendum, i.e. will there be a postal option, and details should be circulated to the community.
Meeting closed at 8.35pm
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