Minutes of a meeting commencing at 7.30 pm on Monday 23rd August 2016

Present: Ian Frankland, Chris Sidle, Ed Stentiford, and  Martin Ward
Purpose of the meeting to consider the responses to consultation on the Neighbourhood Plan. It was agreed that each of the responses would be considered in turn.

The Coal Authority – no comments
Ian Mackay

1.​Timing/risks – we are keeping up to date with SAP. The latest published proposal showed no change to SHLAA for Bardsey. Therefore the risks of proceeding before a final SAP are minimal.
2.​Basic Conditions

Checking on conformity with basic conditions statement
a) Having regard to national policies – 

IM stated that our NP ‘generally have regard to the provisions of the NPPF’.
Energy efficiency is covered by national requirements, and on site generation and community generation was considered at this juncture to not be appropriate for Bardsey.
b) The making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement of sustainable development
Projects are included in the existing plan, but a note will be added to the bottom of p14 ‘the PC anticipates that the receipt of monies under the CIL scheme will contribute financially to these projects’.

c) That making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority.

2.5​​ – Apparent endorsement of the NP and no changes required


2.6 - Apparent endorsement of the NP and no changes required. ​​ 
d) The making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations.
2.7 - Apparent endorsement of the NP and no changes required. ​​
3.
General and other Comments

· ‘May wish to provide more information on who the key stakeholders are and how they have been involved’ – covered by the consultation statement
· ‘Be careful not to place too much emphasis on questionnaire results’ – we consider we have an appropriate level of use of questionnaire results.
Biodiversity

We consider we have enough detail in the Plan to cover this issue.

Urban Design

Add the reference to ‘Building for Tomorrow Today’ (BFTT) Sustainable Design and Construction SPG to Appendix 4 and put on the web site.
Page 28 Policy BE5 – we consider that the policy and the existing Plan covers the points raised by IM with no additional map required.  

Page 29 Policy H1 – the decision was taken not to include specific sites. 

P35 Greenspace and new footpaths – Bardsey is a predominantly ‘green’ village and all footpaths go through green areas which form a habitat corridor. 
The use of “we” – the SC will look at this but the sentence used as an example by IM seems to be from another document not the Bardsey NP. 
Repetition  - Considered by the SC to be at an acceptable level
Photographs, maps and plans - Apparent endorsement of the NP and no changes required
Proposals map – Uncertain what is meant by this and the SC consider the existing maps cover our needs
‘Future-proofing’ - Add  ‘at the time of submission' to para 5 of the Foreword. Check for other future proofing needs.
“Will seek to” – The SC consider is stronger than ‘should’ and it is not appropriate to change the NP
Non-designated heritage assets – The SC were not sure what was meant and will refer to Clifford’s NP which was thought to cover this.
The meeting adjourned at 9.30 and will re-convene at 7pm on Wednesday 24th August 2016.
For consideration on 25th 

4.
Specific Comments on the Draft Planning Policies

Policy LRE1 ‘Conserving historic rural character’

· Covers a lot and may be better to break up. For example, a separate policy on views.

· A bit vague. Replicates Core Strategy policies to some extent. Might not want to reflect the character of its immediate locality if existing is poor. Need to identified exact skyline locations.
Policy LRE2 ‘Enhancing the public rights of way network’

· Reference to “new development will protect intended routes…” needs a rethink.

· Perhaps cautious about new development protecting “the intended routes of new footpaths”. Not sure what this really means. Should it allow for the provision of routes through new development sites instead ?
Policy LRE3 ‘Biodiversity, conservation and enhancement’

· Positive worded condition. LCC have policies to protect habitats, etc.

· See general comments on ‘biodiversity’
BE1 ‘High quality building design’ 

· Reference to “respect the original design” includes design that may not be high quality. Don’t want to respect scale and character of existing buildings if they are poor quality.

BE2 ‘Improving streets and street scene’ 

· replace “will” with ‘should’

· exclude areas outside the parish

· unclear what is “unnecessary street signage” 

· Need to clarify what “village gateways” are. Perhaps need to clarify what type of new development this policy is aimed at. It’s not buildings as this is covered by BE1.

BE3 ‘Managing car parking’

· Delete reference to “as a rule”.

· Perhaps the word “dedicated” should be removed or the sentence reworded.

· Don’t think we could insist on 2 parking spaces if the new housing development was a smaller unit for example (1 bed).

· Unclear what is meant by on-road parking bays (for new development sites – if they envisage any new housing sites) as it wouldn’t be existing streets 

BE4 ‘Maintaining dark villages’ 

· Although ‘watered down’ from previous versions it is not entirely within remit of planning policy. However, part ii is OK.

· This would not usually require planning permission. It maybe something that could come from new housing development is they are built to adoptable standards. But any s38 Agreement (Highways Adoption) could seek to avoid street lighting (Park Lane Homes site off Woodacre Green in Bardsey).
BE5 ‘Integrating green infrastructure’ 

· This is largely aspirational 

· A plan would be helpful

· Question meaning of “optimum multi functionality’.

H1 ‘New housing’ 

· This is fairly unclear, wordy and restrictive – previously discussed with steering group and welcome further discussion on revised policy.

· What is meant by “extraordinary event of a green belt exception site being proposed? Does this mean that if a green belt site for housing is proposed adjacent to the existing settlement boundary (which there are plenty of sites) then it would be appropriate ? Green Belt policy in the NPPF is very strong relating to development in the Green Belt.

· ii. All new development might not be able to achieve this.

· iii. Seems to impose a ban on all development in garden sites. Some garden sites, if developing sensitively, may be entirely appropriate.

· iv. I wonder what is meant by brownfield sites not being available.

H2 ‘Housing size and type’

· Repetition between i and ii – reference should be made to ‘most up to date assessments’ rather than “the housing needs survey”

· Policy H4 of the Core Strategy relates to housing mix. Second part is more aspirational.

H3 ‘Supporting sustainable development’ 

· Most of this can only be aspirational.

H4 ‘Scale of development’

· Policy should refer to ‘should seek to’ rather than “Support will be given”

· Might not want new housing development to reflect their surroundings, if surroundings are poor.

E1 ‘Small business development’

· Generally too wordy and restrictive.

· Home working would not ordinarily require planning permission, provided it is ancillary to the dwelling. Not sure if we can prevent changes of use from existing businesses unless they can prove it to be unviable. Not sure if they are really any business premises in Bardsey anyway.

Policy E2 ‘Farm diversification’

· Broadly OK but already covered by NPPF and other CS policies.

Policy E3 ‘Redundant Buildings’

· Shouldn’t this read “proposals for the conversion of redundant buildings” ?  Not sure why this policy is here and what it is seeking to achieve.

Policy CF1 ‘Retaining key community services and facilities’ 

· Delete ii

· Aspirational. Not sure if this would prevent the redevelopment of say the village shop or the sports club if an application was submitted.
CF2 ‘Local Green Spaces’

· The policy should designate appropriate sites as Local Green Space.

· It is not entirely clear where the sites listed in Table 2 are therefore they should be plotted on a plan and detailed boundary plans should be produced for each site. 

· More detailed assessments of each site should be included (may be in an appendix) which clearly justify the Local Green Space designation.  Useful guidance on what can be identified as Local Green Space is contained in the Planning Practice Guidance Note http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space/local-green-space-designation/ which is based on para 77 of the NPPF http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/delivering-sustainable-development/8-promoting-healthy-communities/#paragraph_77. Local Green Space designation must be used for reasons set out in the NPPF and not to resist development.  In particular a site must be “demonstrably special to a local community and hold a particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife.”  The Open Space Society has produced some useful guidance notes which can be found at http://www.oss.org.uk/what-we-do/protecting-open-space/ and  http://www.oss.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/C20-Local-Green-Space-Designation.pdf
· Green space can be designated in the Green Belt.However, Green Belt provides a high level of protection therefore it should be questioned whether a green space designation would be justified and appropriate, especially where there is no public access and no intention to develop the site.

· Sites listed in Table 2 - Without an annotated plan it is difficult to identify where these sites are and therefore to make specific comments.  The designation of each site should be supported by an assessment.  Some are identified as green space in the Site Allocations Plan e.g. Hetchell Woods, Hellpot Woods, Bardsey Primary School, and therefore are protected however they can still be designated Local Green Space in the neighbourhood plan.

· More detailed comments will be provided on each once the boundaries are clear.

We would encourage a meeting once the parish council has had a chance to consider all the representations made and to assist with any changes to the plan if needed.

