Salehurst and Robertsbridge Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
Meeting at 7.30 PM Tuesday 12 July 2016 at the Youth Centre

Minutes
Present: Stephen Hardy, Judy Rogers, Sean O’Hara, Jeremy Knott, Karen Ripley, Nick Greenfield, Alexander Church, Sue Prochak, Tamara Strapp, Peter Davies, Lesley Smith, Martin Bates. 

1.
Apologies: Sheila Brazier (who is unwell)  Cllr.G Brown and Ruth Augarde/Hardy.

2.
Declarations of Interest. SH said his position as chair of the Parish Council Planning Committee would prevent him participating in any discussion on the Grove Farm planning application.  JR  and LS both declared personal interests in the Grove Farm application.  There were no other declarations.

3.
Minutes of previous meeting on 14 June. SO’H said he had brought amendments to the meeting not for circulation later as recorded in the minutes. Subject to this amendment the minutes were agreed. ACTION: LS to amend previous minutes.

4.
Green Spaces: MB introduced the Local Green Spaces paper. He highlighted the importance of the mapping, omitted from the draft plan, and raised several other changes from the original draft.  A number of amendments were discussed. PD said the sub-committee’s proposals needed the endorsement or otherwise of the full SG.  Subject to the proposed amendments the list of spaces was agreed. ACTION: MB noted the various proposed amendments and will rework the draft for recirculation.

5.
Discussion of Draft Plan: 

a) JR raised HO2 and asked about housing allocations.  If the preferred sites did not deliver would other sites be found from within the existing development boundary? SH said he was concerned about the absence of any review mechanism and would raise this with Donna Moles. JH pointed out that HO3 wrongly included Country Crafts and that the numbers did not add up.  It was agreed that there should be a footnote showing that the 17 dwellings on the Culverwells site were to be allowed against our 155 minimum bringing the target down to a minimum of 138.  There were also 6 completions to be included. We also agreed there needed to be a footnote covering the possibility that Country Crafts might again be considered against our total should the current plan for 5 units fall through.

b) JR raised car parking spaces in IN1.  It was agreed the draft plan statement was wrong.  We needed to follow the wording supported in the questionnaire on numbers of allocated spaces per bedroom and a suggested 1 unallocated space for every 2 units.  SO’H suggested that IN1 should include the phrase “Any new development may not rely on existing off-road parking.” This was agreed.

c) JR said there was only a map of the existing development boundary. Her proposal that there needed to be one of the proposed new boundary was agreed.

d) JK raised concern over the total units included in the draft and asked whether the sites listed were in priority order.  He questioned the draft’s use of a “minimum” number which left us vulnerable to a developer pushing for more units than we would like. We agreed we needed to revisit the list of preferred sites (since recirculated).  Suggested language was that “We would expect the following sites would meet the 155 target subject to meeting other criteria in the NP.”

e) JK raised the single reference to the Darvell community (10% of the village) in the unfortunate context only of housing for the elderly.  ACTION: It was agreed SH would look at appropriate language.  It was also agreed we needed to make the various references to housing for the elderly clearer: bulleting the different types of accommodation mentioned.

f) KR said she was concerned that the maps were not good, nor were they titled.  MB added that they did not scale: aspect ratios were wrong.  KR  confirmed that the NP would have to be approved by the Parish Council in an extra meeting: it could not be done by email.

g) AC was concerned that there was no complete list of the sites which had been looked at and were not on the preferred list.  Those excluded and details of the process to arrive at the listing should be in an annex.  He also thought it odd that the Vision Statement first appeared on p.16.  It was agreed there was a great deal of preamble which might sit better in an annex and that the paper would benefit from an executive summary and a more prominent position for the vision statement.

h) SH raised EC4 and assets of community value. The Mission room should be excluded as it was now to be developed.  We would need the formal title of the Club which should not now feature in the list of possible sites to be developed.  (ACTION: SO’H.) It was agreed that the list of assets should include the four pubs (the Ostrich, the Halt, the George and the 7 Stars) as well as the car park and the public conveniences.

i) SP wanted the selection of photos better to represent all aspects of the village and not just the picturesque.  Modern Robertsbridge and e.g. solar panels should feature.  KR raised the absence of any pictures which had been done by village children which we had wanted included.

j) TS said that she judged that EC5’s reference to rural businesses being “permitted so far as re-use or conversion is concerned” was too restrictive.  It was agreed “encouraged would better reflect the intended policy.  There was a discussion of the use of “local” in IN4 as opposed to “parish and inter-parish”.  It was agreed “local” was acceptable. 

k) PD was concerned there was only one reference to permeable parking In reference to community facilities).  The environment group had wanted its use in new schemes wherever possible given Robertsbridge’s significant flood risk.  This was agreed.  He also raised reference to EU standards referred to in the draft.  Given uncertainty over Brexit it was agreed the paper should refer to existing EU norms or their equivalent.

l) MB had submitted a number of suggested amendments. He raised IN3 where new infrastructure would only be supported in or adjacent to the built up area boundary (BUAB).  We might well want infrastructure improvements away from the BUAB (e.g. new mobile phone masts etc).  It was agreed that bullet point 4 was unhelpful unless there was very good reason for its inclusion not immediately apparent.  He also was concerned about the blanket ban on culverts in IN8.  ACTION: PD to draft language better reflecting environment group’s determination that developers should not use culverts simply to pass on flooding to others rather than using proper SUDS schemes.

m) It was agreed that we relied on the consultants to produce a professional document with consistent use of language (e.g. a single way of referring to the parish) and consistent formatting.  ACTION: SH to discuss with consultants.

6.
SH raised the public consultation process after the Parish Council’s eventual approval of any plan.  He thought this could not be before September.  Hard copies will also be made available in some places (e.g. Judges) addition to being available online.  ACTION: members of the SG to email SH if they can represent the SG in explaining the plan with specific parts of the community.  

7.
SH said the discussion had highlighted the importance of the various core documents on which we had all worked to underpin the plan.

8.
The new Grove Farm planning application will come before the village planning committee on 4 August.

9.
LS briefed on the traffic survey that 5 villagers had carried out on George Hill that day.  They had been there from 0650 to 1750.  This had highlighted that the road was inadequate for two lines of parked cars and two lanes of traffic now let alone after development.  (A copy of the survey results is attached to these minutes.)

10.
SH has been informed that the owner of the Mill Site is consulting Rother and the Environment Agency over a further revised proposal and expects to come back with amendments shortly.

11. DONM: there will be no meeting on 26 July and the next meeting is now due on 9 August: same time and place.

