NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN STEERING GROUP
MINUTES of meeting held on Tuesday May 16,  2017 at the Youth Centre at 7.30 pm.

Present :    Sue Prochak, Stephen Hardy, Judy Rogers, Lesley Smith, Martin Bates, Tamara Strapp, Karen Ripley, Sheila Brazier, Nick Greenfield.

1.  Apologies:   Sean O'Hara, Alexander Church, Jeremy Knott, Ruth Hardy, Peter Davies.
2.  Minutes of previous meeting:  Approved.

3.  Matters arising:  None, although Stephen reminded everybody that it had previously been agreed that henceforth meetings would be called as appropriate, and would not necessarily be  on the second Tuesday of the month.  As much notice as was practically possible would be given.
4.  Declarations of Interest:  Judy, Lesley, Sue and Stephen all declared an interest re the new Grove Farm planning proposal.
5.  Progress with Rother:  Stephen had requested David Marlow to provide a summary of all the responses to the consultation, and this document had been received yesterday.
Sue had attended the full Council meeting at Rother yesterday, at which Cabinet took the decision that the Lead Member for Planning would comment on our submitted Plan under delegated powers, which means it will not be looked at by anybody else.  Sue had declared an interest and pointed out the huge amount of work put in by the Steering Group.  She had tried to put things positively, but said we do face challenges because the District Council had put in so many objections at the late Reg 16 stage, giving us no oppportunity to respond.  She got no reply to the point about the Mill site being expected to provide 100 homes.  They commented that a full planning application for 98 had been received.  The Council's views on the current application and the Neighbourhood Plan seem inextricably entwined.  They are using the Mill site application to say that the NP does not stand up in terms of numbers.  Donna and Sue both said they are different: one is a planning application and one is policy, so the policy should not be thrown out just because they have a planning application they do not like.  It is now up to the Examiner.

Sue also mentioned that Rother have failed to recruit a planning officer in response to two adverts, so they are going to get somebody who is newly qualified and “grow their own”, i.e. get a youngster who will be trained up.
6.  Updates on sites:

(i)  The Mill: Stephen reported on correspondence with Tim Cropper, the agent for the Mill Site, and explained that he has now gone independent from the national firm of Rapleys.  This explains why their application was in the name of Max Mayer (Walter Meyer's son) and not Rapleys.  Stephen had spoken to Tim Cropper last Friday and said that, having looked at the Rother comments,  we need the assurance that the Mill will put in all the work for the Sequential Test which is referred to by Rother, the Environment Agency and ESCC.  We need them to undertake  that work but also Rother have raised a very specific issue about density and have quoted a development area of 1.9 hectares, which means quite high density of 52 homes per hectare.  Stephen had asked what his view of the actual density was.  Stephen read to the meeting relevant extracts from his reply, as follows:
“Sequential and Exception Test:  As we know, the Mill site falls within Flood Zones 1, 2 and 3.  This is not uncommon (particularly for larger scale former industrial sites) and does not mean that development should only be permitted on areas of the site that fall with Zone l.  In cases such as this, the sequential assessment (and exception test) should be undertaken to justify development.
“I have completed an initial draft of my report which will be subject to internal review this week in collaboration with our flood risk consultants UNDA.
“I will forward a copy to you for review once signed off, but at this stage I can tell you that the search area for the exercise comprised Robertsbridge and Salehurst.  On the basis that it would be inappropriate to disaggregate the proposed scheme, competing sites were established on the basis of being able to physically accommodate a broadly similar scale of development.
“A total of three 'competing' sites were identified, namely:
1.  Bishop's Farm

2.  Heathfield Gardens (East and West)

3.  Grove Farm (Phase 1 and 2)
“Whilst these sites represent lower risk options in terms of flooding, they have each been assessed in detail and discounted on the basis of wider sustainability and planning considerations (not least that all three are greenfield locations).  The clear sustainability credentials and benefits associated with regenerating a long term vacant previously developed site also enables us to justify compliance with the Exception Test.
Accordingly, an element of residential development situated within Flood Zone 3 is fully supported in terms of local and national policy.  We will also demonstrate in technical design terms that there will be no increased flood risk (either on site or in the local area) as a result of our development.
“Density: The Council seems to have plucked an arbitrary (and misleading) figure from the air in this regard.  Notwithstanding our view that it is clearly appropriate to include accessible green space amenity areas within the overall site density calculations, we have prepared the attached sketch plan (Ref SK-302).  This outlines the absolute minimum 'hard development' area within the site (and excludes the dormouse mitigation area, the Riverside Park and all land falling within the conservation area).
“This would provide an area of 2.8ha and a resulting density of only 35 units per ha – nowhere near the Council's distorted figure.  This is only slightly above the government minimum target of 30 units per ha for the efficient use of land.  Brownfield sites need to be particularly efficient because of the high cost of reclaiming the land for building.
“In any case, we believe it is appropriate to calculate the overall density on the site as a whole.  If we do this, the density is 22 dwellings per ha (which certainly cannot be described as high).
“Moreover, the Council do not have any adopted planning policy in respect of housing density, so the basis for their assertion is unjustified.
“I could go into further detail, but I trust this provides you with a relatively concise summary of our position and reassures you that we are fully committed and able to deliver the scale of development proposed at the site.”
Stephen pointed out that Tim Cropper's calculations did not exclude the flood plain, which Rother do.  Judy also mentioned that they are including housing for the elderly, which increases density.
Tim Cropper had confirmed that the original proposal of putting in an extra 5 houses at the top of the site was not being pursued in the light of their pre-app discussions with Rother. 

Judy asked whether we would be entitled to go along and speak when the planning application came up for discussion.  Graham Browne would be able to speak, but also Sue felt strongly we should try to get a petition in.  The Parish Council can do this but they have to be within the consultation period.  Karen will check this.  (Karen confirmed that the time to submit a petition had now passed.)
(ii) Vicarage land:  Stephen had heard again from Annette Hawkins, the Vicar, to say that while they are very keen to progress the development they want to replace the Mission Room with a smaller building, which reduces the land available for housing, and the preferred developer has now pulled out.  Stephen had suggested again that they should talk to Harveys to explore the possibility of some of their car park space to improve the access.
Sue and Karen emphasised again that we are not actually required to deliver the sites identified until 2028.  All we need to do is show that they are deliverable within that period.
(iii)  Grove Farm: NB information supplied by the developers to the Parish Council is still confidential at this stage.  They had phoned the Parish Council to ask about a hall to do a public consultation, possibly on a Thursday and Friday late afternoon/evening.  They want to get an application in by the end of May and indicated that they had had pre-app consultations.  Judy raised the question of why Exeter College had previously withdrawn.  Karen had got the impression that it was because they had had two failed applications, and Croudace had done a lot of damage with the way they had dealt with local reactions.

Sue would be able to speak about any planning application, but cannot vote. 
7.  Rother's Reg 16 comments:  Our responses will form the basis of our statement to the Examiner.  Comments which Sean and Jeremy had provided by email were taken into account in the discussions.
EC1
Tamara proposed that we should agree with them and change the wording.  Agreed.
EC2
No comment.
EC3
Employment retention: agreed.
EC4:
Agreed to remove the policy as suggested by Rother.
EC5:
Agreed to add the word “and” after paras 1 and 2.
EC6:
Agree their comments, except not to add in (a).
EC7:
Agree Stephen's amendments, slightly altered: '4 specifically on the Mill site (see map xxx) 
there is made provision for 1200 sq m of employment space on areas which would not be 
suitable for residential uses'.  i.e. accept Rother's wording but with the suggested addition.


NB this would need an explanatory note re the 1300 – 1500 sq m already approved at 
Culverwells.
ED1:
Sue, Nick, Stephen and Karen all declared an interest at this point.  We wanted to make sure 
we had identified the area of greatest need as pre-school.  Therefore it was agreed to go with 
what Rother are saying, but reinstate the sentence struck out about Robertsbridge Children's 
Services.  We need to say that it is not statutory provision we are concerned about.  It is also 
important to make the point that RCS is a charity.
EN2:
We need a dialogue with Rother to ask them to clarify what they mean.  We don't want to be 


used as guinea-pigs.  Stephen will pursue this to explore what would be the wording, and to 
ask for an example of where it has previously been approved.  He will also point out, again,


that Springfield Wood is our millennium wood which was planted by and belongs to the 
Parish.
EN3:
Agreed.
EN4:
Agreed.
EN5: 
Add Stephen's sentence about CO2 and other polluting emissions.
EN6:
(a) agreed.
EN7:
Agreed.
EN8:
Agree Rother's amendment.
EN9:
Agree Rother's amendment.
HO1:
Agree Rother's amendment.
HO2:
Stephen will amend and clarify.
HO3:
No need for Rother's objection any more, since the Sequential Test is on the way and we 
have written confirmation from the developers they will be doing it.
HO4:
No comment.
HO5:
Agreed.
HO6:
Agreed.
HO8:
Agreed.
IN1:
Delete it, and add some supporting documents.
IN2:
Agreed.
IN3)

IN4)
Agreed.

IN5)

IN6)
IN7:
No comment.
IN8:
Agreed.
LE1:
No comment.
LE2:
Accept suggestion (b).
LE3:
Agreed.
AOB:  None.  The meeting closed at 9.35.
Date of next meeting:     To be confirmed.  As mentioned in agenda item 3 above, as much notice as possible will be given.
