Notes of  NP Planning Meeting Thursday March 19th 2015, 7.00 in Youth Centre
Present: David Marlow (Rother), Dale Allen, Sue Prochak, Stephen Hardy, Ruth Augarde (left early), Judith Rogers, Karen Ripley, Sheila Brazier
Stephen Hardy introduced the NP process in terms of progress and underlined that we wish to co-operate with RDC planners at all stages.

RDC Contacts  Roger Comerford has put together the documents relevant to Salehurst Parish and has done the initial work on site allocation, so questions about that should be addressed to him.  Norman Kwan is the primary contact for the NP process at Rother.

David Marlow handed over all the relevant documents to Karen to keep centrally and would also pass on a disk with the documents copied on to it.  The documents included all the relevant maps and studies, eg flood map.  He also handed over a copy of the 2006 Local Plan and the new Core Strategy to Karen.

The further we get along the NP process, and the quicker, the more influence we will have in any planning application or appeal appearing before we have completed the process.

Sites in the SHLAA:  RDC didn't actually go to local landowners and ask if they were interested in developing, but it is something we could do. RDC would release any contact information re landowners and/or developers once they’ve checked that they are happy to be contacted by us.

The planners have identified sites they thought would make least impact.  We are at liberty to have a different view because we can weigh things up differently, but David warns that if a red site in the SLHAA is accepted, the village will have to find sound planning reasons why they should be considered.  (This should work in the same way for rejected green sites.)

Mill site: The presumption now is that brownfield sites can now be used to accommodate housing to achieve viability on such sites.  Part of the site is in the flood plain and this has to be taken into consideration. The mill building itself is not listed, but there may be some other designation we may be able to give it in the NP.

West of Culverwells: No developer involved. Problem is they don't own the access – if they did, it would be an achievable development, but without access you have to look at what the realistic prospect is.  The 17 proposed dwellings are definitely included in the 155.  If it is not deliverable we will have to put forward an alternative site.

Rother have identified enough sites to deliver the total of circa 155 (specifically 147). If an application comes in now for Grove Farm, he said “the presumption would be that it would get permission”.   Existing RDC advice is that protecting ground lower down in the valley is of more importance than sites higher up, e.g. Grove Farm.  Our existing allocation is 47, made up of 30 at Grove Farm and 17 at Culverwells.  We still need to find another 100 houses.  The 100 includes 10 at the Countrycrafts site.  The original permission for 9 has lapsed.  The recent application for three there has been rejected.  If they get permission for fewer than 10 we will have to find the balance.

RDC’s proposals to meet the housing target for Robertsbridge: 
RDC expectations at present:  
Grove Farm 35





Country Crafts 10





Mill Site 30





Heathfield Gardens 25

These figures are in addition to Culverwells 17 (planning permission already in place) and Grove Farm 30 (as allocated in the 2006 Local Plan).  David Marlow acknowledged that this left us 8 short of the target of 155, but felt it was acceptable. Having said that Rother need to find another 242 houses across the district in addition to what they have already allocated, ie windfall sites.

Exception sites: Dedicated to affordable housing specifically for local people.  They allow social housing where it would not otherwise be, ie greenfield sites outside the boundary, based on local need.  The last Housing Need Survey in 2008 identified a need for 36 affordable dwellings.

An exception site is not relevant to the S & R NP as developments over 10 dwellings will require 40% affordable homes built on site. This will more than meet the need for affordable homes.  As we need to identify greenfield sites to meet our targets, we lose the advantage of an exception site. However RDC’s new Housing Allocation policy gives local people the first choice.
Windfall sites: These are sites which fewer than six dwellings which have not been considered either by RDC or the NP, ie unexpected The number of dwellings if permission is given do not count towards our allocation, but is used for the wider Rother figures. (It would be unlikely that we would get windfall sites outside the village boundary, but possible to get sites within the village.)

Dealing with developers: Each landowner/developer must be treated in exactly the same way and a Memorandum of Understanding was suggested. It would be useful for us to get the developers to come and talk to us or somehow present their plans for the sites they have.  No reason why we cannot have presentations from developers one at a time, as long as they are all treated the same overall. 

It will be necessary for the Steering Group to employ a planning professional to advise on suitability of sites and to guide the contact with site owners.

Again, the further the Plan gets along in the process, the stronger it becomes.

Employment sites outside the village: How can we protect them and keep them for employment, e.g. Redlands?  RDC are in the process of reviewing all employment sites at the moment, particularly those where there is potential for expansion or redevelopment.  The presumption is that we retain sites that are in effective use – if they are serving an economic function, have a high level of occupancy etc. there is no reason why they should be developed for housing.

Travellers: RDC are having to consider provision for them.  Generally we can say that the whole question is out of our hands.

Next meeting of Housing Group Wednesday 1 April, 7.30 Youth Centre. 
