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Bere Ferrers Parish Council
At a Special meeting of Full Council held in the Council Chamber, Bere Alston on Tuesday 7th July 2015 
Present     
                                     Cllr. R. Leithall                             Chairman of Council     
                                     Cllr. M. Benson                             Cllr. T. Martin     



 Cllr. H. Boot-Handford        
        Cllr. R. Maycock          
                                     Cllr. D.M.A. Chapman                  Cllr. S. Munn    



 Cllr. P. Dennis           

        Cllr. D. Pengelly
                                     Cllr. S. Hanson           
        Cllr. R. Piper
                                     Cllr. B. Lamb 

        Cllr. G. R. Reed

              
      

106. Declaration of Interest.
Cllr. Benson, Cllr. Reed and Cllr. Maycock declared an interest as they are members of the Bere Peninsula Planning Group.


Cllr. Hanson declared an interest as she lives alongside the proposed site.
The Chairman welcomed everyone to this Special Meeting of the Full Council. He explained that we must focus on what we are here to discuss: the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan by the Group.
Bere Peninsula Plan Group gave a presentation at the previous Special Full Council meeting on the 16th June. It seems there is a disagreement over sites for future development. West Devon’s ‘Our Plan’ supported by Bere Ferrers Parish Council is the major topic.
The Chairman explained that there are certain rules and regulations to the business of the Council.
The order of the evening will be the presentation by the group; a question and comments session then the Parish Council will debate the issue.
107. Presentation by Mike Palmer of the Neighbourhood Plan Group on future development sites in 
        Bere Alston.
Cllr. Benson proposed that Council suspend Standing Order 3t [Councillors need not stand when putting or answering a question], seconded by Cllr. Maycock.
Cllr. Benson explained that Mr. Mike Palmer has been a Planning Officer for many years and is a member of the Institute of Planning. Cllr. Benson handed over to Mr. Palmer who proceeded to give a power point demonstration.
What do we want to achieve?
¨ Allocate housing sites to meet West Devon's Minimum Housing Requirement
In doing so:
¨ Provide a range of house types, across all tenures, reflecting local needs
¨ Meet local Affordable Housing Needs
¨ Integrate new housing into the community
¨ Deliver the necessary supporting facilities.
What is the Minimum Housing requirement for 2011-31?
¨ West Devon as a whole needs some 4,320 new homes (216/yr.)
¨ Of which Bere Alston has to provide 86 new homes (5/yr.)
¨ Of which 36 have already been built or have planning permission
¨ Leaving the Neighbourhood Plan to allocate land for at least 50 new homes
Other Considerations.
In addition to this 'minimum' designation:
¨ West Devon have included a total windfall allowance for 960 homes
¨ If the Peninsula has to accommodate its proportion of these windfalls, then up to 25
    additional new homes could also come forward.
Could these Considerations change?
The Local Plan examination may result in some changes.
For example:
¨ A higher overall level of growth may be required
¨ The windfall allowance may be reduced by increasing the allocations
¨ The Peninsula may be expected to accommodate its full proportion of new homes.
Potential Consequences for the Peninsula.
The proposed level of development is half the rate experienced in last 10 years (which resulted
     in a 2.5% drop in the Peninsula's population)
¨ This has implications for retaining young families, as well as local facilities & services
¨ However, this lower level of growth does reflect the Peninsula's significant constraints,
     particularly its World Heritage and AONB designations
Site Selection Criteria.
Sites have to be:
¨ Suitable
¨ Available
¨ Achievable
Therefore they need to be:
¨ be located near shops & services - making Bere Alston the location of choice
¨ ideally be within the urban area, or can at least help improve the urban fringe
¨ have the least impact on Policy Constraints – World Heritage, AONB, Conservation, Archaeology
¨ minimise the impact on the settlement, including traffic generation considerations
¨ take into account topography, flood risk, contamination, accessibility, utility connections
¨ be confirmed by the owner as being available, with a clear intention to develop
¨ provide a reasonable prospect for a viable development within the plan period
Potential Development Sites that are considered least constrained.
¨ Land to South of Bedford Street ??Ha – possibly up to 8 new homes
¨ Land to North of Woolacombe road (RefWD48-19-8/14) 1.0Ha - up to 30 new homes
¨ Land S of Woolacombe road (Ref:WD48-04-08/13) 0.7Ha - minimum of 15 new homes
¨ These could provide sufficient new homes to meet the Local Plan's Minimum Housing
    Requirement
Other Sites with more constraints.
¨ Land at Broad Park Road (Ref: WD48-08-08/13) 0.7Ha - minimum of 10 new homes
¨ Land at Long Orchard (Reference: WD48-11-08/13) 2.0Ha - minimum of 30 new homes
   While the evidence suggest that these sites have a number of constraints, it might be wise to  
    identify them as reserve sites to be re-considered should sites 1-3 fail to provide sufficient housing  
    within the plan period. In addition, the Land at Long Orchard should be reviewed if/when the rail  
    connection Plymouth to Tavistock is implemented.
Additional Housing Policies.
In addition to making Housing Allocations, it is intended that the Neighbourhood Plan should
include policies relating to:
¨ Phasing of development
¨ Managing windfalls
¨ Mixed tenure requirements
¨ Meeting affordable housing need
¨ Integrating new housing into the community
¨ Housing design requirements
¨ Provision of supporting facilities
Mike Palmer said that if we look at each one of these sites as being within the centre of Bere Alston none of the four sites actually fall within a short walking distance of the shops, school etc. The traffic consequences would be that the main shopping would be done away from the Bere Alston and there would also be the travel to work.
Sites with the least impact on policy constraints, only Long Orchard has implications for the settings required such as significant landscaping on site or adjacent fields.
 The consequence for World Heritage Site, SSSI and AONB. North and South Woolacombe Road will have less impact on AONB. There will be Archaeological impacts on Long Orchard also as it is fairly close to an old mine site there would be issues of contamination.
Talking about Urban Fringe if we chose a site that needs improving it would be North Woolacombe Road as this could probably be developed into a Gateway Site with improvements.
Broad Park Road there are constraints the access is difficult the and site is small.
Long Orchard the current Urban Fringe is quite successful.
108. Any Questions from those present, one question only per person with a 3 minute allocation limit   
        and a right to reply at the discretion of the Chairman.
1) Cllr. Leithall- there is a lot of criteria but it seems to be covered by most of the sites except the numbers 
need to add up to 50 houses. We need to ensure the least impact on the World Heritage and AONB 
when the Inspector looks at the Neighbourhood Plan. It looks as though Long Orchard is the worst 
and most difficult site.
 2) Cllr. Reed – asked Mike Palmer to make it clear that windfalls are in addition to the 50 houses.
3) Cllr. Hanson- I would like to commend Mr. Palmer on a balance and objective presentation. The pros and 
cons have been well rehearsed over the last 15 years. AONB would look at light pollution in mixed 
not just visual impact. Utilities there is not a lot of spare volts available the cabling is at its limit already.
4) Cllr. Lamb- asked the question as to whether the group had met the developers, the answer was no.
5) Cllr. Dennis- the criteria for houses i.e. 2/3/4/ bed properties or 1 bed flats from the original survey gave 
some indication of what may be required. Cllr. Benson is meeting with Alex Rehagg and another 
survey may answer these questions, but it will have to be funded.
6) Jeremy Hyde- I have an interest in the Broad Park Road site; interest has already been shown. There is a 
tree screen and I have up to date photos taken from Calstock and St Anns Chapel it is a significant 
screen and it also shows the site at Woolacombe Roads as being very prominent.
7) Jason Griffiths- the topography of the land adjacent to Long Orchard would mean that any proposed 
housing development would;

a) Overlook the existing dwellings on Long Orchard
b) Would potentially see new roofline heights to be significantly higher than the highest roofline of 
Long Orchard- reference No 6 Long Orchard.
This significance is particularly highlighted when the land adjacent Long Orchard is viewed from the railway bridge heading towards Hewton and at the riverside location of Halton Quay. Any new development would cease to ‘fit in’ with the existing housing stock- both private and Housing Association.
Given (and I quote) ‘Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are designated by the Government for the purpose of ensuring that the special qualities of the finest landscapes in England, Wales and Northern Ireland are conserved and enhance the natural beauty of the area’
Clearly any development adjacent to Long Orchard will have a detrimental visual impact, which in my opinion no amount of sympathetic screening can lessen because of its significant prominence within the Tamar Valley.
Have the Council clearly satisfied themselves that in the comparison of the Long Orchard and Woolacombe Cross sites that any proposed development accords with the AONB ethos and how, in particular reference to Long Orchard could prominence of any development ever be screened effectively given its prominent location within the Tamar Valley.
8) Nikki Griffiths – As a professional working in the Construction Industry with over 14 years’ experience 
who regularly prepares feasibility appraisals on proposed housing sites for Development (both 
private and Housing Association), it is clear that the financial feasibility of both Long Orchard and 
Woolacombe site could differ significantly.
There are potentially far more ‘abnormal’ costs associated with the site adjacent to Long Orchard as 
opposed to Woolacombe Cross.
‘Abnormal costs’ are project specific i.e. they are not a ‘typical’ construction cost and are classified as such because they tend to have a notable cost consequence.
The ‘abnormal cost for the Long Orchard would be for example, a foul pumping main station, 
contamination, groundworks – cut and fill works to the site due to its sloping nature, screening works to the perimeter of the site, substantial retaining walls, creation of bat corridors and other ecological requirements.
In comparison, the Woolacombe site is by its flat nature is a Developer’s perfect scenario! And will see far less, if any, abnormal costs. 
On this basis, have Council taken into consideration in their site selection preference, potential abnormal costs associated with any development which could determine whether the site is actually financially viable?
109. The following motion has been proposed by Cllr. Lamb and seconded by Cllr. Piper.

The future development at Bere Alston should be in accordance with the Council’s decision of 29th 
June 2014, that Long Orchard Site is our preference, for the development of 60 houses, as set out by 
West Devon Borough Council in ‘Our Plan’ (This Council’s decision was submitted to West Devon 
Borough Council as part of their Plan Consultation). We also confirm our opposition to the 
development of the Woolacombe Road Site in accordance with our letter to the Planning Inspectorate of October 2013.
 
Cllr. Lamb presented information to substantiate the motion.
             The present development at Woolacombe Road with the proposed screening once put in would lose 
the impact of the houses.
Cllr. Leithall asked if there were any questions against the motion.
Cllr. Reed wished to invoke Standing Order 10a 3 which states to defer consideration of a motion. Cllr. Reed proposed the Bere Peninsula Planning Group as a consequence of this to go away and provide a report. There was no seconder the motion failed.
Cllr. Boot-Handford – the decision made by Council last year was based mainly on Council’s desire to position housing nearer to the railway and school and to try to avoid the need for families to cross from one end of the village to the other too many times. These were and are sensible aspirations, but a year on, there’s more detailed information at our disposal and I think Council would be short sighted not to take them into account.
Mike has already outlined the weight inspectors will give to World Heritage and AONB.
Council in my opinion risks 2 things by accepting this motion. Firstly we could show ourselves to be stubborn and short sighted in refusing to consider new information. Surely, Council is mature enough and humble enough to accept that decisions can be changed.
Secondly, and I think equally important is that Council stand very close to alienating the volunteers who make up the Neighbourhood Planning Group by what appears to be criticism of their work and lack of appreciation of what they are doing. Without their work, this Parish would leave itself open to any planning that developers come up with. We need to work alongside the Neighbourhood Planning Group and, whilst Council may not unanimously agree with all their findings, we should accept that they have a level of expertise that we don’t and we should allow them to continue.
In the fullness of time, the Plan will be put before the parishioners and it’s then that I suspect many voices will be raised both for and against the proposals. Up until then I urge Council to vote against the motion, give the Neighbourhood Planning Group their full support and allow the members of the Parish to have the final say.
Cllr. Piper is supporting Cllr. Lamb’s motion. These sites have been put forward and we object to any large scale development. We put forward a strong argument to West Devon regarding the infrastructure, both Woolacombe Road and Long Orchard are going to create traffic through Denham Bridge.
Long Orchard will reduce traffic flow through the village.
Woolacombe Road being outside the village will not integrate with the village.
Long Orchard is on the edge and people will use more of the facilities.
We all know that in the future every single one of the sites will be developed.
Cllr. Dennis- supports the Long Orchard site as it is near the school and the train although it could take twice as long to get to work by train. Tavistock has a good representation of shops and it would be better to go by train that is the reason for choosing this site.
Cllr. Reed – As a newcomer I filled in the survey and helped process the results, the information is fully available gives an expert balanced view and clear issues. Why did the Inspectorate over rule the Woolacombe Road site based on facts. The survey showed small development sites rather than large. Long Orchard is a large site.
Cllr. Benson-  The Bere Peninsula Plan Group have debated long and hard on to the best sites to put out to residents when it comes to referendum, primarily using the Land Availability Assessment generated by WDBC . The final decision for a Neighbourhood Plan will not be for the group or the parish council to determine but for local residents.
This council responded to LAA process by preferring development on the Long Orchard site and it must be noted that at time so did the Bere Peninsula Plan Group, however we BPP have used evidence to determine where these sites should be. What evidence has this council used to determine its preference?
We in this peninsula have a variety of protected landscapes WH, TVAONB and SSSI. In fact in their Our Plan Consultation Document dated 28th March 2015 this council refers to the importance of The World Heritage Site which is the very reason why the steering group have deferred Long Orchard until after the reconnection of the railway in 5 or 6 years’ time, when there will need to be a review of the NP. 
I am disappointed that this motion was presented in this way, I would have preferred a more informal approach with members of this council and BPP discussing the merits of the relevant sites and agreeing collective approach. Instead we seem to be in confrontation before we even get to consultation let alone referendum.
I fear that we could end up with no neighbourhood plan and open house to developers on all of these sites. You the parish council need to trust us to get on with the job.
Cllr. Leithall gave Cllr. Lamb the right of reply.
Cllr. Lamb. It is not my intention to go into the detail put forward. Why are we here? Council is going one way and the Neighbourhood Planning Group are going the other we all need to go the same way together as a team.
Cllr. Piper asked to amend the motion to add no further development, to read “We also confirm our opposition to no further development on Woolacombe Road Site”, seconded by Cllr. Leithall
Cllr. Leithall called for a vote on the motion as it now stands. Cllr. Lamb called for a recorded vote.
Those for the Motion;
Cllr. Dennis, Cllr. Chapman, Cllr. Piper, Cllr. Lamb.
Those against the Motion;
Cllr. Boot-Handford, Cllr. Martin, Cllr. Maycock, Cllr. Reed, Cllr. Benson, Cllr. Hanson.
Abstentions;
Cllr. Pengelly, Cllr. Munn, Cllr. Leithall.
Motion Failed.
The Chairman thanked members of the public and members of Council for attending and declared the
meeting closed at 9.32pm.
Signed this 28th day of July 2015.
Chairman…………………………

