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Notes of Parish Council Meeting held in the Village Hall at Newton Poppleford 
on Friday 1st March 2013 at 7.30pm

Present:	Cllrs	Cole
			Cook
			D Jeffery
			H Jeffery
			Pearce
			Sanders
			Slattery
			Salter
			Potter DC

This was called as an open meeting to hear the public’s views on the application for planning at King Alfred Way by Clinton Devon Estates.

The Clerk opened the meeting and welcomed everyone.  He said it was nice to see so many interested people.  He called for a Chair of the meeting and Cllr Cole was proposed and seconded.  However Cllr Salter objected stating that Cllr Cole would not be unbiased as he had stated at the previous Parish Council meeting that he was in favour of the development at King Alfred Way.  Cllr Jeffery proposed Cllr Salter take the Chair, he agreed to do so.

Cllr Salter stated that he had had a meeting with Matt Dickens at EDDC, who had confirmed  the following:- 

* The SHLAA is only a Technical document, not  a Policy Document, and was only introduced to assist  parishes to identify  potential development sites. It holds no weight in the planning process.

* That EDDC had adopted Newton Poppleford & Harpford Parish Councils Parish Plan.

* That the local plan drafted by EDDC had not yet been adopted by central government.

* The parish has been set a target of 40 new properties between now and 2026 as published in the “review of village boundaries” document dated May 2012.

Cllr Salter then stated that in his opinion the SHLAA process had proven to be an embarrassment to the Newton Poppleford & Harpford Parish Council due to its continual inconsistencies and errors. This document was due to be published on the EDDC website, however,it has been suspended awaiting a new survey/ process. He also stated that in his opinion the correct process had not been followed.
  
Declarations of Interest were noted.

	A)	Cllr Slattery in respect of Down Close (as he lives there).
	B)	Cllr Salter stated that whilst he was the owner of a parcel of land next to the application 		site, he maintained he had an independent view and was not biased.

Apologies were noted from Cllr Phillips (on holiday) and Cllr Clarke (previous engagement).

The Clerk sought the indulgence of the meeting to read from a prepared statement setting out the background to the whole matter.  This is incorporated in full in these notes.

I give you a brief overview of the Parish Council’s position in respect of the Planning Application now before us.

Background - In 2008 and before, the Doctors at Ottery asked the Council if we could notify them of any suitable property which could be used as a Medical Centre.  There was nothing suitable at that time, however they were invited by the Village Hall Management Committee to look at the Hall.  This did not move forward.

In 2009 /10 the District Council were actively engaged in its Local Development Framework (LDF) as required by the then Government.  Cranbrook was then supposed to be up and running, this did not happen as was hoped, due to the economic situation, thus the District Councils all over the County were set the task of looking forward and sought the indulgence of Parish Councils.  Newton Poppleford took the opportunity to meet with Kate Little, EDDC’s Head of Planning.  That meeting was attended by the then Chairman, Mr R Swann, Cllr Chris Cole, Cllr Ken Potter District Councillor and myself.  The suggestion put forward for circa 300 dwellings to the south of the village, did not meet with her approval even though it had been suggested a road on that side to the top of Four Elms Hill would have reduced the vehiclestravelling through the Village Centre.  Kate Little encouraged us to meet both with the landowner and Colaton Raleigh Parish Council.  This meeting was attended by Cllrs, Cole, Simmonds, Swann and the Clerk.  The next occurrence was the Questionnaire to all households in the Parish.  The answers to that exercise were distributed to all households prior to the open meeting on the 24th November 2012,which was called to allow information to be brought to the wider attention of the parish.   This was in respect of the SHLAA process (Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment) and was as a direct request of the District Council to land owners, to invite them to put forward land which they considered could be developed, other things being equal.  Bearing in mind Newton Poppleford is fully in the AONB which gives some protection to development.  13 sites were originally put forward and these were sifted by a panel of Officers at EDDC and reduced to 5.  The Parish Council was then charged to review each of these by way of the formula produced by the EDDC, which stated development should be 400 metres to 600 metres from Schools, Church, Surgery, Shops.  Thus a survey was carried out measuring the distances.  None of the sites met that criteria.

It was noted at an open meeting at EDDC that CDE had been contacted by the Doctors at Ottery to see if they could help in the delivery of a new much improved medical service to the parish and the surrounding area.  The letter indicating their intention forms part of the information tabled.  I quote “The present building is not now fit for purpose”.  Thus on hearing this it was considered advisable to seek information as to what might be a way forward in light of the requirements set by EDDC for 40 properties which equates to the requirement of 5% as per laid down by the Planning Authority. A meeting then took place with Clinton Devon Estates with Cllr Swann, Cllr Simmonds and myself to establish which of the four sites they had put forward could accommodate the view being expressed in the Village Plan for new facilities e.g. New Community Hall, Surgery / Medical Centre, Dispensing Chemist, Parish Office, increased sports facilities along with the list of other infrastructure requirements, not least a new water main.  The open meeting laid out the preferred site, which does not mean it is developable or that it could or might receive planning consent and for that matter any of the other sites put forward as none meet the formula laid down.  However that said policies can be broken, but there must be good sound reasons for so doing.  Chairman, Ishall now update the meeting with two bits of information received only yesterday morning.

1.	Letter from the Headmaster of the Primary School indicating the rebuild of the school on the existing site with the addition of a new hall, which he hoped could be used by the community.  It was noted that the headmaster had offered to come and meet Members to discuss his thoughts on the matter.  It was alsonoted that the school would be rebuilt between 2015 and 2017. No plans available at this time.
2.	E-mail from the Archdeacon’s Office in respect of Harpford Hall noting that they now require a	£2,000 a yr lease and a full repairing one.
3.	I have been requested to add that the Parish Council’s preferred site was not a unanimous 	decision, it was a majority one, which of course is the only democratic way to deal with such 	matters.

	I also have to say on behalf of Cllr David Jeffery “That the Village Hall Management Trustees 	will not agree to allow the Hall to be sold“.  Chairman, I have not covered all the details these  	can be dealt with under questions.

Public Open Session - Members of the Public were called in order of the receipt of statements and questions received by email as requested by the Council.

The members of the Public who spoke are as under:-

Lorna Woodward commented on noise, exhaust and light pollution, access and safety, overlooking and over shadowing, green belt, AONB, flooding and over development.  She alsoreferred to the proposed rebuild of the school and provision of a Community Hall, adding that the Waterleat site would make a more suitable site for a surgery.

Matt andEmma Coppell accepted some development would take place in Newton Poppleford, but this would increase homes, if 50 were built by 2026, which could be almost 85% complete with the one development.  They considered the traffic report was not based on reality, along with other false claims.  They considered no thought had been given to a link road to Exmouth Road, thus avoiding King Alfred Way.  Development had to be sensible, sympathetic and strategic and should not be rushed.  Cllr Cook at this point stated that the roadway leading to the field had been left for future development.  This was also referred to by Bell Cornwell and their Engineer, an Ex Devon County Council Officer, considered it to be suitable.  She also advised there were 3 other sites which also had the same gaps.

Darren Moore requested an answer as to why did CDE have the right to use up all the housingdevelopment for the next 13 years, in 1 year.

Lynne Morrison - Potential damage to existing homes:  Foundations, flooding, noise, safety, air pollution, traffic congestion and parking causing damage to children.  She also considered the car park should be gated.

Dan Copsey - Number of houses, use of School Hall as a shared community centre.  Parking.The existing Village Hall.  Noise pollution and access.

Anne Michel - Who is taking the final decision?  Answer - EDDC.  Are they a qualified planning service - Yes.  Do they have fixed planning regulations on:-

1)	AONB.  Answer - Yes, but that does not bar some development for growth.  Bell Cornwell 	responded.

2)	Traffic allowed on main road. Ref. Highway Consultant would respond to EDDC, he is an Ex 
	Devon County Council (DCC) Officer, he being confident the site can deliver.
	
3)	Run off maximum from slope with houses below.  She informed the gathering that on one 	occasion she could not get home due to flooding in the area of her home which is in Back Lane.  It was not made clear to where Mrs Michel wasreferring.  Bell Cornwell said that Engineers have studied the situation and have included storage tanks under the road as an attenuation facility.

Ben McGowan said he was not wholly opposed to development, he also referred to misrepresentation i.e. highlighted as the Village survey results have not been adopted in the Parish Plan, adding 79% of people said that the facilities in the village were adequate (Note - I cannot find reference to this in the “Village Plan)”  Cllr Cole responded saying that in respect of the Hall matter, he and Cllr Jeffery had viewed West Hill Hall to check dimensions (these had been forwarded to CDEfor consideration). 

Chris Burhop - referred to poor advertising of this meeting (1st Notice typed up on 16th February 2013 and placed  on the boards during the next two days) he also referred to the 24th November’s meeting which he considered was also not notified sufficiently.

SHLAA advertised on lamp posts (not by PC).  Acronym (see Clerks introduction note).

Mr Burhop then referred to the fact that the Village had managed to put 900 leaflets through doors.  Why couldn’t the Parish Council? Answer - No-one able to do so and to post would be a prohibitive cost.  He wished to see the Plan rejected.  Noted from the floor that at most 110 residents were in attendance at the meeting out of more than 900 dwellings in the Parish.

Mrs Potter responded to say the main questionnaire given to all households was drawn up with the co-operation of the Community Council of Devon, they had held two open meetings one to set off the plan questionnaire and then one to advise on the results, she said that a majority had supported a new Medical Centre and New Community Hall.

Judith Cullip - Where will the drainage system be and what comeback do householders have against a system that fails them?
What will be done to help 11-18 year old children cross the road safely at the busiest time of the day (8-8.30am) to catch School Buses  to Sidmouth, Ottery and Colyton. Devon Highways already rejected a new Zebra crossing. 

Will lights along Farthings Lane be on continually during the night and at what distance apart will the lights be situated and lastly what height will the proposed line of trees be allowed to grow to, as light will be restricted onto gardens and propertiesonto Farthings Lane? Also concern expressed re the height of the ridgeline of the new properties. 

Ruth and Malcolm Green - Is anything to be done re. traffic problems through the village  i.e. speeding and enable to cross the road with safety. It was stated that two large vehicles were not able to pass on the 3052. It was further considered that the road was at capacity.

Where might the Village Centre be?

What on earth do we need another Village Hall for? (These points were not taken forward, they were withdrawn).

Gill Cameron-Webb - Referred to the village survey and 40 - 50 homes over the next 10 yearsand should not be all developed at once (e.g. 4 or 5 per year) which would be more suitable.  She requested the Parish Council to please support the Villagers request for 4 to 5 houses per annum.

She also queried that Newton Poppleford already has two Halls and anything new should be at the School and asked the Council not to entertain building yet another Hall.

Concerned Residents of Newton Poppleford (CRONP) - See below:-

Meeting in Village Hall 1st March 2013 @ 7.30pm to discuss Clinton Devon Estates application for 42 new homes on a Greenfield site at the top of King Alfred Way.

How are we going to stop more than an extra 40 houses in the village in the next few years?

Ÿ	Ask the Parish Council NOT to support the King Alfred Way proposal until this question can be answered.

Ÿ	Ask why they are intending to move the Village Centre.  

Ÿ	Ask why they have already held meetings with Clinton Devon Estates about King Alfred Way.

Ÿ	Questions have to be “approved in advance” by email to David Atkins , Clerk to the Council, dga.potters@tiscali.co.uk before 7.30pm Wednesday 27th February!!!!

Do we want more Houses before the traffic congestion in the village is resolved?

The Future of Newton Poppleford and Harpford

Ÿ	How does the Parish Council reconcile their proposal to this plan to the results of the 2010 Parish survey which showed overwhelming opposition to over development of the village?

Ÿ	Why are the Parish Council seeking yet another Hall for the village when they’ve already got two plus potentially Harpford Hall to look after, the School is scheduled to rebuild in 2015 and would welcome a Community Hall as part of their rebuilt brief and the Church plans to rebuild its own Hall?  And in the 2010 survey results 78% of respondents said they were satisfied with current facilities?

Ÿ	Why are we considering such a large development now when our own Parish Plan, adopted by the PC in November 2012, stated that development should be limited to 5% ofthe current housing stock by 2026 (in line with EDDC’s own draft localplan)?

What's going on? The Parish Council need to explain themselves

CRONP -Concerned Residents of Newton Poppleford

These were further points raised from the floor; most of these had been raised already during the question period.

The overall view expressed by the majority of people was that they did not want to see so many houses on the site and certainly considered there was no need for a new larger community hall if one such was being considered on the school site as indicated in the Headmaster’s letter to the Parish Council.  There was concern expressed about older people being able to walk up the slope to a new surgery on the area.  It was also put forward by quite a few people that access to the site should come from the Exmouth Road.  The Clerk noted that he was being singled out as having met CDE on his own.  This was not the case as instanced in his overview at the start of the meeting, named Cllrs were present at all times.

It was stated by the Chair of the meeting that the observations of the Council would be considered in due course.  The Clerk said he had clearance from EDDC to have a response in place by the early part of April.  Notice of the meeting would be posted in the normal way.  Parish Council official notice boards and website at least one week prior to meeting (Note for information - the law is clear, it states 3 days clear notice to be given) of Council or Committee, 7 days for a Parish Meeting.

Cllr D Jeffery asked Bell Cornwell if Clinton Devon Estates would build the new hall, the response was “This could be a negotiated matter”.
Cllr Cole said it was unrealistic to have a Neighbourhood plan.
Other comments made, referred to utilising existing Medical Centre. ( See Clerks introduction).
No provision for extra employment in the Village.
Ref Planning Ombudsman.
Section 106 monies/future changes.


Closure.The Chairman closed the meeting
.

