North Crawley Parish Neighbourhood Plan

Minutes of Meeting
Meeting Held: | Via Zoom: 30™ July 2020
Ruth Ambridge -RA; Helen Beauchamp - HB (minutes); Steve Garner — SG; Derek Harpur —
Present: DH; Nic Sadeghi — NS (Acting Chair); Keith Shaw — KS; Chris Stavrinides — CS; lan Thody — IT;
Chris Toye — CT
Apologies: Richard Sykes — RS
Public
Observers: N
Distribution: All members of the steering group; Parish Council; Parish Council website, Facebook
Meeting No: 16

Agenda item 1
Minutes and
Matters Arising

Steering Group (SG) agreed to postpone nomination of a permanent Chair for the time
being, with a view to determining this before it next meets.

NS acknowledged JS’s resignation from the Steering Group and thanked JS for his
contribution over the past 4 years. NS welcomed SBG who is replacing JS and representing
the Parish Council (PC).

NS informed the SG that HB has joined the subcommittee for landowner engagement.

HB updated the grant funding situation. Application will be made for funds to cover
publicity costs over the coming 8 months. HB will also apply for technical support to provide
guidance on site assessments, site allocation, design codes and policy writing — to include
checking the evidence base.

HB has received quotes for printing costs

Agenda item 2a
Emerging from
Lockdown:
Address events
that have taken
place during
suspension of
process

It is public knowledge that JS’s resignation was in part owing to the Government's Planning
Inspectorate granting planning permission for retirement flats to be built in Olney, thus
appearing to overrule the Olney Neighbourhood Plan that designated the site for retail, not
housing. This has led to discussion among members of the NC Steering Group as to the
viability of Neighbourhood Plans. NS invited SBG to explain the PC’s position. SBG reminded
members of the process through which the community goes to arrive at a Neighbourhood
Plan. The community has made it clear through the questionnaire and through responses in
more recent months that they want a Neighbourhood Plan. The Parish Council has
appointed a Steering Group to carry out the task of fulfilling that plan. The PC has a
unanimous view that North Crawley should have a Neighbourhood Plan and expects the
Steering Group to deliver the Plan within a reasonable time-frame.

With regard to the Olney NP, SBG explained that while the planning appeal decision
appeared to undermine the process, in reality, the appeal demonstrated the importance of
a NP being deliverable. The NP for Olney is far more complex than that which will be
developed for North Crawley. The site in Olney, known as Site R, was designated for retail
and Sainsburys moved onto a large part of the site but the landowner was unable to
generate any interest for the remaining part of the site to be used for retail purposes. The
PC believes that a NP provides protection against speculative development and does not
feel that the process has been undermined by the Olney decision.




The Steering Group discussed this and a range of views was expressed including:

developing a NP is meaningless if a planning officer can change it, no point in having
one and the efforts of the SG will be wasted;

there are other examples of Neighbourhood Plans being challenged successfully,
and, more broadly, there are examples of approval of development that conflicts
with an agreed NP (6 known examples in the last 3 years);

these are in the minority, many Neighbourhood Plans have protected their
neighbourhoods;

we should ask MKC where such decisions leave neighbourhood planning in general
and what bearing it should have on how we formulate policies within any future
plan for North Crawley.

The 5 year land supply protects the open countryside and so why do we need a NP if
Plan:MK can protect the village from development outside the settlement
boundary?

it is clear that MKC supports NPs, as the Local Plan (Plan:MK) specifically refers to
the NP as the way that rural villages will contribute their share of the housing
needed.

Acknowledgement that any legal document is open to challenge but this should not
stop us from moving forward with the plan and we should try our hardest to
complete the process;

We must communicate to the village that a Neighbourhood Plan is not perfect and
can be challenged;

Better to have a plan than not have one. Things change all the time but we need to
deal with what is happening now and use the legal processes available to us;

There is a risk of missing the point. The Olney decision did go against the NP and so
it raises an ambiguous questions —is the NP just a hurdle for developers to get over?
Can an authority pick and choose which bits of a NP to follow? Can an NP end up
lending veil of legitimacy to something local people specifically don’t want?

The Olney development was opposed by residents, Town Council, Ward councillors,
and MK Council. Development was still ultimately determined by a lone bureaucrat.
This goes to all policies within a NP, including designation, density, and type of
housing. Also, unlike Olney’s Site R, all sites under consideration for the NCNP
remain open countryside under Plan:MK, unless/until they are included in a NP.

It is vital that we ensure that the policies are clear and unambiguous — we will use
the technical support available to us to ensure the policies cannot be challenged
easily. Important to recognise that any legal document can be challenged but this
should not be a reason to give up;

Important to engage with all stakeholders to ensure that we get the process right
and have a strong evidence base to support the policies. We need to fulfil the 3
criteria specified in the neighbourhood planning documents that land for
development is available, viable and the policies are deliverable. It was on this
latter criterion that the Olney plan failed for one site, the rest of the plan has
delivered what the community of Olney wanted and has provided protection against
far more development being forced upon the town;

A NP is the first line of defence, OTC and MKC rejected the planning application; it
had to go to a national appeal to be granted and the evidence for the change of use
was compelling;

We should not wait for MKC to clarify, as it seems clear that it will and does support
NPs;

From the views expressed there appeared to be 3 options: Option 1 — crack on and
deliver the unanimous decision of the PC; option 2 —wait for clarification; Option 3 —
give up and rely on MKC to protect our open countryside.




We must be able to present a confident front to the village and thus we need a consensus.
Option 1 is the preferred way forward. SBG will produce a document for the PC and the
village explaining why the PC and the SG is committed to a Neighbourhood Plan despite the
Olney decision.

Agenda item 2b
Establish where
we are in the
staged process

We are at the stage of carrying out detailed assessments of the shortlisted and available
sites. At the last meeting in March, HB presented the new toolkit provided by the Locality
NP Team. HB recommends that this is used as it provides a nationally recognised method
and enables the Steering Group to be as objective as possible in assessing the sites. NS
asked all members to ensure that they had read the documents and emailed any comments
to HB by Thursday 6" August.

HB suggested that it should not be amended but any additional comments can be added as
part of a summary for each site.

SBG explained that many of the questions can be completed as a desktop exercise as they
relate to such things as flood risk and land use classification. HB will complete this
information for each of the sites.

Agenda item 2c
Agree how we
are going to
move forward
to completion

This item will be postponed for discussion at the next meeting.

Agenda item 3a
Timetabling for
the process as a
whole

Timetable for the remainder of this process should be based on reasonable timescales for
each remaining stage and must be flexible to allow for changing circumstances, including
matters beyond the control of the SG.

HB, IT, CT and SBG will meet as a new subcommittee, before the next meeting of the SG, to
develop a new project plan, identifying tasks and putting a timeline to the remaining stages.

Report from
landowner
subcommittee

NS provided an update from the sub-committee regarding discussions with landowners
since the SG last met.
e NS will send an email from Lone Star to all members who must respond with any
comments to HB by Thursday 6™ Aug.

Agenda item 3b
Sites for
assessment

Notwithstanding the SG working list of sites for assessment, concerns remain as to

accessibility of some sites, and — further to the sub-committee report — it may be that some

of these sites are no longer being offered for consideration.

It is clear that the Steering Group needs to engage with MKC Highways Department to elicit

some definitive answers on access for some sites.

HB will contact Lone Star Developers and MKC Highways via D Blandamer once comments

have been received.

e Once we are agreed on the viable sites, landowners will be contacted to inform them

that detailed assessments will be carried out and these sites will then be in the public
domain.

Agenda item 3c
Plan for the site
assessments

See agenda item 3a

Actions

e NS to email landowner responses to all members by Fri 315 July

e All members to send comments on landowner email to HB by Thursday 6" Aug

e All members to send comments on site assessment toolkit to HB by Thurs 6" Aug

e SBG to draft an update for residents on the position of the SG and PC and email to all
members by Fri 31 July

e All members to send any comments to SBG by Thurs 6" Aug

e HB to email contact at Lone Star and also MKC on Fri 7" Aug (once comments received)

e Project Planning subcommittee to meet prior to next meeting — HB to coordinate dates




Date of Next
Meeting

Steering Group only Thursday 20" August 2020 via Zoom — HB to organise with SB (PC
Clerk)

There will be no public meetings until mass gatherings are allowed. All minutes will be
published to the Parish Council website and also on Facebook. Monthly updates will be
published in the SCAN magazine and distributed to all households.




