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1 Apologies were received from: Hugh Janes, Kim Stevenson, Corinne Truscott, Pam
Ward, Carole and Martin Worrall.

2 Penny Tarrant welcomed new Forum members to the meeting; Louise Clemens and
Helen Evis, and introduced Rebecca Miller from Plymouth City Council’s Planning
Department.

3 The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed.

4 PT reported that the Forum had secured the additional £3,500 Locality funding to
finesse the finer details of the Neighbourhood Plan.

5 Plymouth House has now been vacated. The site may be for redevelopment,
although it now appears that the majority of the fagade is original, not having been
demolished prior to rebuilding work on the site post-war as English Heritage believe. Itis
therefore important to apply to have it listed and has flagged up the need for the NF to have
a Demolition Policy, as advised by Paul Barnard.

Action

It was agreed that the Forum needs Master Processes rather than an overall policy for these
types of sites, rather than treating each one as a ‘one off’.

6 The Conservation Area Management Plan (CAMP) area and the Aecom
Neighbourhood Forum document boundaries are not the same. The NF cannot cherry-pick
which document applies as a formal primary evidence basis because this would give
developers the right of appeal should there be a conflict. Both documents contain bits that
are right and/or wrong. (This will impact on the Citadel.)

As guardians of the heritage of the area the NF wants the area to be the best that it can be
for residents and visitors from West Hoe to Hoegate Street, an urban village, being
cognisant of the social mix of residents, including students, families and both private and
social housing. New developments should enhance the Hoe, with mixed residential units



that families can afford, not just one and two-bedroomed flats to create a sustainable and
vibrant community. More two and three-bedroomed affordable properties, such as those in
Zion Street should be included.

The NF recognises that the Hoe is the City’s playground and the City’s showcase for the
world.

RM asked what the specific similarities and differences in the reports were, which CP
advised was difficult because they are differently structured. Themes such as facades, or
Sightlines and Views, are less protected in the Aecom Report, than in the Conservation
Report. A recent and particular example would be the view from the Hoe to and towards the
city centre is now blocked by a new student housing block. CP asked if the Council would
issue an up to date CAMP, as without one two referendums would be needed.

RM said that fundamental differences are accepted if the NF refers to both documents. CP
was concerned that blending the documents will cause exactly the problems the Forum was
formed to prevent. Plymouth House was cited as an example; if English Heritage doesn’t
accept that the fagade is original and list it, developers can appeal a decision based on the
Forum’s evidence.

RM pointed out that all of the City’s CAMPs bar one are in the St Peter and the Waterfront
ward; it has nine. If the Forum wanted an updated CAMP for the area, it would have to do it
but would then be subject to approval by PCC. The Friends of Wyndham Square have been
advised that if they do the work on their CAMP, PCC would accept it.

JV pointed out that there are five areas in the ward without CAMPS. The Future Park
Accelerator Plan is due to be updated and the new City Centre Conservation Area is a
priority with only a few resources.

The Forum'’s attention was drawn to Odiham’s NP, which has drawn out the principles from
the local CAMP for their policy.

Action RW to provide a link

Clarification was sought regarding the likely course of actions regarding Plymouth House.
JV said that as Plymouth House is in a Conservation Area, the Council would have to give
planning permission for demolition, at which point a planning application could be made for
redevelopment. The CAMP takes precedent over other documents.

PCC’s Heritage Officer does not have the resources to bring the CAMP up to date, and RM
and JV confirmed they would need to consult the Director of the service for advice on
suggested ways forward to deal with this issue as a priority. The Forum needs advice on
how to marry up the divergencies between the documents and the Historic Officers currently
don’t have the time to provide this. This will affect Plymouth House, the Citadel, the
Registry Office and 1620, although the Forum recognises that the NP cannot contradict or
seek to over-ride the JLP.

Action RM and JV
RM reminded the Forum that the Examiner would not allow the NP to contradict the CAMP.
The NP should contain criteria-based policies, such as, ‘We will support policies if they do

this ...", and can be site specific, or act as general policies. “Substantial harm” in a CAMP
can be reduced to ‘harm’ by the number of floors in a development. Policies trump



Guidance. The eleven storey development at PLY27 breaks the CAMP but it's the only way
everything can be fitted in.

Sites that might need a statement include the bomb site on Citadel Road and the MBA site if
that organisation chooses to move. An over-arching policy that covered infill land or a new
site would be beneficial. The Evidence Base of documents has to be consistent, and PT
asked if there was training available to help the NF members tackle these issues.

Action RM and JV to find out

Future Parks Accelerator
Action PT

7 Mike Thomasson had prepared a paper regarding community consultation for
Pedestrians and Transport, delivery of which was deferred to the next meeting.

8 Demolition Policy

A discussion was held regarding ideas about a Demolition Policy. It was suggested that
anything unlisted should be covered, unless it is a negative asset such as the Walrus and
Chichester House. The Aecom report includes the Hoe Bowling Club in this category.
There should be a corresponding policy for demolition; and this supports the CAMP and
HNF.

Action RM to provide a Public Sector map licence agreement link to facilitate this work, and
this would combine the areas of conflict into one document.

A Consultation Document is required, and tells the HF’s story, of how we wrote the
Neighbourhood Plan. Both a new CAMP and the NP would need to be consulted on.

JV advised the meeting that Truro (a Made NP) has a demolition policy for a conservation
area which covers both non-listed and protected buildings which might be useful as
background reading, together with Plympton’s policy for on-road parking. Even if it’s not
included in the NP, HNF’s policies could be included as evidence. A Neighbourhood Plan is
a land use policy; all policies must be positively worded. (Plympton’s is based on
Ivybridge’s.)

JV to forward these documentary examples to PT

9 Business Consultation

Hilary Kolinsky, Culture, Media and Tourism Sub-Committee, updated the meeting about
three questions the Group thought should be put to businesses in the Forum area. They will
be open questions and might produce other subject responses. It was recognised that the
Waterfront Partnership should be involved.

PT to invite Sarah Gibson

One question could be ‘How important is the Conservation Area to your business?’

RM suggested the Forum design a map that shows the key routes to be protected, and that

a Working Group meeting should be held to discuss and design the questionnaire. JV
reminded the meeting that records should be kept of actions taken to progress the NP.



The Conservation Area has rules about parking allocation, such as Bed and Breakfast
businesses and residential properties. CP thought it was not city-wide, RM thought it was;
the suggestion was that it was automatic in a Conservation Area, discretionary elsewhere.

RM to check

It may be zoned. It could be for car-free developments, or that developers would have to
provide space on site. This might mean that the NP will need two polices.

JV to check

CP raised the issue of electric vehicles; if anyone is putting in a change of use application for
a property it might be appropriate that provision of a parking point might be required. This
might be regarded as an unreasonable request, although it is compulsory for new builds.
This is covered in the Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), which is therefore needed
by the Forum.

Action JV
10 Project Plan or Timetable

RM told the Forum that there should be a timetable in place for the writing of the NP, which
should include deadlines, and cover such things as ‘must haves’ and ‘nice to haves'. It was
requested that early drafts should be sent to PCC as soon as possible. The central question
is ‘What do you want the Neighbourhood Plan to do?’ How does it fit in with the National
Planning Policy Framework? PT asked RM to provide a Checklist of everything that must be
included in the document.

11 Any Other Business

Dave Ward asked why the Hoe isn’t a World Heritage Site and what the procedure is to
become one. PT said it was considered by the wider community to be a block to
development, and CP pointed out it was an expensive exercise to become one.

12 Future Meetings

CP suggested that the August meeting is a Working Group meeting, and September’s
meeting a General meeting.

Wednesday 28 August at 7.00 pm at the Bowling Club — Working Group Meeting
Wednesday 25 September at 7.00 pm at the Bowling Club — General Meeting



