
 

Ruishton and Thornfalcon Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 
 
Notes of meeting held on 6th September 2021 
 
 
In attendance: Jim Claydon (JCl), Roy Bulgin (RB), Doug Lowe (DL) and Catherine Faulkner 

(Administrator). 
Also in attendance:  Stuart Todd (ST) 
 
 
1. Apologies  

Apologies were received from Mike Marshall (MM) and Dave Duke (DD) 
 

2. Declaration of Interest 
JCl declared an interest as he is Chair of CCS. 
 

3. Notes of last meeting (7/7/21) 
All agreed minutes were correct.   

 
Update on action items: 
a) ST to be asked to check the wording relating to affordable housing in light of this policy 

change as part of his review – completed 
b) ST to be asked to check the wording of the relevant policy to refer to the SW&T Design 

Guide as part of his review – completed 
c) The administrator to include the comments from TACC in the comments spreadsheet and 

forward them to JCl for review then add them to the summary spreadsheet - completed  
d) The administrator to contact Natural England and ask whether they still wish to submit 

comments on the draft NP – completed and no response received  
e) DD and RB to forward any comments on JCL’s drafted responses on the Regulation 14 

comments spreadsheet to the administrator - completed 
f) JCl to amend the comments spreadsheet following the discussions in this meeting - 

completed  
g) The administrator to forward the completed comments to ST for him to review and update, 

including amendments to the 1st part of the NP – completed 
h) The administrator to include the Technology Impact Perspective Paper in the evidence base 

completed  
i) The administrator to update the Project Plan using approximate dates where possible – not 

yet actioned 
 

4. Consultation feedback  
 
4.1. General Comments: 

4.1.1. Issues of a general nature, eg table layout and headings, depth/extensiveness of 
responses etc 

Action:  Layout – To add “unless it says an organisation’s name, assume it is an individual” 
across the top.  Leave names out except organisation names and hide the “sorting” column. 

 
It was agreed that it is important that the responses to the comments and evidence are robust. 

 
Regarding the comments about the scale of the maps, if the SG considers that the scale is 
about right this can be the response to the comments.  The Examiner may comment on the 
maps saying they are ok or there is a need for a map to change. 

 



 

4.2. Detailed Points: 
4.2.1. C1 (17) Acknowledge community links while 
stressing physical separation. 
Action: It was agreed to acknowledge that there is a linkage 
in C1 (17) but that this is an identity of the villages that the 
separation consolidates. 
 
4.2.2. C1 (72) Do we have time/resources for landscape character assessment, and what 
would it show? 
The need for a landscape character assessment was discussed and it was agreed that there 
is no need to undertake one as the area is primarily arable fields. 
 
The gaps that have been identified are based on biodiversity information and it was 
considered that the articulation of the gaps and improved photographs may help explain.  
We could consider a short explanation and clearly identify where the evidence has come 
from.  In addition, paragraphs from the NPPF about rural settlements and sustainable rural 
developments could be used. 
Action: Clearer articulation of the evidence for the gaps could be used for C1(72). 
  
4.2.3. C1 (97) T1 (91) The issue of traffic congestion (A358 and rat-running) limiting the 
scope for housing development could be made more significant in our supporting text (or 
even in a policy, eg any new development would need to contribute to the construction of a 
by-pass around Henlade and associated traffic management schemes) 
Action:  The rat running and congestion/pollution needs to be expanded on throughout the 
document with reference to the data gathered.  It should also identify that the data being 
relied on is pre-covid as those were typical years. 
 
4.2.4. C1 (98) The base map. Ann Rhodes to comment 
Action: It was agreed that the map as identified in C1 was appropriate for what it is intended 
to show as the NP is not identifying field boundaries for the gaps. 
 
4.2.5. C1/2 (101) Justifying Local Green Space policy would require a good deal of work 
and cost, time (given the plan’s end date of 2028), involve engagement with land owners 
who are not well disposed and probably the evidence isn’t there. At present nearly all the 
developers are responding with proposals that recognise the need for separation. 
Action: Clearer articulation of the evidence for the gaps could be used. 
 
4.2.6. H1 (19/51/52/108) Should we drop “normally” from the policy? 
Action: Rather than saying “normally” as identified the wording to be changed to reflect that 
it will only be supported if it conforms to other policies within the NP. 
 
4.2.7. H1 (43/98) See C1(97) above. Does the policy need spelling out? 
Action: it was agreed to strengthen the wording in response to comments regarding H1 and 
reflect it better in the text/policy. 
 
4.2.8. H2 (95) Do we want to “better define the extent of the gaps”? 
Action:  It was agreed to use ST’s suggested wording and not change the definition of the 
gaps. 
 
4.2.9. H5 (18) Should we introduce a “transport assessment criterion” for proposals? 
Action:  It was agreed that applicants should be asked to do a Transport Assessment and 
this should be added to the Transport and Traffic section together with a change of wording 
of the policy. 
 
4.2.10. E1(38) Did the Millennium study identify areas of value?  



 

Action:  The evidence to be reviewed including the map of 
sites and species, and the Russell Gomm document, to 
ensure all relevant areas are captured in the Environmental 
section and specifically in relation to the gap areas.  
 
4.2.11. Ec1 (101) Note suggested rewriting of policy 
Action: It was agreed to use ST’s stepped approach. 
 
4.2.12. Z (99) Tarmac Site. What do we want to say about it? Should we be more proactive 
in encouraging housing on the site to show we are positive about development or should we 
allow them to put forward a proposal in the context of our current policies? 
Action: It was agreed that this would be an appropriate site for development. 
 
C1 (32)  The comment was noted. 
Action:  The wording to the changed to that in the comment. 
 

4.3. Implications of any agreed changes regarding further evidence gathering, consultation and 
time. 
 
The process will be to update the spreadsheet and the NP.  The Basic Conditions Statement 
and the Consultation Statement are also to be produced.  When satisfied with the documents 
this will be presented to the Parish Council for ratification and then submitted to SW&T. 
 
The timetable is then unknown as a new SEA/HRA will be required which will run alongside the 
SW&T submission prior to the Examiner reviewing everything.  The SEA/HRA does not have a 
required timetable and could take around 10 weeks. 
 
Once the plan is submitted and it is out for Reg 16 consultation the SG and PC will need to 
promote the need to respond and then vote at the referendum. 
 

5. A358/A303 update 
DL and RB will be attending a meeting on 23rd September 2021 with National Highways.  It will 
be a presentation of their latest version of the bypass. It was agreed for the need to remind them 
that the PC wishes for a corridor study to be undertaken and to ask again for the P&R not to be 
signposted via the existing A358.   
 

6. Project Team  
It was agreed that there is nothing at present for the PT to review. 
 

7. Newsletter  
it was agreed that there is currently nothing to put in the Newsletter. 
 

8. Next Steps/Any other business 
There was none. 

 
9. Date of Next Meeting  

The date of the next meetings were set for Monday 27th September 2021 at 10am and Tuesday 
9th November at 10am. (Subsequent to the meeting the meetings were moved to Friday 22nd 
October and Wednesday 17th November at 10am at the Village Hall). 


