Cricklade Neighbourhood Plan
Housing Focus Group
Wednesday 18th September 2013 at 6pm in the Town Council Chamber
Present: Mark Clarke (MC) Cricklade Town Councillor and member of the NP Working Party,
John Harmer (JH) Community member and member of the NP Working Party, Margaret Hunt (MH)
Community member, Phil Bowley (PB) Head of Regeneration GreenSquare Group, Peter Moran
(PM) Community member, Ruth Szybiak (RS) Cricklade Town Councillor, John Coole (JC)
Cricklade Town Councillor and Vice Chairman of the NP Working Party, Carolyn Russell (CR)
Community Member.
NOTES FROM THE MEETING
ACTION
1. Apologies: Hennig Totz (WC)
Ruth Szybiak agreed to become Chairman of this Focus Group. This was
welcomed.
2. Matters arising. Discussion surrounded the latest advice from WC.
a. Do we have to comment on each response to the consultation individually,
as WC has done in the Core Strategy, or will a general response be sufficient
to demonstrate that we have taken all comments into account? Ideally yes. It
gives you the opportunity to demonstrate on request that you have looked at
each comment.
• It was agreed that rather than comment on individual responses, many
of which would be simply 'noted', that a short summary paragraph
based on the work already done would be produced. RS agreed to
undertake this and asked for copies to be provided.
b. If developer were to offer other things (such as allotments, cemetery
space or traffic/ highway improvements) in return for being allowed to build
houses, are we legally allowed to take this into account when zoning land
for development? The TC needs to provide evidence what would be
required from a planning perspective to make development acceptable
locally. Ideally this should be addressed during the work on housing
numbers and sites, in collaboration with Wilts Council services – i.e. what
could be delivered on-site and what would need to be provided off-site
(through CIL for example). That would put you in the driving seat as
opposed to a situation where the developer suggests bits of kit they could
offer as part of the deal (for example a cemetery), but which they’d then
use as a reason to refuse contributions to other essential requirements
such as affordable housing or else because of the costs. In other words
you should endeavour to establish what would really be needed in terms
of school places, open space contributions etc – that evidence would then
be used in negotiations at planning application stage, led by Wilts Council
as determining authority. You are aware of the tests in Regulation 122 of
the CIL regulations.
The Core Strategy Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the templates in
Appendix A to the plan describe items providers will require as part of the
negotiations with developers. Similar templates could be prepared for site
allocations in the NP. Bear in mind that developers will seek to minimise
costs and refer to CIL as a means of delivering off site infrastructure.
• Further clarification needed from HT to help our understanding on this.
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c. Can we ensure that promises made by developers as above will be
legally binding and must be delivered if they are allowed to develop
housing in a specific area?
Section 106 agreements are used to secure contributions from
development and are legally binding and can and would be enforced by
the LPA which grants planning permission.
• The answer appears to mean NO. We need to take this into account
when considering site suitability.
d. Can we put in the NP that social housing should only go to “local”
people? Is there an accepted definition of “local”? Or can we define
“local” in the NP in a binding way that will then apply in Cricklade parish?
• HT has put this question to colleagues in the New Housing Team and
will get back to you.
• Await response on this.
e. If development is allowed outside the existing settlement boundary, can
we specify a different proportion of affordable housing must be delivered
or are we bound by the Core Strategy policy of 40%?
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Clearly Core Policy 43 sets the benchmark but it is clear that development
viability will need to be considered too as part of the negotiations at
planning application stage. NPPF para. 173 echoes this. Affordable
housing requirements and proportions required locally should always be
based on evidence.
• Evidence from Housing Needs Survey suggested smaller 2/3
bedroom houses and shortage of Affordable Housing required.
This led onto discussions about Extra Care Home and the further advice that this
would go towards overall Housing needs in Cricklade. However the provision of
extra care facilitates would not address the other housing needs locally. 2½ acres
needed for extra care facility. As part of NP would have to include a Extra Care
Home we would need to identify a site. Some work already undertaken by WC on
this, but it has stalled. RS will try to establish what work if any has been done on
any suitable sites none of which appear ideal.
3. Housing numbers and scenarios
It was felt that we could not wait on WC to establish numbers of houses and we
should work on the available sites now even if we need to revisit later. Should we
take two or three scenarios to work on? Agreed 3 to consider 40/50, 100, and
above 150. The possibility of linking development to provision of Southern By
pass was all but ruled out, similarly identifying other sites for possible Industrial
Development (Chelworth) as not part of Wiltshire Core Strategy. If there are
proposals to build outside the LDF then SEA vital. Each site to be looked at
against the set criteria. Urchfont NP was recommended reading to see what an
SEA can give us. Could 40 houses be built without going outside the settlement
boundary?
Next meeting need to compare criteria with each site. And produce pros and cons
for each site and numbers possible. Need Greensquare input for possible
Culverhay sites.
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4. Cricklade to Swindon Railway
Railway Society had responded but no map of route. JH thought that one existed
already. CRJ had asked again for one.
5. Grant Application
DCLG had raised a number of points CRJ to respond
6. Common Places
JH to check progress on Purton and Villages WP
Future meetings
Next meeting date to be advised.
Agenda for next meeting:
-Present/Apologies
-Review Actions
-Commence work on Scenario 1 (40/50 houses)
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