Gypsy, Traveller and Showpeople Workshop
Notes of the workshop
NB: This meeting was held pursuant to Regulation 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008. This note is not intended to be a minute of that meeting but a record of the general discussion.
Date:

28th August 2008

Venue:
Southfields Offices, Charnwood Borough Council
Time:

1pm to 4pm
File:

POL/HSG/11

Present:
Richard Bennett, Head of Planning Policy, Charnwood Borough Council



Richard Brown, Principal Planner, Charnwood, Borough Council



Steve Birkinshaw, GOEM



Sophie Davies, Leicestershire County Council

Mat Bagley, Leicestershire County Council



Richard Palmer, Hinckley & Bosworth DC



Nicola Butcher, Melton Borough Council



Siobhan Spencer, Derby Gypsy Liaison Group



Auzra Flynn, North West Leicestershire DC



Helene Browne North West Leicestershire DC



Alison Booth, North West Leicestershire DC




Stuart Birch, Charnwood Borough Council



Dave Harris Charnwood Borough Council



Dave Scruton, Charnwood Borough Council



Jane Tricker, Housing Corporation



Joe Quereshi, Harborough Borough Council



Robert Wilkinson, Showman’s Guild, Midlands

Apologies:
Cathy Jones, East Midlands Regional Assembly



Alice de la Rue, Derby Gypsy Liaison Group



Andy Killip, Hinckley and Bosworth DC



Gary Clarke, Blaby DC



Angela Doherty, Rushcliffe Borough Council



Vicky Chapman, Harborough Borough Council



Mick Jackson, Charnwood Borough Council



Sally Atkinson, Leicester City Council



Alison Bowen, Leicester City Council

Eileen Mallon, Charnwood Borough Council

Copies of the following documents were circulated to the group:

· Agenda

· Revised Topic Paper

· Sustainability Appraisal of options

· Extract from the 2007 GTAA showing the summary of Charnwood provision

· Workshop questions

Background to the event was provided by the Richard Bennett. He explained that the workshop had been arranged under the auspices of Regulation 25 of the 2008 Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations as part of pre-submission consultation for the Core Strategy Development Plan Document. The workshop would be used to inform the selection of reasonable options and to provide guidance on the choice of a preferred policy approach for the development plan document.
The alternative options detailed in the topic paper and their relative performance in relation to the sustainability appraisal was introduced:
· Option 1 – do nothing. 

· Option 2 – make provision as part of significant growth areas in the borough

· Option 3 – Defer the identification of sites to later development plan documents but seek to concentrate provision in urban areas
· Option 4 - Defer the identification of sites to later development plan documents but consider sites anywhere in the borough.

Options 2, 3 and 4 all require a policy in the Core Strategy that provides criteria for the location of sites (a model policy was attached to the topic paper).

There was consensus that doing nothing was not a viable option because the requirement for provision was clearly set out in the draft Regional Plan and the Core Strategy must be in general conformity with this.

Spatial Issues 

It was noted that the pitch requirement should be considered as a minimum level of provision and that the GTAA only looked forward to 2016. Reviewing the GTAA and taking account of future biannual gypsy and traveller counts were considered important evidence for the provision of future sites.

Siobhan Spencer noted that quick wins in terms of provision could come from the issue of CLEUD notices for existing unauthorised sites that can demonstrate necessary evidence and the extension of existing lawful sites. Siobhan Spencer suggested that the pitch requirements in the GTAA were undercounted and reminded the group they were expressed as a minimum requirement.
Robert Wilkinson commented that the needs of the travelling community were very similar to the settled community in that there was a need for sites available on the open market, a need for social provision, a need for sites close to friends and family, service and facilities. It was noted that there are already showman’s sites in the Borough and there is a good baseline of data of where families are and where they travel.

It was noted that gypsies and travellers were not overly concerned with being located close to work opportunities as their priority is in finding a site first and foremost and they tend to commute to find work.

Auzra Flynn suggested that the identification of sites for gypsies, travellers and showpeople should be given the same degree of attention as the other housing sites. The council should go and talk to gypsy and traveller groups and build relationships. Richard Bennett explained that in identifying housing sites through housing capacity studies the council made no distinction between different types of housing provision and their use for gypsies and travellers was not ruled out in principle. He accepted that more could be done to raise the profile of gypsy and traveller needs when talking about housing needs in general.
Mat Bagley commented that small family sites for Gypsies and travellers work very well. The larger they are the more difficult they are to manage. It was also recognised that gypsies and travellers are a diverse community.

The group was asked to consider the historical patterns of gypsy and traveller settlement in the Borough and whether this informed the choice of the location of future sites. It was recognised that settlement patterns in Charnwood had been irregular and the scale of gypsy and traveller settlement relatively small. However, some stakeholders saw a distinct advantage arising from a concentration of provision close to the City and the relatively high numbers of gypsies and travellers in North West Leicestershire District suggested complementary provision close by in Charnwood might also be beneficial.
The potential of working jointly with neighbouring authorities was noted. Mat Bagley believed that social rented sites might work better if there was a joint arrangement between authorities. However, the political ramifications of this were such that achieving real progress in the provision of sites in the short term was unlikely. Steve Birkinshaw encouraged the Council to achieve the pitch requirements set out in the draft regional plan as a minimum position and to maintain working relations with neighbouring authorities to develop joint practices as a longer term gypsy and traveller strategy. It was suggested that given the relatively small pitch requirements in Charnwood that social provision may not be the best way forward.

Observations were made on transit sites. The average encampment tends to be around six caravans. Larger transit sites can become unmanageable. It was suggested that the criteria determining the choice of location for transit sites could be less onerous.

Siobhan Spencer expressed concern about focusing future provision within urban areas and she drew reference to evidence that English Gypsies tend to favour rural areas. She warned against ghettoising this group within urban areas.

Richard Palmer cited the Matthew Taylor (Liberal Democrats) Report which provided a more positive light on development in rural areas. This had provided some background to their thinking around settlement hierarchy in Hinckley and Bosworth.

Nicola Butcher stated that Melton were responding to local settlement patterns and will therefore be identifying sites in rural areas.

The use of a rural exceptions policy was cited as a means to provide for rural sites for gypsies and travellers.
Delivery Issues
There was a discussion about the format of sites and how sites could be secured as part of wider market housing sites and how occupancy controlled. Could sites for gypsies, travellers and showpeople be secured as part of development sites in the same way that, say, affordable housing is?

Steve Birkinshaw identified possible difficulties as Planning Policy Statement 3 warns against specifying the type of open market housing. It was suggested that shared ownership schemes would help overcome PPS 3 difficulties in terms of being able to control tenure. Jane Tricker suggested there was potential for Registered Social Landlord to get more involved in gypsy and traveller provision, particularly as investment criteria appeared to favour smaller schemes.
There was a discussion around how sites could be transferred from developers to meet the need. The starting point was sites being provided by developers and set out with plots identified and supporting infrastructure. There was concern about how these sites could be retained in perpetuity and how occupancy could be controlled. It was also suggested that Gypsies and Travellers do not necessarily want ready developed plots, just serviced plots. Legal covenants would be required on land to ensure that it was not sold on for market housing or other use and to restrict sub letting.

Council owned land assets were being reviewed to establish if any might help to meet the needs of gypsy’s travellers and showpeople.


Design Issues

Showpeople have very specific needs and a design code has been drawn up, which was tabled for further discussion. It was suggested by Robert Wilkinson that a 100ft x 150ft area was sufficient for 1 family. 10 family plots would therefore require 4 acres of land (gross). Showpeople are taking more and more equipment on the road and need to park this up at the end of the show season. Equipment needs to be repaired and tested on site too. This suggests plots would be better located close to employment sites.
It was noted that a pitch should be suitable to accommodate a family. This could involve a number of caravans.

Management
In order to address the perpetuity issue, it was suggested that land could be transferred to a Registered Social Landlord or a local authority to manage. This would allow a degree of control over occupancy and site management and provide for sites to be rented to gypsies and travellers or sold as shared equity plots.

Key points

· There was consensus that Option 2 provided the most realistic potential of quickly fulfilling the requirement for new sites;

· Opportunities for securing quick wins from the development of publicly owned land should be explored;

· There are clear differences in the need arising from gypsies and travellers and showpeople;

· There should be continuing engagement with Gypsies, Travellers and showpeople and other key stakeholders
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