Neighbourhood Plan Working Group Meeting 28 – Meeting Notes (Issue 1)
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	Meeting Title:
	Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

	Date:
	1st June 2017

	Venue:
	Village Hall, Holwell

	Attendees:
	Sally-Anne Holt (Chair Holwell Neighbourhood Plan Working Group)
Patrick Constable 
Jo Edmonson 
Phil Curtis 
Dave Hollex
Roger Kellow
Neil Peirson

Diana Gibbs (Holwell Parish Council)
Jo Witherden (Dorset Planning Consultant)
	SAH

PC
JE
PhC
DH
RK
NP 

DG
JW 


	
	

	Agenda:

	1 Apologies 
2 Opening Remarks  
3 Notes of Previous Meetings 
4 Actions Arising
5 Declarations of Interest
6 Preparation for public Consultation on Site Assessments
6a   Landowner Updates
6b   Agreement of Date/Venue/Format
6c   Discussion of Questions for Residents
6d   Proposal for Format
6e   Other Matters Requiring Decisions
7 SEA Update
8 Grant Application Update
9 Date of Next Meeting
10 AOB





	
	
	Actions

	1.
	Apologies
	

	
	Lord Aldenham (LA), Rodney Antell (RA),  Bruce Duncan,(BD), Libby Wilton (LW), Colin Evans (CE), Steve Atchison (SA) and Peter Mcfarlane (PM), were unable to attend. 
	

	2.
	Opening Remarks
	

	
	The key aim of the meeting was to review the draft documentation prepared for the Public Consultation meetings scheduled for July and agree all the associated matters for these sessions.

	

	3.
	Notes Of Previous Meetings
	

	
	The notes of meeting 25, 26 and 27 were discussed and agreed.
	

	4.
	Actions Arising from Previous Meetings
	

	
	Meeting 25
Action 25.1 Complete
Action 25.2 Complete
Action 25.3 Complete
Meeting 26 
No actions arising
Meeting 27 
No actions arising
	






	5.
	Declarations of Interest
	

	
	None made
	

	6.
	Preparation for Public Consultation meeting on Site Allocations
	

	6a
	Landowner Updates
	

	
	Feedback had been given by SAH to those who had submitted sites and are members of the NPWG regarding the outcome of their site’s assessment.
JW clarified that the purpose of contacting landowners prior to the consultation was a matter of courtesy.   Those whose sites are in the “red” band then have the opportunity to withdraw their site before the public consultation, if they so wish.    Comments were raised about scores being inconsistent and that similar sites had not been treated equally.  JW emphasised that the scores had ranged widely according to each individual’s own perception of the site and criteria.  The red / amber / green categorisation had been based on the group consensus as reached in the meetings, and as such only factual inaccuracies about any particular site should lead to any changes to the consultation summaries to be used.  JW suggested that the group decide whether these summaries are shared with landowners prior to the consultation, so that any landowner’s concerns about inaccuracies could be included, or left to the residents to review and comment on.
It was proposed that the information on this consultation must be available on line for at least two weeks following the first meeting.   
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	6b
	Agreement of Date/Venue/Format
	

	
	Dates were discussed and there was an action to agree additional dates around the 15th July, which is the chosen Saturday.
	SAH 
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	6c / 6d
	Discussion of Questions for Residents / Proposal for Format
	

	
	The Reviewed Site Options Consultation Questionnaire draft was presented at the meeting.   The meeting agreed to put the assumptions regarding one property per plot and retention of trees and hedges clearly in all information and ensure that the assessment criteria used are clearly explained.
DG asked JW if the consultation process was acceptable in her view and she responded that in her opinion it was likely to be considered appropriate by an examiner, provided that there was reasonable opportunity for all local people to review the information (which would not be the case if, for example, it was limited to web-only or just one consultation event) and time for them to comment. 
JE asked if in JW’s experience the proposed questionnaire format worked and was consistent.  PhC asked how transparency is demonstrated.  JW responded that the questionnaire analysis would produce a ranking of sites that would indicate local people’s preference, which should form the basis of deciding the sites to include, but that the end decision would also need to take into account possible issues that might be raised, for example by the WDDC Planning team.   
PC asked if we could add the “red” sites to the “green and amber” section on the form.  JW said this could be done, providing more information on ranking, but could mean that people were put off by the number of sites they were expected to rank, and the additional work needed by volunteers to summarise all the sites in detail. SAH agreed to revise the template and circulate for comment.
SA had commented that in the scoring scale table at top right there is an “X” for Don’t Know, but it isn’t used in the large table – it just gives “Don’t Know”, which is clearer so proposed we dispense with the X which was agreed by the meeting.    
SAH confirmed that the actual sites would be listed under relevant categories.
SA asked if we would explain why we want their postcode; the meeting agreed to ask for name and contact details and add a confidentiality statement as for the questionnaire.  SAH to amend template.
In discussion on the analysis, SA had proposed taking an average of the results for each site; it was also confirmed that the NPWG had not provided a detailed ranking within the categories.
JW asked if the group wanted to add a middle option of up to 3 houses at question 3 on the draft document and the meeting agreed.
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	6e
	Other Matters Requiring Decisions
	

	
	There was a general discussion on two additional questions – on DDB and on affordable housing.   Some amendments were made to the text of the latter question to help clarify the affordable housing situation and DG suggested we again use the formal definition of affordable housing as issued by government.  JW advised that the national definition was likely to broaden in the future, for example with reference to starter homes.  JW explained the purpose of the DDB question with the group and the potential complexity of the options; the meeting agreed to look at this again after getting feedback from the public meeting on the sites, so at this stage the draft question 4 on DDB was not to be included.
After general discussions, SAH will amend the template for the Site Options Consultation Questionnaire and circulate.
DG and JE agreed to draft the Site Option papers for each site for review.
JW asked for a completed Key Features document to be available a soon as possible.  SAH asked for a volunteer to lead this activity, which is designed to highlight key places of interest, views and features which are important to Holwell.
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	7.
	SEA Update
	

	
	JW reported that we had asked for a screening determination which is part of the formal process.  We believe that we don’t need one but have submitted details and are awaiting a response from WDDC which is due around 2nd June 2017.
	

	8.
	Grant Application
	

	
	An application for additional funding from Locality is in progress; this is essential to enable us to continue the work we are doing.
	

	9.
	Dates of Next Meeting (DONM)
	

	
	The next Neighbourhood Plan WG Meeting is scheduled for Thursday 6th July 2017.
	

	10.
	Any Other Business (AOB)
	

	10.1


10.2


10.3
	Newsletter 
LW had kindly drafted a Newsletter for house to house distribution.  This will be circulated for comment and then we require a volunteer to get copies printed and arrange distribution.
Confidentiality
DG asked all NPWG members to remember that matters discussed remain confidential.
Site Summaries
PhC asked that all site owners are able to see their site’s summary.  
JW proposed that any response received from a site owner could be displayed at the public consultation meetings provided that it was limited to 200 words.
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