Bardsey Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee and Bardsey Parish Council 

Minutes of the Meeting held in Bardsey Village Hall on Wednesday April 15th 2015 attended by David Gluck and members of both committees 
Present:- Jane Ambrose (JA),Jack Cairns (JC), Linda Flockton (LF), Ian Frankland (IF), Barbara Hoyland (BH),Jane Ingham (JI),  Chris Sidle (CS), Ed Stentiford (ES) in the Chair, Lance Tattersall( LT), and Martin Ward (MW).
Apologies: Mike Bosomworth,Charlie Bryant,  Lyndsay Burns and Geoffrey Tatman. .

                                                                                         .                                                          . Declarations of any Pecuniary and Other Interests. None. 
Comments from Ian Mac Kay on Draft NDP  and Suggested  Revisions by David Gluck.

ES explained that the meeting had been called in order to determine whether the draft consultation document, including a few revisions by DG as recommended by Ian MacKay (IM), should go out to residents ASAP, or whether the process should be delayed for further revisions to be made. This decision had become necessary as a number of members of both committees had voiced criticisms of the document, whilst others considered the overwhelming importance of circulating residents without further delay.

He invited DG to discuss the detailed comments of IM and members present to offer their views on the extent to which the contents required revision. 

DG began by stressing a few important points:-

· This document is simply a first draft – not the final version . He has deliberately refrained from including all the evidence for the policies proposed . 

·  These policies can  be amended at a later stage, following feedback from the village. 

· LCC are Consultees , but not the only body to be approached for comment. These include the Environment Agency, Natural England, the NFU, Natural England, and the Ramblers, in addition to neighbouring villages. 

· The policies are deliberately not perfectly designed in this draft to allow for some flexibility following consultation. 

· This is not part of the Statutory Process (and can be omitted if preferred). The purpose is simply to test the waters .Production of the final document is still a long way off . 

LT wished it to be minuted that the SC had not met in March , after receipt of the comments from IM. At their last meeting in February they had not officially approved the draft consultation document and were not aware that the PC at its February Meeting was to be asked to approve it. 

The SC and PC then proceeded to discuss each of the points raised by IM, with DG offering his views. He considers the 5 tests suggested by IM for each policy proposed to be valid and worth taking into account at some stage. 

JC raised the issue , mentioned by IM, of the need for hard evidence for each proposal to help residents to form an opinion. DG explained that he has found from experience that comments are made regardless of this.. 

JC asked whether, if given the choice,, residents would prefer to be consulted on a document which a Senior Planner had advised as needing some changes and re-thinking, or a document which incorporated his recommendations. . 

Much discussion centred on the Housing Policies. JC considered that residents will be floored by Policies H1,2,and 3 which require further amplification. He thought further guidance should be sought from IM on the wording of these. Others thought further guidance from IM would be helpful in the future ,but it was important to get the document out now.

Each point made by IM was then discussed in detail. DG agreed to a few minor changes and in some cases offered to include in appendices rather than the main document ,but in general the draft document was approved in its present form. 

JA felt it important for residents' views on dark villages, without street lighting, to be taken into account. She also queried whether the School could be given greater prominence in the document. 

ES asked DG to clarify the timetable which suggested that the NDP will not be finalised until April 2017. DG said that he had erred on the cautious side. The length of time LCC are likely to take, for example, (suggestion of 6 months) could be greater or less as there will be many other NDPs for them to consider at the same time. It may be possible to shade off a few weeks here and there but this is his recommended timing for each section of the consultation process. 

JC then proposed that a copy of the revised draft be sent to IM requesting his comments on the acceptability of the amended document  before it is sent out to residents. There was no seconder for this proposal. CS advised sending out the revised draft to the village, with a copy to IM. 

At the end of the meeting the PC members present voted unanimously that the revised draft consultation document should be sent out to residents for consultation. 

                                                                                                                                                                 .
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