Bardsey Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee
Minutes of the Meeting held on Wednesday October 15th 2014.
Present :- Mike Bosomworth (MB),Lindsay Burns (LB), Jack Cairns, (JC), Ian Frankland (IF), in the Chair, June Gallant (JG), Jane Ingham (JI), Chris Sidle (CS), and Lance Tattersall (LT). 

David Gluck (DG) was also present as advisor to the SC, and Geoffrey Tatman (GT)resident. 
Apologies:Jane Ambrose (JA), Stephen Bucknell (SB), and Ed Stentiford (ES) 
                                                                                         .                                                           Declarations of any Pecuniary and Other Interests. None. 
 Minutes of Meeting held on 17.9.14   These were approved. 
 Matters Arising :- 
a) Report on Walk round Village. DG thanked JC and LT for the conducted tour of the village from which he had acquired a much better knowledge of the development sites. He considers Bardsey a well maintained village, but apparently lacking any real businesses. LB pointed out that these existed but were not clearly evident (e.g. Bardsey Tree Services and the Caravan Parks) mostly being one man concerns. DG had later driven round the Congreve Estate. 
b) Guidance documents available from Ian Mackay (IM).IM had sent the preliminary documents relating to starting up a NP which are of little value to the SC. DG advised against requesting the template now available. 
c) Discussions on potential housing sites with landowners.
· LB agreed to draft a letter to the lady believed to be the part owner of the triangular site off Keswick Lane,seeking clarification of the land ownership situation .
· LB will also draft a letter to the Diocese re the Catholic Church site and any plans for use of the site.

· LB has been notified that the owners of site 1027 have modified their plans for site development and would like to discuss these at some point with the SC. 

· IF confirmed that Bramham Estates are continuing with their plans for development on their site. 

· LB will contact those landowners residing outside Bardsey who do not have sight of the Newsletter asking about any interest they may have in development of sites. 

· IF reported that he is in correspondence with IM concerning any potential help with development on the School site. It was accepted that advice would also have to be sought from the Trust. It is important first to establish whether LCC has monies set aside for the future of this ageing school .
· CS is to write a paragraph for the Newsletter inviting any potential developer of land in the village to make contact  and IF will also mention this on the website.  
d) Notification of intention to produce pre draft document. JG has informed IM of this. IF is to send him the Preliminary Assessment. 
e) Possible change to NP map to exclude areas currently in the parish of Scarcroft. DG said that he understands that one other NP Group has done this successfully. It was agreed that the first step should be to contact Scarcroft and seek their views. 
f) Project Plan – Agreement on individual(s) to be responsible for this. DG had circulated a copy of the project plan to date for Woodmansey in E. Yorks. This provides a detailed chronological account of all actions, meetings, decisions, referrals to their PC and to the public. Between meetings CS and JC had supplied DG with a less detailed chronological list. This must be supplemented, particularly with reference to BPC meetings. DG warned that if further actions are deemed necessary they will have to be agreed and inserted retrospectively. DG offered to make a first attempt at producing a project plan using info already supplied to him and BPC info from the Internet. This will be referred to CS and JC for comments prior to the next SC meeting.   
g) Suggestion that David Gluck (DG) should attend a BPC meeting. It was agreed that DG would attend part of the next PC meeting on November 13th. 
h) Evaluation of possible development sites from walkabout by Ian Frankland (IF) and Stephen Bucknell (SB). IF has now compiled a list of sites which had been proposed by villagers/ noted by SB on a tour of the village. This assessment does not attempt to consider any previous sites either graded red or sieved out by LCC. DG recommended sending them to IM. It is still not known whether LCC will review GB boundaries. It is possible that small developments within the GB will be permitted , with the remainder of the area remaining in GB. JC on his walkabout the village with DG, had noticed a suitable piece of land contained on 3 sides  for development of possibly 15-20 houses,  between Hetchell View and Church Lane, part of SHLAA site 1027. LB said that it is possible to use part of large SHLAA sites without fear of further encroachment by placing a covenant on the land to prevent further development. DG agreed on the merits of making the most of the best sections of large SHLAA sites. 
Review of Policy Documents supplied by DG.  DG explained that his document circulated to the SC before the meeting set out broad policy and vision objectives. The next phase will be filling in evidence. If this is not all presently available it may need to be gathered and then included retrospectively. He considers the VDS a very good document ,still providing a useful reference from which some NP policies can be taken.
He considers that any ACVs obtained by the PC from LCC should be included in the NP in an appendix as they do not strictly form part of a NP.

He has included no mention of GB as he considers that this is a matter for LCC. 

We should aim to complete a final draft by the next meeting on November 19th in time to go to the December meeting of BPC. 
Following this, there should be a 6 week consultation period. 

JC pointed out that 75% of residents responding to the Village Survey had supported a site specific, rather than a generic, approach. If the SC is now favouring the generic approach this should be explained to villagers. CS agreed and suggested the need for a further circulation to the village. DG said that the SC should not feel bound to follow views expressed in the survey . MB agreed that things have moved on and we now see matters differently. 
DG said that his e mail is always open and he will welcome comments from SC members on the final draft document. He would like to receive comments by 29th October and will then get the document out by November 13th, in time for the next SC meeting on November 19th.  
  Finance – Expenditure since last meeting .The only expenditure since the last meeting has been the cheque for £600 paid to DG. 
 Possible inclusion of further “specialists” on SC. IF explained that GT had requested reinstatement on the SC, following advice from IM. JG and JC had both explained to him the difficulty of this, due to the perception to the village that we would be seen to be supporting one of our own PCs.  This had been the reason the decision had been taken in the first place and this had not changed simply because IM had said that some SCs have developers on their committees. GT had thought this over and had told JG at the start of the meeting that he would withdraw the request but instead ask to be included in all e mail correspondence between members. (GT left the meeting)
LB said he did not think this possible as only full members of a committee should see one another’s e mail. JC argued that GT was a special case and as the head of Planning on BPC was in a position to be able to assist in planning discussions. Other members were sceptical but agreed to pass the decision on to the PC. 
  Any other business  None. 
 Date of next  meetings:- Wednesday November 19th and December 17th
                                                                 .:
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