Amport Parish Council

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting 29 Apr 24
Record of Decisions

Members present:

Diana Stephenson (DS), Chair

Geraldine Grimshaw, East Cholderton Rep
Anthony Putt, Weyhill Rep

Bill Gore, representing Amport WG

Tim Grimshaw (TG), Secretary

In attendance:
Andrea Dash, Weyhill resident

Apologies:
Robert Talbot Rice (RTR), Amport Rep

1. Introduction. The Chair welcomed members to this, the eighth NPSG meeting. The
principal purpose of this meeting was to assess progress and establish next steps. DS
thanked SG members for the significant efforts so far, particularly in supporting a successful
Community Engagement in Amport on 27 Feb 24 and in feedback on drafts of NP
documentation (the Character Appraisal, Housing Needs Survey (HNS) and design codes
consultation). She noted that our consultant’s view was that we were about three-quarters
of the way there.

2. Record of last meeting and Actions arising (Secretary). The record of the last
meeting was agreed and signed by the Chair and would be posted on the NP page of the
APC website. Actions arising:

° WGs to describe effects required from NP (agenda item below).

° Specialist Group Terms of Reference. DS noted that there may be benefit in
forming a photography Specialist Group. Bill Gore offered to support all photography
needs, if the NPSG provided him with locations (grid reference) and aspect
(direction). Action: WGs to provide to the Secretary any photographic requirements,
for him to coordinate with Bill Gore.

° Discussion with consultant future scope and funding (Chair). Action: DS had
agreed consultancy support with Bluestone, and agreed the funding requirements.
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3. WG leads update.

° East Cholderton (ECWG). GG noted that the last WG on 26 Apr 24 had
considered draft objectives:
o Protect the rich heritage of the small hamlet.
o Protect the Pill Hill Brook and its immediate environment and habitat from
disruption and pollution.
o Preserve the status of the EC conservation area.
o Establish that — without further development — the infrastructure (roads,
water, sewage, communications, power, public transport) will inhibit further
housing and business development.

She also noted that the WG had also reviewed the latest green space and important
view proposals from Bluestone and noted that the WG's recent proposed additional
important views had not been incorporated. GG explained that the WG intended to
hold a community engagement meeting at end-Jun 24 to discuss with EC residents
the draft proposals. Action: DS agreed to follow up with the consultant on ECWG
proposals for additional important views to protect the conservation area.

° Weyhill (WWG). AP noted that the WG members had conducted several
engagement opportunities with residents and knew their requirements well. He
asked whether the revised green space and important view proposals from the
consultant had been circulated. TG noted that he had requested from the consultant
smaller file sizes to circulate them to SG members. Action: TG to circulate the revised
important views and green space proposals, in smaller files provided by the
consultant. AP agreed that the WWG would draft objectives and review the green
space and important views to see whether change was required. Action: AP and AD
agreed to prepare draft NP objectives and review whether change to the green space
and important view proposals supported their objectives. AP asked for direct support
from the consultant. Action: DS agreed to arrange consultant one-to-ones with each
WG. AD asked where the settlement boundary was in Weyhill; DS suggested that
they discuss this with the consultant.

. Amport (AWG). TG updated AWG progress in RTR’s absence. The current
documentation provided reasonably well for Amport’s requirements, included
comprehensive green space and important view proposals. Other detailed
suggestions had been made in response to the Character Appraisal, HNS and design
codes work. The WG had not yet considered draft objectives. Action: RTR is asked to
prepare draft NP objectives for Amport settlement and review the green space and
important views to see whether change was required.
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4, Writing the Neighbourhood Plan (NP). TG reminded the SG that SdB had provided to
the Chair and Secretary a skeleton NP Report format and our feedback had been provided.
He reminded the SG that they had agreed to provide development or protective ‘effects’
required from the NP (e.g. as covered in WG discussion above). TG reminded the meeting
that SdB’s aim had been to provide a substantive Report at draft by end-Mar 24 and absorb
the impact of the HNS and Design Codes Study into the NP in mid-24. TG also noted that the
consultant had been asked for draft policies on the development of Amport House and
proposals to support a community area, perhaps on Michaelmas Field. Action: DS agreed to
discuss the consultant’s timelines for supporting the preparation of the NP with Bluestone.

5. Housing. The SG also discussed whether it was necessary and prudent to offer
locations for future housing in the Parish in the NP; opinion was divided. TG noted that he
had met with TVBC to discuss the draft HNS survey and would feedback to the SG formally
shortly. He had discussed how the requirements of the HNS survey (8 affordable houses in
the next 15 years —i.e. by 2040) might be met. He noted that TVBC had also proposed in the
draft HNS Report that the Parish Council consider (e.g. through the NP) a community-led
development (‘COM-9’), principally focused on affordable housing. TG had discussed with
TVBC how we might align the NPSG’s own NP survey findings in 2022 (e.g. 20 new houses by
2040) and the Local Plan requirements (10 new houses) with the HNS findings. TG suggested
that there might be several options (not exhaustive and potentially overlapping):

. Silent endorsement. Noting in the NP that we supported the Local Plan
requirement for ten (perhaps twenty) new houses [by 2040] but not being specific
about where, perhaps assuming open market proposals for infill development
through routine planning.

° Proactive endorsement. Including in the NP proposals for twenty new houses
[by 2040] at a specific location, including 40% affordable homes to meet the Local
Plan and HNS requirements.

° Proactive development. A community-led (COM-9) scheme to provide the
affordable housing requirement (8 houses).

DS noted that there had been several new suggestions (beyond TVBC SHELAA proposals
supporting the Local Plan) and that we needed to clarify with TVBC how and when new
proposals for housing would help meet this ‘quota’. Action: DS agreed to consolidate
proposals for new developments and circulate them to the NPSG.

6. Future plans. DS suggested that future plans included:

e WGs, supported directly by Bluestone, identify effects required from the NP and
review green space and important view proposals to identify possible need for
change (WG leads);

e First draft NP (SdB) and review.
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