
4th October 2024 
Meeting with Weyhill Working Group. 
 
Discussion points were taken from both the changes arising from the ECWG 
and the Weyhill WG (WWG) comments as based on the initial draft as follows. 
 
- 3.2 and the appendix on the historical perspective. You are aware that we have 
previously discussed how earlier documents focus largely on Amport village, for reasons 
we understand. We had addressed that, until ….. the historical perspective. I’d be happy 
to work with Bill to reduce para 3.2 and, if absolutely necessary, merge it into the 
appendix.  
 
Action: Agreed that the history text did not represent Weyhill and to use the Character 
Appraisal text here instead. 
 
- 2.1.3a). I don’t think we can argue that we have consulted with businesses through a 
survey.  
 
Action: SdB discussed revised text and WWG agreed. 
 
- 2.1.3c). In addition to other environmental policies, you might mention here our 
conservation areas and ‘our rich heritage’.  
 
Action: SdB discussed revised text and WWG agreed. 
 
- 3.1.5 & 6. These paras are appropriately punchy (if apt to irritate TVBC).  
 
Action: SdB discussed revised text and WWG agreed. 
 
 
- 4. I don’t think we can say that we have consulted with the community on the Vision; 
indeed I expect the WG leads are reading it for the first time and will simply agree as 
drafted.  
 
Action: SdB discussed revised the text and WWG agreed. 
 
- 4.2 and after. I don’t agree with separating out the WG objectives and in any event, the 
EC WG objectives were offered as Parish-wide objectives.   
 
The V&O were discussed in detail with reference to Weyhill and how they 
could be altered and merged to include their specific needs 
 
Action: SdB revised individual area vision and objectives included elements for Weyhill 
and merged as appropriate and WWG agreed amendments. 
 
- para 7.1.9. Whilst potential non designated heritage assets may have been signposted 
in the Character Appraisal, those in EC (Monks Cottage, Haydown House and Waterloo 
Cottage - less so the site of the abandoned plague cottages) have not been consulted 
and we would wish to, once we understand the implications for the house owners. 
Sharon has since explained the impact of such a designation.  
 
The NDHA and historical areas for Weyhill were discussed and the plans 
explained.  



The issue of it appearing as if the Railway Station was still open was 
highlighted. 
 
Action: SdB reviewed text and agreed with WWG. The text from the 
Character Appraisal would be used and it made clear that the station 
was closed and not re-opening. 
 
 
- 7.4.3. ‘Key facilities’. Breach Farm Brewing is an identified key facility and benefits from 
support in the NP for farm diversification in subsequent text.  
 
Action: SdB amended the text applied planning considerations to a broader range of 
buildings in the countryside. Also rewrote the section on Employment and Community 
Facilities separately to make matters clearer and more applicable to the entire Parish, 
particularly Weyhill.  
 
The Design Code and extent of the Local Plan policy for the industrial estate was 
discussed and made clearer in the NDP. 
 
 
- AM11 on p92. The remark on Weyhill’s community/public open space requirement - a 
key and central aspiration for WWG and its community - seems from a reviewers 
perspective without justification and therefore potentially open to challenge.  
 
- The potential and siting for a new community space was discussed in 
detail and the fact that the field had been used for a substantial period of 
time for exercise and dog walking. The potential green space shown, was 
in the wrong location and moved to the rear of the site, to reflect the 
main use. 
 
- Options for a potential small housing site were discussed which could 
provide a  community open space. This reflected the community 
consultation responses and the fact that the community would not 
support a large development. In this regard the majority response was 
that a site of 20 or less could be acceptable.  
 
- With limited budget and time, the SG were not able to undertake a 
detailed site assessment. It was therefore agreed (as with the ECWG), that 
the NDP would remain a non-allocating plan, but with a supportive policy 
for a small scale housing site, with the site to be determined. 
 
Action: SdB amended supporting text and reference to housing needs survey and 
policy as agreed to ensure the public open space element was also clear. 
 
- You might note in the pre-amble how we fed back to the PC on the Survey’s initial 
findings: strong community engagement, committed to shaping their future, for 
example through the NP; Weyhill and to a lesser extend EC feeling ‘marginalised; strong 
opposition to potential development in the PC area from parishioners in Weyhill; a 
strong sense of maintaining the ‘rural’ status quo; support for the Hawk Conservancy 
(need to more visible locally); commitment from those competing the survey to 
volunteering help develop the NP; stronger role for the PC and a need for them to more 
closely engage with the community (example, strengthened the PC with members for 
Weyhill).  



 
This was discussed in detail, and the NDP reviewed to ensure that Weyhill 
residents were adequately represented and it was not just a plan for 
Amport or East Cholderton. SdB went through the policies in detail and 
highlighted how each applied to Weyhill as relevant. 
 
Action: SdB made further minor changes to the text to ensure inclusivity for Weyhill 
residents. 
 
- The transport policy was reviewed to ensure the plan reflected the road 
network adequately. It was agreed that further narrow lanes and 
constrained junctions were located in Weyhill and should be added. 
 
Action: SdB made further minor changes to the plans 
 
- Other Local Green Spaces were discussed in detail and amendments highlighted 
where there were minor issues. Including the removal of one space where it was 
highlighted that there was no public benefit and was mistakenly suggested. 
 
Action: SdB revised text to ensure no errors 
 
- Discussions re views took place and it was highlighted that these must 
only be from public vantage points. We reviewed the current  to ensure 
that these were correct. 
 
Action: SdB made very minor adjustments to viewpoints and angles. 
 
Action: SdB asked for any replacement photos of anything considered out of date or 
where WG members had better images. 
 


