
30th September 2024 
Meeting with East Cholderton Working Group. 
 
 
Discussion points were taken as those from the comments and actions from 
ECWG 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: DS to agree discussion necessary between Bill Gore and TG to revise and reduce 
main historic text at para 3.2. 
 
- 2.1.3a). I don’t think we can argue that we have consulted with businesses through a 
survey.  
 
Action: SdB revised text. 
 
- 2.1.3c). In addition to other environmental policies, you might mention here our 
conservation areas and ‘our rich heritage’.  
 
Action: SdB revised text. 
 
- 3.1.5 & 6. These paras are appropriately punchy (if apt to irritate TVBC).  
 
Action: SdB revised text to meet the aspiration to ‘recognise and - where appropriate - 
seek to address these issues’ or revise it.  
 
Action: DS is asked to consider what stuff we can do at PC-level. 
 
- 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 revised the text. 
 
- 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.   
 
Action: SdB revised individual area vision and objectives and merged as appropriate, 
particularly as these were relevant to the Parish as a whole in many cases (still retaining 
individual aspects for each area). 
 
- 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.  
 
Action: SdB sent ECWG details on NDHA and then amended text in Plan 
to make it clearer. 
GG, Chair ECWG, to consult with property owners and consider the overall benefit to the 
community and make recommendations. 



 
- 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 on ‘farm diversification', instead applying 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. 
 
- 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.  
 
Action: SdB amended supporting text to address the need prior to the commitment in 
the policy. 
 
- 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).  
 
Action: SdB reviewed text and revised to ensure a better balance for all residents. 
 
- I’m surprised the NP is silent on the development of Amport House - it is not just a PC 
or an Amport WG issue. I recommend saying in a short paragraph in the NP that we 
support development of Amport House along the lines of the planning approval, 
perhaps picking out what we particularly liked about it (community access to the 
gardens and some of the facilities, employment opportunity, ….). I also suggest we 
highlight what we would not support.  
 
Action: SdB revised text to highlight the current planning consent and 
revised general employment text to also cover the potential issues and 
options for Amport House.  
 
We might also quickly agree a schedule for next steps (community engagement, final 
draft on limited circulation and an NPSG to approve release of the NP).  
 
 
 


