North Crawley Parish Neighbourhood Plan

Minutes of Meeting
Meeting Held: via Zoom on 28" January 2021 at 7.30pm
Ruth Ambridge - RA; Helen Beauchamp - HB (Chair); Steve Garner - SBG (Minutes); Derek
Present: Harpur - DH; Nic Sadeghi - NS (Vice Chair); Keith Shaw - KS; Chris Stavrinides — CS; Richard
Sykes - RS; Chris Toye - CT
Apologies:
Public
N/A
Observers: /
Distribution: All members of the steering group; Parish Council; Parish Council website, Facebook

Meeting No:

22

Agenda item 1
Minutes and
Matters Arising

The minutes of the meeting dated 3rd December were accepted. There were no matters
arising.

Agenda item 2
Site Assessment
Report
conclusions and
how we
proceed.

The primary purpose of the meeting was to discuss the final report from AECOM, the
technical consultants, who have independently assessed the 15 sites proposed by the
Steering Group. It was agreed that initial drafting errors in the report were regrettable but
had now been largely rectified; this delayed receipt of the final report. There was
considerable discussion related to whether we should accept the recommendations of the
report or, instead, put forward proposals for some sites that the technical consultants
deemed inappropriate. In addition, HB reported on feedback received from MKC (additional
to written feedback already provided and shared with the SG).

It was clear that some of the SG felt strongly that some sites that have been rejected could
be potentially suitable for development. However, it was also accepted that the SG did not
possess the technical expertise and in-depth planning knowledge that the consultants have.
The SG have interrogated the evidence, seeking the support of the Highways Department
and senior planning advisors at MKC. The report provides an objective assessment of the
suitability of sites based on current local and national planning policy. MK Council planning
department have reviewed the consultants’ report and, whilst proposing some minor
amendments and clarifications, agree that “assessment has a robust methodology, is
thorough and has been carried out by experienced professionals” and “in the same manner
that MK Council would conduct such an exercise”. MKC have no concerns with the
conclusions of the assessment and the categorisation of the sites. Ultimately, MK Council
will assess the suitability of the Neighbourhood Plan and the methods used, so it is
advantageous to know they are in favour of the consultants” methodology.

There were concerns that the same sites were appearing in this plan as were in the plan
which failed to be accepted in 2019. However, when reviewed it was noted that the report
identifies two additional sites as being potentially suitable; a smaller number of dwellings is
considered appropriate on all sites that were included in the previous Plan; and one of the




sites is smaller and has conditions on access applied. There were concerns as to whether
some sites may subsequently be developed beyond the area outlined in the plan. SBG
explained that a Neighbourhood Plan would be the only defence the PC would have to
protect the village from speculative development. It becomes part of the statutory
development plan, in accordance with which MKC must determine all planning applications.
Decisions of MKC Planning can only be challenged on appeal to the Planning Inspectorate or
beyond that, in the courts. Through collaborative work with the landowners based on a
Neighbourhood Plan the PC can mitigate against more expansive development.

HB proposed that the SG accept the recommendations of the technical consultants, shortlist
those sites which have been found to be potentially suitable, and present the findings in a
leaflet to be distributed to residents. A vote took place, 5 in favour, 3 against and 1
abstention. HB’s proposal was therefore agreed.

It was agreed that design codes would be a crucial next step for the sub-committee to
consider. It will also be important to identify the approximate number of dwellings for each
site, subject to the recommendations of the report, and secure landowner agreement.

A meeting with the landowners needs to be arranged to discuss each site in more detail. It
will be especially important for the owners of site 3 and 4 to establish the potential of access
into site 4 via site 3, as it was agreed that the verge in Orchard Way should be considered as
if it were a protected green space.

It was agreed that the AECOM report should be published in full on the PC website along
with the minutes of the December and January meetings and the notes of the meeting with
AECOM. HB to arrange with the PC Clerk.

Agenda Item3
Leaflet to
Residents

HB asked for any comments on the residents’ leaflet to be forwarded to her as soon as
possible. It is hoped the leaflet could be produced within the next 10 days.

NS will establish that hand delivering the leaflet will not breach COVID restrictions.

Agenda Item 4
Consultation
and Voting on
sites.

It was proposed by HB that this is the subject of the next meeting once the leaflet had been
produced and distributed.

AOB

There was no other business

Date of Next
Meeting

Thursday 11* February at 7.30pm via Zoom

There will be no public meetings until mass gatherings are allowed. All minutes will be
published to the Parish Council website and also on Facebook. Monthly updates will be
published in the SCAN magazine and distributed to all households in the Parish.




