North Crawley Parish Neighbourhood Plan

Minutes of Meeting
Meeting Held: The Village Hall, 16 Jan 2020
Helen Beauchamp - HB (minutes); Andy Gresty - AG; Derek Harpur - DH; Nic Sadeghi - NS
Present: (Chair); Keith Shaw - KS; Chris Stavrinides — CS; Richard Sykes — RS; lan Thody — IT; Chris Toye
-CT
Apologies: James Sandall - JS
Public
N/A
Observers: /
Distribution: All members of the steering group; Parish Council; Parish Council website; Facebook
Meeting No: ©

Agenda item 1
Minutes and
Matters Arising

One amendment to the previous minutes — change North Crawley (NC) Road to High
Street/Cranfield Road in Agenda item 3, bullet 5. Once this amendment has been made the
minutes will be adopted and available for publication.

See agenda Item 3

Agenda item 2
SCAN Update —
finalise wording

Thanks to AG for a detailed and upbeat update. HB to format AG’s piece, add the additional
paragraph and the personal statements. HB will send to Julia by the deadline.

Agenda Item 3

Continue
discussions on
sites and
planning issues

The question was raised again — do we know enough about the reasons that people voted
no to the previous plan? 160 voted yes, so not everyone was against the referendum
version of the plan. We know that some people were alarmed at the increase in size of sites
H4 and H5 and felt that they had not been consulted adequately on this change, we know
that some people felt that they did not know what they were voting about. Until the
objections are better understood, the group will not know which sites are going to provide a
more acceptable model. AG suggested carrying out a mini questionnaire at the next public
meeting — the group agreed in principle to this course of action. For discussion at next
meeting.

Discussion around the settlement boundary will continue. Itis defined by MKC and it is clear
in policy DS1 that provision of new homes will occur in compliance with made
neighbourhood plans within defined settlement boundaries. While there is some leeway in
amending the edges of the settlement boundary to incorporate sites adjacent to the
boundary, MKC have made it clear that sites not adjacent to the boundary are likely to score
less well against the assessment criteria. This does not prevent building outside the
settlement boundary but it will only be permissible within defined parameters (ref: Plan MK
Policy HN10) that must be identified within the Neighbourhood Plan policies.

The point was made that the policies contained in the rejected plan continue to be relevant.
The wording has been approved by an examiner and the group can tweak them to enable
the new plan to achieve its objectives. The group discussed how the policies already make
provision for type of housing, size of housing and numbers of houses.




Agenda item 3
continued

The group discussed MKC’s policy on affordable housing (HN2) and queried whether this
meets the needs of the village. NS will contact MK Planning department to see whether the
wording of the NCNP policies can be written to suit the identified need in North Crawley for
low cost homes to buy rather than rent, whether these homes can be retained for local
people to purchase and how we ensure that they continue to be affordable and owner
occupied in perpetuity.

HB provided a parish wide map showing all of the plots of land and their ownership. The
group discussed each plot of land in terms of how well it fits with the National Planning
Policy Framework; policies contained within Plan:MK and the emerging policies of the new
North Crawley Neighbourhood Plan. A good deal of discussion was had around application
of the policies and how much flexibility was available when writing policies for the NCNP. It
is clear that the wording of the policies is vitally important to ensure that the village has a
plan that will secure housing for the future of the village, enable windfall developments to
come forward but also maintain the rural and historic character of the village (Ref Plan:MK
Policy DS5)

There are a number of sites within the parish boundary, based on application of the policies
that are clearly not suitable for development. The sub-committee will draft a letter to send
to these landowners explaining the reasons for arriving at the decision and providing an
opportunity to discuss these with the sub-committee.

The group discussed amalgamation of potential sites and whether the plan can influence
how 2 or more landowners may potentially work together to achieve a particular objective.
NS to ask for clarification from MKC Planning department.

Actions

1. NS to contact MKC Planning regarding: policies on affordable housing —in particular
whether the policies within the NP must reflect MKC policy or whether we can draw
upon the National Planning Policy Framework to create our own, local policy; policy
on retaining low cost housing for local people in perpetuity; policy on compelling
landowners to work together if 2 or more sites are amalgamated — by 23" Jan

2. AG to email SCAN update to HB, HB to insert additional paragraph, amalgamate with
personal statements and send to Julia by 18" Jan.

3. AG to draft letter to landowners — by 23™ Jan

4. RS to copy map x 2 and provide copy to sub-committee. HB to retain master copy
and list of owners — by Monday 21

5. All to consider questions that can be included in a mini questionnaire as to why
people may have voted NO to the previous plan — by 23™ Jan

Date of Next
Meeting

Thursday 23rd January, 7.30pm in the Cockpit




