Supplementary Notes from NPG meeting 12th August 2015

Reference Item 4
Parking:  At present roads like Hopsfield are not always emergency services accessible due to on-street parking.  We will do a visual check, using our local knowledge about residents.  How can we reliably back up this check through the questionnaire? 
a. Suggested Question Format: Do you have an on-street parking problem (Y/N),  if yes please describe.
b. Suggested Question Format: How many in your household are drivers, how many cars.

Reference Item 5:
Explanation of Acronym: CIL – Community Infrastructure Levy.  Preliminary Charging Schedule – there is a charge of £45 per sq.m of dwelling.  With an NP a percentage returns to the parish (25%).  This to be revisited if relevant at a later date.
General comments:  
a. Development Quota: (Scale of growth vs Community Benefits).  At present (revised Local Plan) it may be about 41 dwellings (in original Local Plan there was no quota stated at all). If we proposed a higher number, it could lead to more sustainable local amenities, school numbers, attractive to GP’s to build Health Centre here.  The plan would be leading the growth, rather than reacting to minimum levels.
b. Other comments regarding the future of local plan in light of stated “early review”.  This early review could potentially supersede neighbourhood plans where these had been progressed across the district, undermining a considerable amount of work by the local community.  Therefore what we would suggest is that the early review should be required to take into account and reflect the neighbourhood plans and the more detailed assessment of local needs that these plans have been based upon. 

Reference Item 5(i)a 
MM10 Policy 13.
In parts of North Dorset any development would have an impact.  MSA is representative of this, there is a known localized flooding issue, which would be exacerbated.  This is strategic and should be treated in the local plan, although wider than the Neighbourhood Plan area. This picks up on the point that the flood / SUDS issue (where there are parts of the NDDC area which should be subject to more onerous restrictions) was something that could not be readily picked up in neighbourhood plans (as catchment areas don't stick to parish boundaries - so development upstream outside the parish could similarly lead to increased flood levels if not considered) - hence it was a strategic matter that should be reflected in the local plan.  What we would like to see is that the SUDS threshold retained at 2 (or even reduced to 1 unit) in those locations where there are currently recorded frequent flood events.  

Reference Item 5(i)d 
MM24 Policy 30 (d)
As regards employment development being called “sustainable” and of size and design not visually intrusive.  Use of word sustainable is not measurable.  Arguably when a business unit is constructed it would have been assessed as needed, but how would this be quantified

Above comments to be relayed by MH to appropriate contact.

Reference Item 7(ii)
a. Land Owners details:  will attempt to gain some information locally while waiting for grant for land registry information.  In particular the commercial building owners, Milborne Business Park (Richard Ferguson) and Deverell Farm (John Martin) also the Coles Lane Office Units (Maitland-Gleed).  Question: Have you empty capacity, is there a reason for that? (ie inappropriate industry applying for space).
b. Employment:  following on from above…. We need to know if there are residents who work from home, but who would move into village commercial units if available at a sensible rent.  Is there a demand, would they move, what sort would they need?
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