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NOTES OF 3 VILLAGES NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN STEERING GROUP MEETING, 
THE VILLAGE HALL, PUNCKNOWLE, 21 FEBRUARY 2024 

 
Present: Steering Group   
  Brian Bowsher  (Chair)  [BB]  
  Sally Bowsher [SB]     
  Paul Bullen [PB]    
  Claire Hart [CH] 

Jackie Hunt [JH]    
  Fran Marsh [FM] 
  Bill Slatcher [WS] 
 
Apologies: Kate Strawbridge [KS], David Swan [DS], Michèle Vassar [MV] 
 

1. Welcome and IntroducJons  
BB welcomed everyone to the meeMng of the Steering Group (SG). As MV had another 
commitment, he would draP the notes of the meeMng. He then noted a number of changes 
that impacted the SG. First of all, KS had resigned because of other commitments but she 
would be happy to support specific tasks where she could. As previously flagged, JH was 
reducing Mme available to NP temporarily because of other commitments; she would sMll be 
on SG and conMnue to lead the Evidence Base Working Group (EBWG) but withdraw from 
the Community Engagement Working Group (CEWG) and Finance Working Group (FWG). BB 
also noted that, following the resignaMon of Steven Rose, SB had temporarily resumed the 
reins of Parish Council (PC) Clerk as well as Councillor; it will be a busy Mme for the PC as 
they approach the financial year end and elecMons in May. 
 
BB wished to recognise the significant achievements of the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) to date 
with much stronger appreciaMon of neighbourhood planning. However, much of the 
progress depended on a limited number of people. He therefore thought that we should 
look at what we do and how we do it. It seems likely that we will either take longer, or will 
need to reduce our ambiMon. We will also need to get more people involved and look at 
beXer ways of working. He thought that our structures have served us well to date but did 
see the need for a greater and common understanding of what we do – which points us to a 
stronger integraMon of working groups into SG - plus more task-based acMviMes. He thought 
that we would need to return to this topic as the Evidence Base became clearer. 
 

2. Governance Update 
BB noted a number of governance issues in going through the process to appoint the 
consultant, including various constraints placed through the contract. Firstly, although the 
PC retains full authority over the work – including financial, key decision making, and formal 
submission of Plan – all members of the SG must comply with the PC Code of Conduct. This 
is detailed in hXps://puncknowle.net/code-of-conduct/ and he asked all members to remind 
themselves of its contents. Secondly, three important constraints of the grant were that: (i) 
only budgeted expenditure for the NP is allowed by the Grant; (ii) the need to provide 
evidence for all expenditure (which FWG will handle); and (iii) to demonstrate risk 
awareness (e.g. through risk assessments) in all community events. John Marsh has agreed 
to provide independent oversight of the contract for the PC. 

https://puncknowle.net/code-of-conduct/
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BB then reported on the PC. This had met on 6th February and he had given his usual update. 
The PC then formally supported appointment of Amy BurneX (DinT) as consultant. They also 
formally accepted the grant of £1,032 from Groundwork UK. BB also noted that Dorset 
Councillor Mark Roberts had reported that 30 NPs had now been approved in Dorset. 
 

3. Financial Planning 
SB gave a brief summary of the interacMons with Locality and the consultant’s appointment. 
She noted the need to spend the funding for 23/24 before the end of March. This would 
include prinMng costs such as the maps which should aid the next round of community 
engagement. As noted, Amy BurneX of Development in TransiMon was formally appointed 
on behalf of the PC. PB would be the principal contact for Amy and he had draPed a contract 
schedule. Whilst her work in 23/24 was limited (up to 2 days’ effort), it would be important 
to posiMon for 24/25 when further support from Locality was anMcipated. It was agreed to 
endeavour to minimise any “down-Mme” at the start of the year (although the Mming of the 
Locality grant was unclear). It was also agreed to seek the costs for the full year’s work in a 
single proposal but to manage the consultant’s work through specific schedules for each 
phase. A meeMng of FWG will be held in March to help finalise the submission. AcJon: SB 
 
SB also noted discussions with the PC about potenMally adopMng an approach whereby all 
Parish Councillors had dedicated email addresses and also considered using a Drop-Box to 
share informaMon and wondered about the merits of this for the SG. There was general 
support for progressing a shared filing system and it was noted that a Drop-Box approach 
would cost £8 pm. PB noted that the consultant had offered to share her Drop-Box in the 
first instance. It was agreed that the SG would progress a Drop-Box account and that funding 
for an annual subscripMon in 24/25 would be part of the funding applicaMon to Locality.  
 
CH volunteered to join the FWG to help share the load. Post-Mee(ng Note: In subsequent 
discussions the greatest need was iden(fied with the Community Engagement Working 
Group and CH has kindly agreed to undertake more work in this area. 
 

4. Programme Update 
PB gave a summary of recent progress, referring to three documents he had circulated 
ahead of the meeMng on the Programme Timeline, DraP Vision and ObjecMves, and 
InteracMons with the consultant.  
 
The Programme Timeline was supported. This currently shows the formal SG work finishing 
in June 25. Whilst this was considered ambiMous, it was recognised that the SG work would 
only take the Plan up to draP issue status ahead of the PC formally adopMng and progressing 
it through Dorset Council to referendum/consultaMon etc. The Mming of the Community 
Survey would be a key point, with this dependent on the evidence base and community 
engagement. It was also seen as beneficial for the draPing of the Plan to begin early 
(potenMally using some of the consultant’s templates to help populate the draP report). 
 
There was a good discussion on the draP Vision and ObjecMves for the Plan.  It was 
recognised that these would remain as “draP” more or less unMl the Plan was finalised given 
their dependence on community support. The draP Vision was supported although there 
was a debate on two issues: (i) End Date where there was an argument for this being 2038 
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to align with that of the planned Dorset Local Plan (although this didn’t have the same “feel” 
as 2040), and (ii) Language for “Area of Outstanding NaMonal Beauty (AONB)” which has 
been superseded by “NaMonal Landscape” (although it does not yet have widespread public 
recogniMon).  The draP ObjecMves were also generally supported although there was a 
general view that, as currently expressed, they were more aspiraMonal and beXer described 
as “Aims”. They were also felt to be quite ambiMous but may well evolve depending on the 
evidence base and community feedback. PB would reflect this input in tweaking the current 
draPs. AcJon: PB 
 
PB then went through aspects of his interacMons with the consultant. This resulted in a 
discussion about the formal status of the NP.  A NP would carry legal weight but there were 
examples of this being over-ridden. A related point was on potenMal development where WS 
argued for an early “Call for Land”. However, most of the SG felt that the community 
feedback to date was consistent with the Local Plan with liXle support or evidence yet for 
such a call. It was agreed that we were commiXed to developing a Neighbourhood Plan but 
that this would be reviewed (perhaps early summer) in the light of the Evidence Base and 
availability of effort to deliver it. SG members would appraise themselves of potenMal 
opMons that could meet the community aspiraMons. 
 
Most of the consultant’s work would be linked with the Evidence Base (and potenMal policies 
that may emerge from this). Following the early discussion on sharing informaMon through 
Drop-Box, it was agreed to take up the consultant’s offer to use her Drop-Box (at least 
iniMally) but that this would only be “read-only” and that any comments should be fed back 
through PB. The consultant had only a few hours’ work from the contract remaining for 
23/24; PB will set up a Zoom meeMng with her to enable discussion – primarily on the 
evidence base. AcJon: PB 
 
PB then gave a short update on the upgrade of the PC web-site where the NP was in the 
vanguard of acMviMes. It was hoped to have a draP of the NP web-site available for review by 
the end of February. Support had been offered by a member of the community with 
experience in photography and web-site design that was much appreciated. There was also 
a brief discussion on the logo for the NP where we wanted a high-resoluMon image that 
could be used for various applicaMons; JH would progress this with the designer. AcJon: JH 
 
Finally, PB noted the Community Engagement/ConsultaMon AcMvity Tracker that he had 
issued in January. This was an important document that would eventually underpin the 
ConsultaMon Statement. PB emphasised the need to maintain this report. 
 

5. Community Engagement  
BB gave a short summary of the CEWG meeMng held on 1st February. The strong linkage 
between community engagement and evidence base was emphasised. He then described 
the draP Calendar that had been issued. This was seen as a good starMng point but would be 
more debated at the next CEWG meeMng on 12th March. 
 
There was more discussion on Business Engagement where a draP QuesMonnaire had been 
issued ahead of the meeMng. BB noted helpful feedback on this draP from the consultant. 
This essenMally pointed towards a Mered approach with more informaMon sought from 
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major businesses and landowners. There was discussion of the data protecMon issues 
associated with the QuesMonnaire where, although the name of the business and owner 
would not be used, in pracMce the very rural nature of the parish would likely result in its 
idenMficaMon. Hence it was felt that we would need to make this clear and describe how any 
data would be used. It was also queried whether any submission may give commercial 
advantage, but this was felt very unlikely. BB would redraP the QuesMonnaire to reflect 
these points and then issue for businesses to complete during March. AcJon: BB  
 
BB noted the plans to consider a forum to help establish a more cohesive community. 
Following iniMal discussions, an invitaMon for an exploratory meeMng had gone to two 
representaMves each from the PC, the Village Hall CommiXee, the churches, and the NP. This 
meeMng would be held on 2nd March. 
 

6. Evidence Base 
JH noted that the second meeMng of this new Working Group had taken place recently. 
Ahead of the meeMng she had also circulated papers that set out draPs of the EBWG 
Themes, Issues, Tasks & Sources; Plan; and the Terms and ObjecMves. She acknowledged 
WS’s valuable input to the mapping, using both Magic Map (Defra) and Parish On-Line. 
Whilst they had progressed their understanding significantly, some aspects of Parish On-Line 
sMll seemed cumbersome – notably in mapping specific features.  
 
Two priority topics had been idenMfied: Housing and Environment. However, progress was 
limited by the current relaMvely limited effort. JH also stressed the link between community 
engagement and evidence and the desire to aXract addiMonal volunteers to undertake other 
elements such as Heritage. It was planned to discuss the Evidence Base with the consultant 
(as noted earlier) and her advice would also be useful in refining the list of issues that would 
be best idenMfied with Dorset Council (Philip Reese). SB noted that she had a number of 
good links with Dorset Council that may be appropriate to use (recognising that issues 
should go through Philip Reese). 
 
BB noted helpful input from DS on dark skies, including the potenMal for community 
engagement; he would share this with PB and JH. He praised the work to date in serng out 
a clear matrix of issues; PB agreed and also noted the need to idenMfy acMviMes arising from 
community engagement that would fall outside the remit of the NP where these may be 
progressed separately, e.g. by the PC. 
 

7. Outstanding AcJons, Topics for Future MeeJngs and AoB 
All the acMons from the meeMngs held on 10th and 17th January were complete or covered 
within the Agenda. The next full meeMng of the SG will be held on 20th March at the Manor 
Hotel, West Bexington starMng at 7pm. This would concentrate on the developing Evidence 
Base and associated community engagement. It would also be a chance to review the SG 
structures and work load.  There was no AoB and the meeMng closed at 2100. 
 
Brian Bowsher 
27th February 2024 
 
Minutes agreed by email correspondence with Steering Group on 5th March 2024 


