Minutes of Meeting of Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) Management Team

St Mawes Memorial Hall, 10 am on Thursday 12th September 2013

Present: JS, CH, JA + G Webb + P Mace + (part time) H Hastings + B Willis + K Fisher
Agenda Items:

1.
Welcome by JS

2. 
Input from the Public. HH informed us that Angela Warwick (our volunteer consultant) works for Keir Group which is heavily involved in development of the Cornish Coast and that she has worked for the owner of the ‘Pink Hotel’. She suggested that we consider this point. GW gave us background about AW’s involvement with Keir Group and Goldsmiths. He emphasised that her adherence to her professional code of conduct should be expected. 

3.
Minutes of 4th September – Accepted as correct record. 

Matters Arising – First item in AOB (Email/Facebook) – a task that needs to be allocated.
4.
Minutes of 9th September – Accepted as correct record.

Matters Arising – Item 6. CH will produce a draft Communication Statement.  
5. 
Objectivity in soliciting the Community’s views

JA – proposed that members of the SG keep to the ‘blandest possible’ comments till we have the results of the community engagement to avoid the perception that the SG has ‘an agenda’.

GW – We need to have a SG/Plan ‘Mission Statement’ and keep to that message. 

PM – agreed but emphasised that we make sure that we do not over promise. 

We agreed to put ‘objectivity’ on the agenda for the SG meeting on 18th September.
6. 
Meeting with Consultants 

JS – reported that Angela Warwick will give JS/CH guidance (in a meeting on 13th September) about: (i) recording the results of Q1/Summer Events in the best way for an optimised audit trail and (ii) what is required for a good Communication Statement. 

7.
Communication Plan for Next Few Weeks
Table re: Autumn Programme from CH appended.

· Admin Office - JS reported that Sue Wagstaff has been collating email and event data. She is prepared to type/collate other data for us. Some others had volunteered to help but haven’t followed through. Agreed that, if necessary for time-critical activities, we could employ/pay someone to do the work.
· JS summarized:

· Ian Callaway has volunteered to do graphic design for us (letter head, flyers, posters, email format). Hope to hear from him ~ 20th September. 
· E-communications important. We need to: (i) respond to comments made by those giving email addresses (ii) thank people for giving us their email details (iii) if they don’t want paper copies, do we alter our letter distribution list? (iv) ask people to get us other email addresses (v) email/facebook respondents – ask to become FB friends of the Roseland Plan and email others to do so.

· Letter/Email 2. – draft by JS/CW available now. Agreed that we put the draft to our consultants on 13th and put it for approval by SG at our meeting on 18th Sept.
· Posters based on the same message need producing (part of ‘Have Your Say’ Campaign). 
· Leaflet( Letter/Email 3) to be sent out (maybe) 3 or 4 weeks after Letter/Email 2. Agreed that we need to design the leaflet asap. 

· Public Events – Advice from consultants is that we don’t need any more data to devise our Questionnaire 2 and, therefore, don’t urgently need any more public events. Agreed that the public meetings should be delayed till Questionnaire 2 is distributed.
· Consulting with Stakeholders. Rob Lacey’s advice is that the Parishes are major Stakeholders. Agreed that the Chair should give a formal written report to the Parishes at key stages of the Plan. JS proposed (and it was agreed) that (i) we communicate with business people via a letter from the Chair soliciting their views and (ii) he should visit local schools/PTA meetings. GW - Other potential stakeholder groups (organised clubs/groups) will be identified through the ‘mapping activity’ currently being carried out. Agreed that we need to agree when this should be finished. Larger/out-of-area organisations (NT, AONB, English Nature etc) can also be found. CH proposed and we agreed that we would check with consultants – Can we contact stakeholders through gatekeepers – letter to gatekeepers. Is this enough?
8.
Questionnaire 2
Handout from CH appended. GW and CH had done some work on a draft. Input from consultants has said that Q2 should grow out of our pilot data (Q1 and Summer Events).

· We agreed the ‘Context’. 
· We reviewed the ‘Objectives’ and agreed them but with the following exceptions:  Item 3 - breakdown by different groups (eg Parish), not just age; Item 5 – needs to refer to response rate with reasonable spread across different (age and Parish) groups, also need a target for responses; Item 6 – paper based, individual copies numbered.

· ‘Outline Structure’. Discussion re: yes/no options and 1-7 scales.
· JS – suggested (and we agreed) that we will need a ‘beta testing’ group for Q2. We agreed that the Questionnaire can be submitted to the SG for approval after it has been approved by the MT, after approval from Emma Ball, Julian German and our consultants and after it has passed its beta test.    

· JS – suggested (and we agreed) that submission of a completed form ensures entry in a prize draw. 

· CH – graphic design of the Questionnaire is important. JS said that Ian Callaway will do this for us. 

9.
Evidence base for Planning

JA presented the list of files he has related to planning. He gave GW the relevant data files.


BW asked re: Housing Needs assessment. JS gave a summary of what Trudi van der Wolde has done so far. This may not be ready for the SG meeting on 18th Sept.
10.
Agenda for SG Meeting on 18th September

· Update re: consultants and Preview of 23rd Sept Meeting
· Proposals for Communications this Autumn and Autumn Meetings

· Objectivity in soliciting the Community’s views 

· Finance

· Questionnaire (including ‘beta testing’ panel)

· Action List
MEETING CLOSED AT 13.02 

	PUBLICITY AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT: AUTUMN PROGRAMME: Issues for discussion at MT 12th September 2013

	NB: this assumes Qnr 2 goes out end October and has to be returned end November. 

	OBJECTIVES
	MEANS
	QUESTIONS
	URGENT ACTIONS

	Inform the community about the NP process
	· Leaflet 3 c mid October (inc event dates)

· Events in each parish
	· Who will write the leaflet (Jon/Chris?)

· Have we got agreement on the stakeholder approach…ask Jo?

· Could stakeholder letters be sent in the new year?
	·  Start writing leaflet. Needs to be ready by 7th October

· Start assembling contact list of  agreed “stakeholders” 

	Educate the community about the issues identified to date (in preparation for Qnr 2)
	· 6 weekly electronic briefings based on the broad themes from pilot and Qnr 2 (starting week of 23rd September)

· Distribute issue summary with mid October leaflet 3

· Events in each parish

· Poster/discussion cards in pubs and shops

· Something via schools


	· How to write impartial briefings? Who to write them?

· How best to engage schools/teachers/parents with the issues. Is there time?
	· Suggest CH writes first draft and then hands over to Jon/Chris to do final version

· Fix event dates urgently

· Appoint and brief events team (“central” coordinators and parish coordinators)

· Contact schools urgently

	Maximise the response rate to Qnr 2
	· “Have your say campaign”. Three phases over period to end November

· Phase 1 = letter 2

· Educate re the issues in advance (see above)

· Make help available during November
	· How many “Ambassadors” are we likely to have? (Volunteers, SG, distributors)
	· Get letter 2 out urgently preferably with event dates

· Define what we want ambassadors to do and organise briefing for beginning of October

	Analyse and record the feedback and data 
	· Central admin office
	· How to record and analyse the data from multiple sources

· Pay the people doing this work?
	· Make decision on staffing of central admin office


QNR2: discussion points for MT 12th September 2013

CONTEXT

Questionnaire 1 and the summer events produced many comments about the issues that the Roseland community cared about and were concerned about. These have been summarised into a number of key objectives, issues and proposed solutions.

This “pilot research” represents the qualitative views of x% of the community. We cannot however prove conclusively that this represents the views of the whole community. To do this we have to have the views of at least y% of the community and we have to have quantitative measures before we can draw conclusions that will stand up to external scrutiny. 

So the next step is to have a much more systematic questionnaire which measures the degree of support in the wider community for the objectives, issues and solutions identified in the pilot research. We call this Questionnaire 2. 
OBJECTIVES OF QUESTIONNAIRE 2
1. To obtain credible evidence of the degree to which the wider community supports the findings of the pilot research

2. To get quantitative measures of the community’s opinions that can easily be analysed statistically to provide credible evidence of support (or otherwise)

3. To structure the questionnaire in such a way that the results can be broken down to show different levels of support amongst different sub groups. 
4. To provide the opportunity for any new objectives, issues or proposed solutions to be identified over and beyond those identified in the pilot research.

5. To get information from at least y% of the potential electorate (this is the % deemed by statisticians to provide a sufficiently wide sample to give “valid” information)
6. To be able to verify where completed questionnaires have come from and prove that there has not been any duplication or manipulation

7. To be able to follow up any people whose answers are partial or unclear to get clarification. (? Confidentiality/anonymity)

OUTLINE STRUCTURE FOR TESTING OPINIONS

1. Six overall themes/objectives:

a. 1-7 agree/disagree
2. More detailed factors affecting each of these objectives
a. Mix of positive and negatively worded statements

b. 1-7 agree/disagree
3. New development suggestions (split “general” and “community services”)

a. 1-7 a good thing/a bad thing
4. (More detailed policy options where we can list them at this stage)

a. Multiple choice plus space to suggest other options

DISCUSSION POINTS

· Confidentiality/security

· Length

· Is it premature testing policy options…..could this be done after Christmas as part of the “generate options” and “prepare draft plan” phases?
