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 MINUTES OF AN EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF BOURTON PARISH COUNCIL 
HELD IN THE VILLAGE HALL AT 7.00PM ON THURSDAY, 1ST AUGUST 2019 

 
 
PRESENT:  Mike Withers, Margaret Martin, Mike Chapman, Ian Cooper, Iain McVie, Peter Williams, Andrew 

Gillett, Allan Miller, Eve Wynn (Clerk) Dorset Councillor Belinda Rideout, Dorset Councillor David 
Walsh, Dorset Councillor Val Pothecary 

APOLOGIES:  Councillor Andrew Sturt 
 
ATTENDING:  Approximately 50 members of the public 
 
APOLOGIES – AS PER ABOVE. 
 

The Chairman of the Council, Mike Withers opened the meeting with the following statement: "Good evening ladies and 
gentlemen, councillors and welcome to this extraordinary meeting of the Parish Council (PC). The reason that this 
meeting has been called follows the previously unannounced decision by the Democratic Site Selection Group 
(DSSG) to conduct an unofficial referendum to challenge the decision of this council, at its 22nd October meeting, to 
select the Jubilee Field site as the preferred location for the proposed new village hall. Following the delivery of a letter 
by the DSSG throughout the village, the chairman of the group has since sent a statement to the press which is published 
in today's issue of the Blackmore Vale magazine. In response to these actions, including the DSSG’s claimed 
involvement of two Dorset councillors, the PC is proposing to write to both the DSSG and Dorset Council expressing its 
views both on the content of the letter and the involvement of the two councillors. Before we move on to the main 
purpose of the meeting to approve the PC's responses, I will allow members of the public to make their comments 
known in a public open forum, as I previously informed councillors and the parties. After the open forum I shall ask the 
three Dorset councillors to give their comments.   I would again ask that members of the public who wish to speak should 
do so in a respectful manner and, in order to get through the council's business in a timely manner, not to repeat points 
made by others. Thank you. Before the open forum can we deal with apologies first. It is noted that Councillor Sturt has 
sent his apologies for absence. Now to deal with any declarations of interest. Councillor Gillett has chosen to not be 
involved in the debate or any vote as he is a direct neighbour to the Sandways site. Now to the open forum." 
 
19.55 Open Forum 

 A MoP stated that he had full faith in the Parish Council; with Mike Chapman and the Village Hall Team. 
 A MoP read from a statement in support of the Jubilee site. 
 A MoP asked if either of the DC councillors mentioned in the DSS letter had contacted the PC prior to the letter 

being delivered? 
 A MoP complained about the DSSG voting form being completely biased towards the Sandways site. 
 A MoP complained about the DSSG letter and reported that they had not given permission for their contact 

details to be used in this way. 
 A MoP said they had lived next door to the existing VH and in several years had never had any issues with 

noise. 
 A MoP stated their support for the Jubilee site and said the decision should stay with the PC. 
 A MoP stated their support for the decision the PC had made in the October 2018 meeting and should be left 

to get on with it. 
 A MoP stated their support for the PC decision of the Jubilee site. 
 A MoP said people in the community should be listened to and stated that a new hall would be a Village Hall, 

not a Parish Hall. 
 A MoP said the decision for the site of the new VH is not for now but for the generations 20 or 30 or 40 years 

ahead and stated their support for the Parish Councillors.  This MoP also raised concerns about the referendum 
and asked why the letters weren’t numbered and was also very concerned about the use of their data as they 
were not on the Open Register. 

 A MoP asked how the DSSG had got permission to use the Electoral Roll. 
 A MoP read out a statement on behalf of the DSSG. 
 A MoP said this referendum should take place and the results taken notice of. 
 A MoP asked the Chairman for a timeline of the relevant points once this process had finished. 
 A MoP said a VH would be easier to get to in the centre of the village and supported the Sandways site. 
 A MoP said they didn’t understand why the PC had chosen the Jubilee site over the Sandways site and felt that 

a referendum would be helpful. 
 A MoP said a referendum would give everyone in the village a voice. 
 A MoP said that he fully supported the PC.  He noted that all parish councillors were very hard working, and 

had been extremely helpful in ensuring the success of the recent Village Day. 
 A MoP read from a statement in support of the Sandways site. 
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 The chairman of the Village Hall Trustees read a statement. 
 A MoP read a statement in support of the parish councillors and the work they do on behalf of the village. 
 A MoP asked how the DSSG had managed to use the Electoral Roll as their details weren’t on the Open 

Register.  This MoP also said that the website the DSSG had set up – Bourton Community Website – was a 
travesty. 

 A MoP said the VH Trustees had managed to raise so much money that it would be a shame for it to all go to 
waste.  They said Bourton needs a new VH so let’s get on with it. 

 
Dorset Councillor David Walsh said he only new about the referendum letter after it had been sent out.  DW said he had 
been at the Planning Committee meeting that had taken place and had been there to support the Parish Council but not 
to support any individual site.  DW said only the PC can enter into a Section 106 Agreement.  DW said the referendum 
was not legally binding and that with reference to the Electoral Roll being used by the DSSG, Democratic Services had 
been trying to make contact with that group and handed Mr Bailey a copy of the email.  DW stated that he had absolutely 
nothing to do with the referendum. 
 
Dorset Councillor Val Pothercary read the following statement: 
“As elected Dorset Councillors, Belinda Ridout and I were approached at our surgery by two constituents - people living 
in the Bourton Parish. 
 
The constituents expressed deep concern about the decision-making process regarding the siting of a proposed new 
Bourton village hall and alleged a significant number of parishioners felt frustrated that their views on this matter had 
not been properly considered. 
 
The names of all constituents and details of their specific complaints or allegations must remain confidential. But what 
is clear is that feelings are strong and opinions differ widely.  
 
Following our surgery meeting and having taken advice, we stated that, in this particular matter of the siting of a new 
village hall; provided due process has been properly executed; it is and remains the responsibility of the Parish Council 
as the duly elected body. 
 
Our constituents believe that their views have been ignored or side-lined on the grounds that they are a small 
troublesome group, unrepresentative of the wider community. 
 
It was our understanding that these constituents sought to demonstrate such strength of support for one particular 
location that the Parish Council would be persuaded to instigate a fresh and open consultation. 
 
To this end, and in order to provide this divisive issue with some factual, quantifiable evidence one way or another, we 
agreed to support the process of a Community Referendum. We considered this to be a fair and reasonable approach; 
a simple democratic right open to anyone. Our impartiality would be stated and we agreed to accept responsibility for 
the collection and counting of the returned votes. 
 
Neither councillor took any part in the design, preparation, writing or production of any of the materials or documents 
used in the referendum. Nor did we, or anyone known to us, provide any information regarding the names and address 
of recipients. All of this was undertaken by your parishioners - Bourton Parishioners. 
 
As Dorset councillors we have responded as best we can to a legitimate request for help from our constituents. We 
have simply agreed to count and record votes honestly. We have no personal or political interest in any site for the 
village hall, nor do we seek to influence any opinion or decision. We are simply the messengers. 
 
Such is the intensity of feeling that ‘reds’ are seen under every bed! We urge you not to be diverted from the core issue 
by our genuine attempts to help bring this dispute into the open. 
 
The central issue remains squarely and exclusively upon the relationship between the Parish Councillors and its 
parishioners. Both parties need to seek some form of reconciliation. Be assured that, as fiercely independent councillors 
in this matter, we would be delighted to assist any process of reconciliation in any way that we can. 
 
The responses of the Community Referendum will be counted on or after the 16th August”. 
 
MW said the letter stated that “Councillor Val Pothercary who with her fellow Councillor Belinda Ridout have kindly 
agreed to oversee the process, count and record the votes” and asked VP if she thought it was a Dorset Councillors 
role to do this?  VP said having being voted in it was then her primary role to represent the ward members. VP said she 
had suggested to the DSSG that a PO box number be used rather than her home address but one wasn’t available.  VP 
said the Parish Councillors should be doing their job as heads of the community and should therefore be listening to the 
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community.  MW replied that the people on the Parish Council are also her electors and asked why VP had chosen not 
to inform them about the letter at the last meeting.   
 
Councillor Belinda Ridout reported that in early June she was asked to attend a meeting with two residents which took 
place at one of the regular Thursday Surgeries in Gillingham.  The upshot of this was that BR and VP would look into 
the validity of a referendum and an email was forwarded to the two residents.  BR said that when she read the letter she 
was disappointed by its contents and had since withdrawn her support from the entire referendum process. 

MW read this statement: “Yesterday councillors received an email from Councillor Sturt which said that he had sought 
to challenge a piece of evidence used by councillors when coming to their decision about which site they had selected. 
This related to the indicative position of the proposed new village hall by the applicant at the bottom of a slope and away 
from the Main Road on the Sandways site. There had been pre-application meetings on the Sandways site involving 
the applicant's agent, Diccon Carpendale, Hannah Smith and Jen Nixon from North Dorset District Council (Planning 
and Conservation officers) and three PC members at which it was made clear that the applicant's proposal to site the 
proposed new village hall approximately in the position of the existing barn building would not be acceptable. Councillor 
Sturt's architect has put the proposed village hall back in this position, disregarding the comments from the planning 
and conservation officers. The applicant, Diccon Carpendale of Brimble Lee, in a letter to Councillor Mike Chapman. 
Councillor Peter Williams and Hannah Smith on 12th October 2018 wrote "As you are aware, the information provide to 
you followed receipt of advice from NDDC - particularly the Conservation Officer - in terms of how the site could be 
developed taking into account site specific constraints" and "Our plans have been amended primarily to satisfy NDDC 
(and its Conservation Officer) with regard to the setting of Sandways Farm....We now believe that these matters have 
been resolved to the point where the LPA should be able to support the application" and "Please note that the slope 
down from the road to the hall is only 1:12...." Further I noted that Councillor Sturt's architect stated in his supporting 
letter, "I have looked at the consented plan for Bourton Village Hall and I believe in town planning, safety, and disabled 
access terms, the village hall would be much better at the top of the site roughly where the existing farm building stands." 
It is clear that both the position taken by NDDC officers and the views of the very experienced local planning consultant 
experts and applicant, Brimble Lee, that the proposal from Councillor Sturt is highly speculative and, if distributed more 
widely would not assist the debate and would add unnecessarily to the confusion already caused. The comments by 
Brimble Lee and NDDC officers gave additional, but not all, evidence for the Hall CIO trustees and the PC, in selecting 
the other site at Jubilee Field." 
 
MW then asked each councillor to address the District Councillors.  MM said from her own experience as a District 
Councillor, holding regular surgeries, she had listened carefully to resident’s concerns but always checked the context 
of their complaint. MM said she was astonished that two experienced councillors did not do the same on this occasion 
and investigate the context of the request and said she thought they were naïve in taking it at face value. 
MM said she was very disappointed that as an act of courtesy VP did not inform the Parish Council of this request. MM 
said that VP denied agreeing to, ’oversee the process’ and yet her agreement is clearly stated in the letter to residents 
from the DSSG and that the DC’s names and position were used to authenticate this referendum and give it some 
authority.  PW said it was apparent that the role of the Dorset Councillors had been overstated in the referendum letter 
since they had evidently not ‘overseen the process’ as was being claimed by DSSG.  He thought the whole process was 
a stunt by the DSSG.  PW said that any pretence of this referendum being ‘democratic’ was wrong, in that the DSSG 
letter was very biased.  PW then produced the initial version of the DSSG flyer distributed throughout Bourton in 
November 2018 which had concluded: ‘…If you agree with us and think the NVH should be in the centre of the village 
please make a comment on the NDDC planning applications web site, ref Sandways…’ , hence the DSSG amounts to 
a single-issue pressure group.  PW stated that a more meaningful way for DSSG to have challenged the PC’s decision 
was to have put up candidates in the May 2019 local elections; as it was the DSSG chose not to do this.  PW also 
expressed concern about the absence of any checks regarding the issuing of, and accounting for, ballot papers.  AM 
said he was in favour of the Sandways site but stated that before we made any decision there had been a huge amount 
of information gathered by MC and his team.  AM said the PC had made their decision and therefore should stick with 
it.  AG said that BR and VP had shown a lack of courtesy by not informing the PC of their involvement in the referendum.  
AG also reported that he had received many concerns from members of the public regarding the use of the Electoral 
Roll.  IC said that as a new Parish Councillor who wasn’t involved in the site selection he would however stand by the 
PC’s decision of the Jubilee site, however, he felt that an independent adjudicator was needed to oversee the 
referendum.  MC reported that he had researched how a referendum should be run and said that the implementation of 
the DSSG’s referendum had been an absolute travesty.  MC said there had to be concerns regarding the use of the 
Electoral Roll as this could be a criminal offence.  MC said he was astonished that Dorset Councillors came to the 
previous PC meeting on 22nd July but had not said anything about their involvement in the DSSG’s referendum letter.  
MC said that the recent press release was incorrect as the PC had overturned nothing.  He reported that the National 
Lottery Grant had been signed off by the then Chair of the Village Hall Trustees, Harriet Palmer, and that she knew 
100% what was in that application. In particular, the additional survey work envisaged related to Community wants and 
needs in terms of services and activities and not to location.  IM read the following statement: “As has been expressed 
by both members of the public and fellow councillors I am disappointed in what appears to be a lack of due diligence 
used by the Dorset Councillors prior to agreeing to support the groups referendum. Saying that I have been disappointed 
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about far more pressing matters and it is for the two Dorset Councillors to decide how they now respond to the matter 
after hearing from the public here tonight and the parish councillors. I would want to remind everyone that the Dorset 
councillors and the parish councillors must ensure we work in co-operation when representing the residents and I hope 
that this will be the case regardless of this matter. Can I firstly though refer to a concern expressed to me by a number 
of residents and more individuals tonight concerning the reference in the DSSG letter to residents concerning the use 
of the electoral register? I would advise individuals who consider their names and addresses have been obtained from 
a data source that should be protected under the Data Protection Act 2018 and the GDPR provisions to write to Dorset 
Council Records Management Unit, Data Protection Officer, County Hall, Colliton Park, Dorchester, Dorset, DT1 
1XJ or email data.protection@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk or go direct to the National Information Commissioners 
Office with their complaint. Therefore, the parish council as a public body, are duty bound to draw attention to any 
potential breach of data protection and GDPR and must do that in any letter to Dorset Council. I will move on from this 
as it is for others to investigate if there are breaches of legislation. I would now like to refer to the comment made that 
the current council are un-elected, this is not the case the current councillors all applied to become council in the 2019 
election. We all were elected uncontested and I would point out we have two new councillors who joined the council 
following the election. Therefore, to assert that we are not elected is factually wrong. Now moving to a general point. 
The parish council followed the agreed process for selection of the preferred site. I would remind everyone that the 
parish council was provided with a plethora of information by the trustees and I can confirm the amount of information 
required hours and hours of reading. We also were provided with feedback from residents at council meetings 
expressing views in support of both sites. For individuals to say councillors did not have sufficient evidence to make a 
decision is incorrect.  When expressing my decision to prefer the Jubilee Field site, I clearly explained my rationale 
which is recorded in the minutes of the October 2018 meeting. I have always maintained that I have concerns that 
whichever site is progressed there is a risk of houses but no hall due to amongst many issues the finance required to 
build a hall. Whilst as a councillor I expect individuals to disagree and criticise decisions and sadly be on occasions 
abusive or insulting, I do not believe that this should be the case for the trustees and volunteers who run the village hall. 
To a person they have in my view been honest, hardworking and provided balanced views and information. They also 
have and continue to show great fortitude and I would like to thank them personally as a resident for their efforts in the 
face of at times disparaging and inaccurate comments made by a few individuals. The decision by the parish council in 
October 2018 has now been tested at the Dorset Council planning meeting where outline planning permission has been 
granted to both sites. It is now for both landowners and their agents, should they wish to, to work with Dorset Council 
on the Section 106 agreements. This process provides further requirements for the Village Trustees and both applicants 
to produce an agreement that is viable. This is now the stage the process is at and I believe it will test both applicants’ 
resolve and provide improved information for the parish council to make comment on as a planning consultee and future 
landowner on behalf of the parish. I do therefore believe that the parish council should write to Dorset Council and also 
respond to the latest communication with Mr Bailey on behalf of the group he represents” 
 
MW asked Councillor Walsh if he had any information on the Section 106 agreement.  DW said that Hannah Smith had 
written to the landowners.  DW then asked that it be minuted that he very much demands the Clerk to contact Jackie 
Andrews (Dorset Council Democratic Services) regarding examining the referendum and as to who released the 
information contained within the Electoral Roll.  DW stated that neither BR or VP knew anything about the contents of 
the letter from DSSG and he also stated that, as Portfolio Holder he did not want this ‘hanging over his head’. 
 
19.56 To Approve and Action Appropriate Letters of Response to Dorset Council and the Democratic Site 
Selection Group. 
Following the latter's actions to call for a "referendum" regarding the siting of the proposed new village hall MW asked 
the Parish Councillors to comment. 
PW said that the Dorset Councillors had been used.  They had not agreed to ‘oversee the process’ and the letter needs 
to reflect this. 
AM had no further comments. 
IC said he hadn’t seen the letters via email?  The Clerk confirmed that drafts had been sent to all councillors. 
MC said the 3rd paragraph on the letter to Mr Bailey needed to be amended. 
IM said that both letters need to be explicit that they were from all Parish Councillors. 
MM said that the letters needed to include the concerns regarding the misuse of the Electoral Role. 
IC asked that the words “so called” be removed from the letter to the DSSG. 
DW asked Mr Bailey from the DSSG where they had got the Electoral Register from and wanted his request minuted.  
Mr Bailey said he would not answer this but would respond to Jackie Andrews who had communicated with him 
regarding this.  At this point BR said she wanted to reiterate that she had withdrawn her involvement in the referendum 
as soon as she had been made aware of the content of the DSSG letter.  MW asked VR if she agreed with BR and 
would also have no further involvement in the process.  VR said that she would not abandon the process as the whole 
community had been leafletted and those who did return their voting slip deserved to have them counted.  PW 
commented that the letter stated “to oversee the process” and that this implied far more than just counting the votes, 
therefore adding greater apparent authenticity to the entire referendum.  VP then said that she had had sight of the letter 
and that her advice to the DSSG had been that it was “too wordy” and that they needed to “bring the date forward”.  VP 
stated that she did not know when the letter was to be sent out.  MW asked VP whether as there were concerns regarding 
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the misuse of the Electoral Roll, was she still happy to continue with the process and suggested that VP may wish to 
withdraw any support or input because of this.  VP said she would personally like time to think about what has happened 
and didn’t want to be bullied into withdrawing.  MW made it clear to VP that there was absolutely no intention of bullying.  
IM said the PC was duty-bound to write and send the letters and the letter to DC should reflect the PC concerns regarding 
due diligence. 
 
Proposer PW, Seconder MM, One Abstention, agreed by all other councillor’s present. 
 
MC proposed a motion that the Parish Council authorises two councillors, one of whom must be the chairman or vice-
chairman, to sign or seal any legal documents in relation to a S106 Agreement for the proposed new village hall site 
 
Proposer MC, Seconder MM, One Abstention, agreed by all other councillor’s present. 
 
The next Parish Council meeting will be held on Monday 19th August at 7.00 pm 
 
MW closed the meeting at 9.00pm 
 
 
Chairman:                                                                 Date: 22nd July 2019 
 
 
Note: The minutes will be reviewed and formally ratified by the BPC on 19th August 2019 
 


