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Merton Heritage & Design Working Group Meeting 
Tuesday 23rd June 2015
Merton Heritage Centre, 2nd floor, Morden Library, Merton Civic Centre
 

Present:

Cllr Nick Draper ( Chair ), Cllr Ian Munn, Cllr John Bowcott, 
Cllr Geraldine Stanford, Cllr Abdul Latif ( LBM ) 
Tony Burton ( MCGC&H ), Joyce Bellamy ( MCGC&H, Mit.Soc, LHP&GT ), 

Sandra Vogel ( Mitcham Society ), John Hawks ( Merton Priory Trust), John Veale ( John Innes Soc ), Louise Crothall (LWLPS)

Norman Plastow ( Wim. Soc & Wimbledon Windmill )

Nicholas Hart & Michael; Hart ( Wandle Ind. Museum ), 

Anthony Hopkins, Sarah Gould ( Minutes ) and Jill Tyndale ( LBM ) 
Apologies: 

Duncan Rabagliati, Tony Michael ( Wim.Soc ), 
Tony Scott ( Merton Hist. Soc ), John Schroeder (Mitcham Society),
Cyril Maidment ( Wim.Soc / Merton Priory Trust ) Paul McGarry ( LBM )
	Item
	Actions

	1. Apologies for absence:
In addition to those individuals listed above, NP gave apologies from Cyril Maidment and himself for non-attendance of the previous meeting – this was due to the change of date.
	

	2. Minutes and matters arising from previous meeting:

JV requested a correction to p2 – he had suggested the need for a “focal” point called Merton. This could be used to draw attention to any topics / items / sites of heritage interest within LBM.

Merton 50 – LBM has commitments from council sections and community groups for the staging of over 50 anniversary events.

The authority will be happy to hear from anyone still wishing to add further events to the Merton 50 programme.

Yellow line road markings in the Mitcham Cricket Green conservation area – TB reported that lines of the correct width have now been added, however these are the wrong ( fluorescent ) colour. 

MCGC&H have contacted LBM to raise this but have yet to receive a response.

3. Merton Heritage Strategy:

The Chair asked the group for feedback regarding the most recent version of the Strategy document ( circulated in May) and whether they were happy for this to be submitted for Cabinet approval in September 2015.

JT – p3 The number of locally listed buildings should read as 3000+ and not 300+

NP  - Govt. is rumoured to be considering abolishing the Grade II listing for historic buildings – the group felt that this would have a negative impact on local heritage. If implemented, it will dramatically increase the number of buildings requiring local listing.

TB raised the issue of the work plan – this needs to be a practical and evolving part of the strategy in order to have value and influence. 

MCGC&H feel that the plan still needs tweaking. TB will send amendments through.
AH confirmed that the work plan will be reviewed at each HDWG meeting; objectives are not set in stone and there will be an annual review of the strategy work plan. Heritage groups are welcome to submit further items for the work plan. Relevant departmental staff had been consulted where MCGC&H work plan proposals referred to joint work with LBM sections ( e.g. Future Merton. ) In some instances revisions or replacements had been requested – partly due to capacity issues now affecting the relevant teams. 

ND stressed that the strategy is designed as a focal point, to raise awareness of Merton’s heritage. It is important for the strategy to reflect the projects being undertaken by the wider community. Mitcham is already well represented in the work plan but it is important that Wimbledon heritage also features strongly. 

JT referred to a query from James McGinlay regarding ownership of the Wheelhouse at Merton Abbey Mills and whether this had passed to Wandle Heritage. The freehold is owned by Terry Buckland ( owner of Merton Abbey Mills, ) while the lease currently belongs to LBM the view is to transfer to Wandle Heritage.

NH – should there be a policy of no loss to Merton’s heritage without some sort of replacement?

ND – said that this was not feasible – LBM does not have the funding to support this – there is little we can do about heritage destroyed in previous decades. The focus of the Heritage Strategy needs to be raising public awareness and preserving the heritage that we have left.

Several members of the group ( notably TB, SV and I M ) stressed that the Heritage Strategy needs to be ratified at corporate level and incorporated into the Local Development Framework. It should be a tool for harnessing development and challenging harmful planning proposals.
ND asked the group if they were happy for the strategy to be forwarded to Cabinet for final approval. This was agreed, with the proviso that further amendments / additions can be made prior to submission.
ND also made it clear that the strategy was a ‘living’ document, and that amendments would be made after submission as well.
4. Online Forum:

At previous meetings the group have discussed possible methods for improving awareness and allowing information exchange regarding their respective work, remits and projects. Having suggested an online forum, NH was tasked with producing something for HDWG consideration. NH and MH have produced a draft website in 
Wiki-mode that can be accessed by guests or registered users.

( Note: NH emailed the relevant weblink and guidance notes to group members but a copy has also been included with these minutes. )

NH and MH gave a short demonstration of the site which includes a welcome page, a Chairman’s page, Partner pages where HDWG members can detail their work, projects, plans and contact information. The site also features a Google events calendar, forum pages and displays relevant Twitter feed.
The site can be very easily updated by HDWG members and should not need major ongoing management.

NH and ND then asked the group to discuss the merits of this type of site and what they actually want from it. Is the NH example too complex? How can it be improved? Does the group want this type of site, or would a simple static page, linked to the LBM site, be sufficient? 
AL – the sample site is detailed and well-designed but would need to be updated regularly. With multiple users, there is the risk of content or format being messed up.

TB and SV thought the premise of raising awareness and information exchange was good but questioned whether this was the best option. There is the risk of duplication; updating both the Wiki site and member sites would be very time consuming.

TB – everyone wants a site but would they actually use it in practice?

SV – A static page could be on the LBM website but if the group want something which can be changed regularly – this needs to be external.

How does the wiki site add value? There is also the risk of unbalanced representation if some member groups add lots of detail, whilst others have very simple, limited content.  Re: Forum pages – if we go for this option, we also need settings that can allow for private HDWG discussion, without sensitive content being visible to the public.
ND- wants a vehicle to allow multiple organisations to share information to mutual advantage, particularly as a means of promotion, engaging with the business sector and potential funding sources. ND wants local organisations to see the value in working together, both locally and at a sub-regional level. This type of cross promotional and partnership work will help to ensure the longevity and success of local heritage.
AH – given the frequency of HDWG meetings – is there a requirement for a different platform to highlight what members are doing? The LBM website already offers a static listing for many heritage groups but members may require a more frequent and dynamic exchange.

IM also referred to the MVSC website which already addresses many of the points raised on this topic.

The group considered the various merits of a website, Facebook and Twitter for promotion and information exchange.

Web – more of a workhorse, Wiki site is simple to use ( NH )
Facebook – Allows a more public face and a quick, two way exchange  that will also help HDWG to grow and broaden its age profile ( SV )

Twitter – is more immediate and exciting but not everyone likes / uses it ( ND )

LC – the Wiki draft page is very easy to use. Organisations can have their own separate pages but can also be interlinked with Twitter through use of appropriate hashtags. Members can also support / assist each other in use of the site. “You will only get out of it, what you put in.”  LC would recommend a trial of the wiki site for a short period – this will allow the group to assess the benefits and see if the site is readily used. If not, we can consider other options.

ND thanked NH and MH for all their hard work on the draft site.
5. Local List

JT informed the group that the most recent additions to the list have still not been signed off. There has been confusion regarding responsibility for the final sign off.
The group expressed concern at the length in signing off the recommended additions. 
           IM has taken the list to the borough planning committee on two 

           occasions with recommendations for sign off and is frustrated  

           by the delay.  

           JT requested recommendations for the next set of additions to the local 
           list and asked the group for information regarding who is responsible for

           the Electricity substation on Sunnyside. This is in a poor state and is 
           being added to the Heritage at Risk register.

6. Future meeting structure:

AH updated the group regarding internal staffing changes and their likely impact on HDWG. Much of the planning and administration of previous meetings has been undertaken by the Future Merton team and their capacity has reduced. 

LBM has an ongoing commitment to stage however capacity issues have made it necessary to rethink the structure of future HDWG meetings. The recommendation is for these to be facilitated differently, with working groups discussing different aspects of the Heritage Strategy and reviewing the work plan. Future meetings will focus less on the design element, as this is already covered in other meetings. 

TB & GS raised the matter of the Design Review Panel staging closed meetings and requested details of other design fora and opportunities for public contribution to planning and design work.
           JBy reminded the group that back land behind listed buildings was often 

           targeted for development  - the relationship between listed buildings 

           adjoining land and development proposals needs to be handled with 

           great sensitivity.

           IM stressed that developers must have regard for heritage, the Local 

           Development Framework policies and Merton’s Core Strategy.
          ND said that he was keen for heritage to influence thinking and so avoid
          insensitive development. If heritage is in the public eye, it can be 
          protected for the future -if it is hidden, it is wasted and vulnerable to  

          being damaged or lost forever.
JB, IM and GS gave the example of Eagle House, Wimbledon, where LBM had used planning and design policy, including the LDF, to persuade the developer to submit plans for more sympathetic  development of the building.
It was agreed that meetings in the future would focus on heritage elements and that a revised calendar of meeting dates would be circulated to reflect the changes in attendance.

7. AOB
JH has had an encouraging meeting with Sainsburys / Capita regarding the Priory Chapterhouse development. They have promised ongoing co-operation. There is concern regarding the state of the surviving Priory wall and delays to follow-up work. This is partly due to the lengthy period ( 6 months ) taken for the National Trust to appoint a SW London Buildings Surveyor. Fortunately the post has now been filled and 
Clare Lanes has confirmed that the Priory Wall will now be given high priority.

NP – Wimbledon Windmill museum  submitted an HLF bid to construct a glazed conservatory to store large historic milling equipment

 e.g winnowing machinery. Planning permission and listed buildings consent had been obtained. Unfortunately a new group of Commons Conservators has now been appointed and they are refusing to allow the project to go ahead. Regrettably this means that the equipment still has to be stored elsewhere.
JBy – has been doing a lot of work relating to Statutory Rights of Way. This has involved work with Barratt’s housing and has culminated in the opening of a new community garden in Mitcham. This will now be entered into the Merton in Bloom competition.

TB and SV both raised the matter of the recently published Merton Culture and Sport Framework. Although this stresses that heritage is an important part of culture, it has limited representation within the document. 
ND explained that the C & S Framework is very popular with community groups, funders and partners from other boroughs. Rather than being a raft of objectives, it is designed to create a context for delivering outcomes and broader strategic themes. 

TB distributed the new bookmark produced by MCGC&H to group members.
	To submit further events email:
leisure@merton.gov.uk
SG to correct text
TB
JT / James McG to contact Terry Buckland directly if further clarification is needed.
Suggestions / additions to be submitted to AH by the end of July 2015

ND endorsed this idea – group members to look at the Wiki site with a view to a trial usage.
If there are further delays in sign –off, JT to inform 

Cllrs ND and IM for follow-up 

NP to contact JT with any information.

PMcG to respond

AH/SG to confirm new meeting dates


Date of next meeting: To be confirmed.
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