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	1.  Introduction and aim of meeting. 
Aim:  To compile all of the residents questions and concerns regarding the future development goals and running of Dargavel Village, .in order to allow the residents to inform RMG of discussion points prior to the next factors meeting. The next meeting is expected Feb 15. 

Outcomes: To enable a coherent and joint approach from residents that will ensure RMG are fully informed of what is required by the residents.  This will result in both RMG and the residents moving forward together, and ensuring a consistent message to all residents.



	Item 
	Action

	2.  RMG Community Page  
At previous RMG meetings some of the following was discussed and requested, but has not yet come to fruition:

a. Publicise a detailed map of all Dargavel Village communal areas to which we residents are liable for the maintenance of.  Detailing the specifics of the grassed areas, trees/ planted areas, locations of future park facilities, water points and communal refuge points.
We will provide all that we have and have made a request to BAE to include anything that may have varied since the plans were provided.
b. Publicise a map for all 4 building packages again detailing communal areas to which residents are liable for the maintenance of (as above).
Again, we are happy to provide all that we have.

I have created a ‘handover’ note that will be placed on RMG Living that makes owners aware that all 4 parcels will have the plans fully made available at the point the developer proposes them for adoption.  
The process laid out should keep things simple and in a nutshell is, when it becomes your to accept, pay for and maintain then we will tell you – up to that point we are not spending your maintenance charges on it.
c. Our Dec 14 bill has yet to be included in our online payment account.
We delayed the account having billed a half year within a few months of Christmas but the service charge will now be issued.
d. The residents request to have sight of the Land Clearance Certificates within the village boundary areas.
Request made to BAE.
e. Publicise the insurance (public and building) cover details to ensure we are not double accounting our insurance costs.
There is not buildings insurance on the development.  The amount in the Estate budget is for when buildings under communal burden are built.

The POL insurance is on RMG Living, this will be updated as we adopt more land but is the current insurance cost for the estate.  No insurance is in place for the Parcels until adoption is proposed.
f. Residents wish to have sight of RMG’s financial calculations which were used in respect to package bills. This would be best conveyed in a presentation at the next RMG meeting, allowing the residents to see how each fund is expected to develop in the next 5 years.  A presentation similar to one that was provided to the house builders and lawyers in Mar / Apr13, which included the phasing of the development and forecasting for the next 20years would be of interest.
The ‘workings’ of the budget are not available to me; the budget was created before I joined the company by a member of staff who no longer works for RMG.  To make this up retrospectively would be exactly that, me making it up to suit the numbers in the budget.
I understand the request but it is important to understand the here and now before we look at the estate budget for the end of the build process.

The estate budget put in place mirrors a complete site with 2500 people paying toward completed services.  Just now we don’t have that, nor do we have a way to ensure proportionate handover from BAE.
By proportionate handover I mean if we have 10 owners paying £209.18 and BAE hand over a piece of land that costs £2100 to maintain a year then there would be a deficit and that is before we place insurance, take a management fee etc . 

The numbers of owners right now are much greater than 10 obviuosly and the amount of land being maintained is much less than anticipated at this stage despite BAE keep threatening to hand more over.  In addition, when the number of owners grow, the pro-rata amount of budget for the year grows, all of which is fiscally good news.

So, just now, the accounts look very healthy but, and it is a huge but, BAE can handover a disproportionate amount of communal land at any time which outweighs the running amount of owners paying costs – at which time you need the reserves.

So, while the budget looks at the completed site in the items listed and not yet being paid for, it really is not about that for now.
So why budget this way? The budget in listing all that we will pay for when complete does create confusion but what else could the budget be based on?  Nothing else is fixed in real terms.
So if we had said, we estimate it will be £209.18 when complete but just give us £100 just now and we will see what happens with BAE - you conceivably could face a huge bill and you would rightly ask, where did £100 come from?
This is why I draw attention in the FAQ to the fact your money is in your own development bank account, the accounts will be audited so you have peace of mind about our handling of your money and that the money is in reserve that you are in control of.  You alone decide what the reserves are used for and that includes refunds to owners but I would suggest that the decision on what to do with your reserves is reviewed further down the line and if there is a huge pot unnecessarily collected then I will take great please in giving you it back.
g. The residents request sight of work estimates and receipts. 
Of course you can. I will have the invoices to date emailed over in due course (once I get them from the accounts department). 

The ‘tender’ was an agreed price with a grounds maintenance contractor to quote for the whole budget and Paul then undertook a negotiated tender with that same contractor when taking on the maintenance of the entrance road.  A full tender will take place in time for the contract renewal 1st April which I will put on RMG Living. There is a note on tendering on RMG Living for everyone’s comfort in the process.
h. Review the line items on the RMG  maintenance / charges assessment to ensure all items and associated charges are essential and not double accounted  ( see items 4 below) .
As above.

	

	3.  Village Development Decisions
a. RMG are requested to investigate who decided that the Village northern access road (Slateford Road) only required lighting from the TW housing complex.   It is believed that we should be requesting that BAE or the council conduct a risk assessment as a number of residents believe the road condition presents hazards and may be dangerous under severe weather conditions and to implement lighting for the full length of Slateford Road would significantly improve this situation. 
This is under investigation and I will report back separately on this.

	

	4.  Billed Line Items
a. It is believed that there is currently no requirement for building insurance and the residents would like RMG to specify why this requirement was included.
b. Which areas exactly does the public liability insurance cover? The Residents are concerned that by taking/ having ownership of large areas of land which are open to the public may be inappropriate to the residents group and, if implemented, also costly in terms of future liabilities . 

c. Exactly what does the bulk refuge charge encompass? Does it include fly tipping ?
d. Why is there a requirement for Reserve Funds when some of the packages have yet to be handed over? Should the residents be receiving a refund? 
e. The Residents believe there is no requirement for them to be billed for services which are not currently received.  That said it is recognised that contributing towards funds for some items, such as play park equipment, may be beneficial. 

f.    Perhaps consider a fiscal cap on line items which are associated with future releases/handovers 
g.   The security and disposition of the various funds requires further explanation and agreement with RMG
Hopefully the above explains the budget lines.

I think if RMG had said from the beginning that the estate cost is £209.18 with money being spent as necessary and anything else being put into reserve then it might have saved this confusion but it would have lead to questions about how we came up with that figure and then ultimately it would have looked like we had something to hide by not declaring it.

In the rush to be open and transparent I think we could have perhaps explained it better.  

I do remember Paul saying at the residents meeting for TW and Persimmon/CC to ignore the budget, just look at the money collected and the money spent just now but it should have been clearer. 

	  

	5.   Terms of Handover
a. Is there a rough schedule of handover dates per package? This key item could be progressively updated as the development continues and would significantly assist in ensuring billed items and services run in parallel. 
We had requested this schedule of BAE in the most recent meeting but we cannot vary the budget other than in 5 year intervals (as per the deed) so as BAE wont commit to where they will be in 5 years, because that depends on house sales out with their control, then we cant budget on this basis.
b. The residents wish to have sight of the terms of handover of the various packages to ensure responsibility is clearly defined and understood. 
This will be standard practice and in line with the note on RMG Living.

c. Could the residents have a breakdown of who owns the specific services detailed in Section 75?
Request made to BAE.


	

	6.    BAE Responsibilities  

RMG are requested to raise the following with BAE on behalf of the Residents: 

a. Under Section 75, it is believed that BAE have agreed to provide sufficient lighting for the paths around the village.  The level of lighting on public walkways around the village (but inside of the boundary) are grossly insufficient and risky.  A particular example is the inadequate lighting level on the main public walkway that connects the village with the train station ; this is a significant safety concern. 
b. The public walkway that connects the village with the train station is prone to flooding and requires restoration. 

c. Despite BAE taking ownership of Slateford Road winter gritting provisions, the gritting programme has proven to be insufficient and the residents wish to see a more robust delivery. 
d. The road conditions surrounding the CALA sight are very poor and the residents wish for CALA and BAE to rectify the issue with some urgency. 
Request made to BAE.


	

	7.     Residents Aspirations
a. Set up a residents association – structure to be established  - provisionally each parcel to have representatives to obtain residents input and passing upwards to a small management committee who would liaise with RMG re decision implementation etc.  
b. There remains wide concern regarding the significant population boost the village has given Bishopton in comparison to the workable capacity that exists in the schools, community centre and health centre.  Both Bishopton Primary Parent Council and Bishopton Community Council share our concerns.  A village resident (Sam Marshall) has organised a childcare survey online, however there are aspiration to request the council organise a mini Bishopton census and review the (higher than planned) required capacity for the planned new Dargavel Primary School. 
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