Appendix 2

This Appendix sets out all the relevant comments received to the consultation regarding the proposals for development north of Crowberry Lane. The comments have been categorised by theme and also by the source from which they were received ie e-mail, letter, leaflet return and comments sheet.

The Parish Council would like to make it clear that the views expressed below are those of the residents who were invited to comment as part of the consultation process and not those of the Parish Council itself.

Due to possible legal issues, the Parish Council, having taken solicitor’s advice, has omitted some comments, words or sentences as appropriate. 

Traffic and Access

Letters

The largest and my main objection to the proposal is the traffic in Crowberry Lane and particularly as it turns into Main Street. The current junction with road turnings, pedestrian crossings, pedestrian crossing and parking is already a problem area. Even changes made in this area will not substantially ease the situation. This is going to increase substantially with the building of the new supermarket, car park extension and with much increased custom should the other developments go ahead in Efflinch and Wales Lanes. Remember the 2500 house development on the cards just over the A38.

L/1/3

Crowberry Lane just isn’t big enough to cope with any more traffic. Already the car park is full to overflowing most times I try to park there. I know the car park is being extended but with the opening of the new Coop store this alone will generate a lot more vehicles, not only cars but delivery vehicles as well which I can only think will block the land and make it very dangerous for people walking, especially as there is only one pavement on part of the lane. To add 25 more houses behind this will create even more vehicles (at least 50)2 per house, plus vehicles delivering, postman, dustman, the list goes on. The lane just isn’t big enough a motorway would only just cope

L/2/1

Crowberry Lane is a sub-standard road which struggles now with the demands from users of the village Hall car park, visitors to the Methodist Church and residents of the new houses in Peel Place. The new Coop is yet to be built but will obviously put greater strain on the road which is very narrow in places. An additional 25 houses will put insupportable pressure on the road and add to the already difficult traffic problems which exist in Barton today

L/3/3

Access to the proposed site would be off Main Street via the existing Crowberry Lane junction. Main Street at this point can appear very congested as evidenced by the narrow carriageway and on street parking – problems that will be compounded by both vehicular and service traffic to the proposed new Coop store. The suitability of the Main Street junction and the existing Crowberry Lane to take additional traffic likely to be generated by the proposed development is no doubt something on which Staffordshire County Council as Highway Authority will be asked to comment. Crowberry Lane itself is also very narrow and would probably need substantial upgrading in order to serve the proposed housing with the consequence of removing the country lane feel to this part of the village.

L/4/4

From the village viewpoint we feel that the Crowberry Lane junction with Main Street is already a hazard. People too lazy to park in the car park already reduce this junction to one lane as they go to the Post Office and shops. Recently the car park had been full of contractors’ vehicles from the last Radhurst Farm redevelopment. This would be repeated. At school times the village comes to a standstill without extra vehicles using the junction near the crossing, with the view frequently blocked by deliveries to the Coop and Post Office collections parking on the pavement all add to the complications.

L/5/2

The vehicle access alongside of the village hall serving the last housing development and car park traffic leaving from the north is at present poor due to the width of the road at this point. This is also compounded by the fire doors to the hall being used by organisations to access the hall when setting up for events. Even if the alterations are made to the pavement in that area the road will still be narrow. On this point with the village hall being there along with the Methodist Church, both of which hold functions with children in attendance and the increased traffic from the new Coop store along with a further potential for 50 or more vehicles living on the proposed development, I believe this presents a serious risk to the public leaving this area on foot.

L/6/1

The vehicular access to Crowberry Lane is already difficult, with pedestrians and cars vying for space. This can only be exacerbated by the addition of more new homes and the Coop, added to the existing Village Hall and Church. I don’t believe the road is wide enough to accommodate more vehicles safely

L/7/5

The best place to get run over is on the zebra crossing by the post office, and now access to the site is Crowberry Lane – so we have cars going to the village hall, cars parking for the shops and other facilities, cars to the new site and if they can manage it the emergency services. You cannot tell me that somewhere there is not a hidden agenda eg. a route off Station Road,across towards small meadow lane, (with a neat little roundabout there),crossing the Radhurst, direct to the new site. This of course would help with school buses too. You could put yellow lines down Dunstall Road too. Or perhaps a new access could go through the Knoll

L/8/3

Crowberry Lane is just not wide enough for two cars to pass at the section between the Methodist Church. Under the Coop proposals traffic in and out of the PC car park would be one way – in by the Village Hall and out via the Methodist Church. There are potential conflicts in putting extra traffic on this section of road, especially at peak times.

L/9/4

Whilst I appreciate that car parking is an issue in the village, I firmly believe that if this development is to stand by its sustainable credentials as outlined by the developer then additional car parking should not be developed to encourage walking and cycling into the village

L/10/5, L/13/5
The Parish Council has spent several years working on plans to resolve traffic issues around the John Taylor High School yet this proposal appears to create another traffic problem in the village due to access and the proposed supermarket development. During the public meeting at the Village Hall it was suggested that another developer for a different site may fund proposals to resolve the problem around John Taylor High School. This suggests that in the future the Parish Council may need to consider a further building development to release funding to resolve problems caused by the building of housing and provision of a cemetery at the Radhurst farm site

L/10/6, L/13/6
It will result in a big increase in traffic, not only to the houses (average 7 trips per house per day -175) but also constant car park traffic on a narrow and unsuitable road

L/11/8
I am also very concerned about access to our property through the gate from Crowberry Lane. It is often quite difficult to get access in and out of Peel Place due to the amount of traffic that uses Crowberry Lane. This is not helped by the numbers of cars that park on the lane to access shops and events at the village hall

L/12/3

The traffic issues that are currently experienced on Crowberry Lane will only continue to get worse with an increase of an extra 50-75 cars driving up and down the land and then the extra traffic resulting from the new Coop supermarket and new amenities. Not only is this a concern in terms of ease of access but it also presents a very real road safety issue. I am sure in many cases there would be a way of making adjustments to the road, but any adjustments would be quite limited by Crowberry Lane’s locations and limitations. On one side you have the wall of the first dwelling of Peel Place and on the other side the village hall. I would expect that you have to leave a certain amount of clearance from the village hall fire exits and the road, which would limit any type of traffic management measures. There are a number of young children who live at Peel Place and use that road and it could become a real danger point. The increase in traffic could also pose a danger to the increased number of people who are using the new supermarket, which they will access from the corner of Crowberry Lane and quite probably could be crossing Crowberry Lane to reach the supermarket 

L/12/4

There is also a further issue that could become serious with an increase in traffic. When trying to leave Crowberry Lane onto Main Street it can be quite difficult to pull out from the junction. This will only get worse with the increase in road traffic and increased foot traffic crossing to get to the supermarket. What is unclear is why access from Dunstall Road is not being considered as it would seem to be a better option.

L/12/5

Notwithstanding any technical study it is our view that in reality and from a practical perspective the capacity of all of the main highways in the village has already been exceeded

L/14/1

The use of the B5016 as a preferred route for HGVs is wholly inappropriate. The vast majority of roads in this historic village are narrow and unsuitable for existing traffic. It is difficult to see how existing conflicts between pedestrians, private vehicles, commercial and school buses and HGVs could be resolved without adding to this pressure by adding more traffic to a narrow lane such as Crowberry Lane L/14/2

In addition it is likely that Crowberry lane’s junction with Main Street is likely to be subject to further pressures as a result of the development of the retail store, creating significant additional problems for vehicle movements than are already experienced. These pressures will result in additional traffic, highways complications and in our opinion significantly add to the dangers for pedestrians and other users of the highways.

L/14/3

The additional car parking is in our opinion only a requirement borne from the proposed intensification of the uses and whilst additional play area are always welcome, We do not believe this is an appropriate location within which to site them

L/14/7

Serious impact on traffic junction of Crowberry Lane/ Main Street – zebra crossing

L/15/4

The main road through the village is a death trap, a hazard, an accident, a disaster waiting to happen. Please for the future of this village deal with this problem now before any development to increase the population/traffic etc is considered

L/16/2

At this time the traffic problems within the boundary of the village is at full capacity. The Arriva buses have difficulty negotiating the roads on the bus route now and I can foresee the company removing Barton from their routes depriving a lot of people of their only means of transport. The residents also have difficulty with traffic jams

L/17/1

Crowberry Lane narrows to a single track area adjacent to the village. Even today cars frequently park on this narrow stretch. The village hall is frequented by many young children – we have witnessed first hand children innocently rushing from behind parked cars. Adding the additional vehicle volume of 25 new houses and cemetery will exponentially increase the current level of risk. We urge you not to simply hide behind a theoretical report from the developer’s highway consultant.

L/19/1

We urge the Parish Council to seriously consider the safety of young children both those visiting the Village Hall and those walking from existing and proposed houses toward the village shops

L/19/2

Access up and down Crowberry Lane is incredibly difficult at the best of times – an additional 25 houses, larger car park and cemetery (not to mention the increased traffic associated with the Coop moving into the lane) would make the Lane impossible, impassable and unsafe. I certainly would not want my children walking to the shops in their own when they are old enough – there is not enough room for pavement on the lane as it is.

L/20/1

Crowberry Lane, the junction with Main Street and the entry/exit to the car park is already very congested. The plan for development by the Coop of the old garage site and its attendant delivery traffic will add to this problem. A proposal which will introduce a likely additional 50 cars and their associated frequent journeys in and out  of the lane would make the situation intolerable and extremely dangerous

L/21/2

I find it extraordinary that public consultation should take place on a development proposal where the available access to the site is so obviously inadequate for both vehicular and pedestrian traffic. A satisfactory resolution of this problem is not obvious and certainly not shown in any of the current plans which incidentally are also conflicting with regard to the layout and scale of the houses

L/23/1

The addition of 25 houses plus a cemetery plus car park would result in a huge increase in traffic on an already narrow and unsuitable Crowberry Lane. I think it is a ridiculous suggestion that it could cope with more traffic

L/24/8

e-mails
Too much traffic in Crowberry Lane would affect people who are using the local shops and amenities

e/1/2

I have concerns about access to the proposed development from Main Street to the top of Crowberry Lane and the mayhem and traffic congestion that the development would cause. This covers the time when materials are brought to the site and the longer term impact of additional traffic up and down the lane

e/2/2

25 houses of the size proposed will most likely have two cars (at least) per house. There are two narrowings of Crowberry Lane (Crowberry Cottage and Public Toilets areas) and with severe parking congestion occurring now, even before the Coop store is built, the one way system through the car park plus the traffic generated by the new development will create unacceptable congestion

e/2/3

The development cannot be discussed in isolation, it is essential to debate it in conjunction with the development of the garage site, the cars illegally parked on Crowberry Lane, associated with the cash machine at the Post office, the zebra crossing, the width or lack of it of Crowberry Lane, and thence the issues that these raise. The extra traffic resulting from the garage site development has already been debated in full and I am not in agreement with the plans that have been laid down concerning the movement of lorries around the site, car parking, pedestrian access and safety of those unconnected with the site using Main Street as a thoroughfare. When the traffic that a housing development, however small, would add to an already congested part of the village, particularly at busy times of the day, such as 3.45pm when John Taylor School pupils arrive at the car park to be taken home, the outcome could be catastrophic. In short, you will need the new cemetery to bury the innocent victims that die because you cannot see any further than the fact this proposal solves your dilemma regarding a new cemetery

e/4/1

I am sure members of the Parish Council work very hard for the interests of Barton, but I cannot understand why this development is necessary in the first place. It is a lovely area and leads to splendid countryside which should be left in a natural state for all to enjoy. Crowberry Lane is far too narrow to take funeral traffic and the number of cars which would have to use it to get to the proposed houses plus other vehicles. The impact on this area doesn’t bear thinking about.

e/5/3

The significant impact this will have on the village’s transport infrastructure which is already overwhelmed by the current traffic load. The narrow roads and volume of traffic on a daily basis through the main thoroughfare will only increase immensely and at high demand peak times such as school pick up will draw the village to a complete standstill. It is dangerous and extremely short sighted

e/6/2

The existing traffic problem in Crowberry Lane (11ft 6ins at one point), the junction with Main Street, the planned Coop store development and now this proposed housing development with say 50 more cars would exacerbate the difficult situation to totally unacceptable levels

e/7/4

This parking will still not be enough as those who currently walk to the village shops due to lack of parking will surely use their cars if promised somewhere to park them. Any study of this issue will prove this as with new roads only encouraging more cars. The traffic to the new development will be horrendous and even the actual congestion will be noisy, dangerous and restrictive. We are simply not equipped to serve all of these proposed dwellings and in terms of costs and benefits we will lose more than we ever stand to gain

e/8/2

I fail to understand how on earth construction traffic can gain access to and from the proposed site, considering Crowberry Lane is a single track lane and there is no way that the road can be widened. What about the impact the excessive traffic would have on the residents of Peel Place? What consideration has been given to the already dangerous pelican crossing on Main Street, with additional lorries/construction traffic etc at the moment you take your life in your own hands by using the crossing as it is in completely the wrong place, surely it will be more dangerous with more traffic

e/9/1

From a planning point of view, there are fundamental issues regarding access to the site because Crowberry narrows to a single car width in places which makes it completely unsuitable as access to a 25 house site. Once the new supermarket is in place, this issue will only be more acute. 

e/10/1

There are always ongoing issues with regard to the volume of traffic passing through. For example, the proposed development at Crowberry Lane for 25 properties will result in at least 2 to 3 vehicles per household. Vehicles coming and going each day will be an additional 150 vehicles a day using Crowberry Lane originally designed as a service road

e/14/2

Crowberry Lane is already too narrow to accommodate 2-way traffic beyond the southern end of the Village Hall. The proposed development of the /Coop and the associated extension to the village hall car park, calls for a one way system around the car park and, by default, along the northern part of Crowberry Lane. To expect that the additional traffic associated with 25 up-market properties to negotiate its way around the car park in order to gain access to the new development would be ludicrous, with the result that the one way system around the car park would be compromised and chaos would ensure in Crowberry Lane. Furthermore the Coop development calls for their delivery vehicles (including articulated vehicles) to exit via Crowberry Lane adding further to the chaos.

e/15/3

The junction with Crowberry Lane and the High Street is already below accepted standards. I objected when the Budgens application was made to no avail and since then the Radhurst Farm development has been built and with the proposed development and the supermarket development the junction will be totally overloaded and will cause unwarranted disruption to village life

e/16/1

Crowberry Lane is a single track – what transport improvements area going to be made to Crowberry Lane to prevent traffic congestion?

e/17/1

I am sure consideration has been given to providing a new road to the development from Dunstall Road. Why has this not been put forward for consideration?

e/17/2

Are there any proposed road safety improvements to be made at the junction of Crowberry Lane and Main Street?

e/17/3

With the increase in traffic through Barton and particularly past the Village Hall which attracts many children, what safety measures are going to be incorporated to ensure safe passage for all pedestrians?

e/17/4

The traffic would be horrendous while the building was taking place and it wouldn’t improve much after it was finished due to the extra cars and traffic 25 houses would bring to such a small road. Getting a new cemetery and extra parking is all well and good, but is it really worth ruining such a lovely area? The extra parking would mean that parking to get to the shops would continue to be difficult as more people would be driving.

e/18/2

Comments Sheets
The access is not suitable for 25 new properties and a car park at Crowberry Lane is not wide enough. Any other plans for access? Do we really want to lose such direct access to such lovely countryside?

C/4/1

Crowberry Lane is dangerously busy already with the new Coop and houses and car park congestion will make the lane impossibly busy.

C/4/3

Present car park should be extended as opposed to another further up. Crowberry Lane cannot cope with extra traffic

C/8/2

The road would be unable to take extra traffic – v. dangerous for children

C/10/2

Concern about traffic and width and access to Crowberry Lane

C/11/2

Highway concerns – pedestrian safety

C/13/1

No changes would alter my view. Traffic congestion and safety exiting Crowberry Lane to Main Street are already a significant problem

C/17/1

There is not sufficient access for more central village traffic

C/17/3

Moved to Barton from the City, precisely so my children could walk to the shops along a quiet road – not if this development goes ahead – increased traffic and safety risks

C/18/4

Delivery access and the roadway are my concern

C/19/1

Crowberry Lane not wide enough to cope with traffic

C/21/1

The traffic generated by 25 houses added to that generated by the new Coop store with its service vehicles and increased use of the car park will be more than Crowberry Lane can safely accommodate. The pinch point between the Village Hall and the old farmhouse will cause severe problems of safety. Further urbanisation of Crowberry Lane should be avoided.

C/22/2

Severe traffic problems in Crowberry Lane/ Main Street

C/23/4

I am concerned about access and traffic

C/24/1
Poor access, traffic hazard, congestion

C/25/2

Congestion and narrowness of Crowberry Lane 

C/26/1
Village congestion already terrible.

C/31/1

Road access down Crowberry Lane unsuitable for additional traffic.  Access onto Dunstall Road?? Traffic  assessment through village??

C/33/1

This scheme could only go ahead if there was another access road either - off Dunstall Road or by entry off Main Street by the Limes used on bonfire night. Crowberry Lane should be left as a cul de sac – footpath only beyond Crowberry Cottage

C/34/1

Crowberry Lane too narrow for extra traffic. More traffic congestion in village centre

C/35/1

Crowberry Lane inadequate for extra traffic

C/37/2

The problems with traffic through the village should be solved before any development. Until traffic along Main Street is reduced and restricted no further traffic should be approved or allowed. Any development will increase traffic along this road

C/38/1

I think the road needs to be well and truly sorted out by the Road Traffic Acts people and Highways.

C/39/1

None really but access is a big problem and in view of proposed development on Mill Lane can our infrastructure support all this new development

C/40/1

No entrance from Crowberry Lane. Walkway only

C/42/1

Object to Crowberry Lane being only access in and out. Crowberry Lane not suitable for more vehicular traffic as it is at present

C/43/3

Not to go ahead totally, there will be extra traffic causing huge problems to Station Road/ Main Street

C/46/1

Traffic on Crowberry Lane!

C/47/1

Crowberry Lane could not cope with more increased traffic, it would be even more dangerous for pedestrians. This would mean even more traffic on Main Street and Station Road which is congested and at standstill at busy times now without adding to it

C/48/3

No more housing development.- the roads are already choc-a-bloc. Village atmosphere will be eroded further

C/49/1

I do not think the roads in Main Street and Crowberry Lane can take anymore traffic, they are congested enough

C/50/1

Roads already dangerous with volume

C/52/3

Congestion along Crowberry Lane and Main Street is a major issue

C/53/4

Traffic levels are an issue in the village but compared to the possibility of larger developments elsewhere in Barton, this development has the least impact on traffic levels. Crowberry Lane given existing development at Radhurst Farm and the new supermarket will have traffic issues but a new development being rejected on traffic grounds would seem to be bolting the stable door

C/58/3

Big concerns over significant increase of traffic on Crowberry Lane. Road too narrow – concerns over safety of pedestrians, especially and cycling. Difficulty in getting out from junction on to Main Street from Crowberry Lane

C/61/1

Traffic congestion. We already have traffic that the existing roads can just about cope with. Any more would be a disaster.

C/62/4

The congestion in Crowberry Lane is so bad now when you enter it from Main Street – if you are able! – it will become total mayhem especially with the Coop store as well as 25 new houses – maybe 50 cars – up there. It is extremely difficult at times to cross – on foot – from the pavement on the left hand side – to access the village hall and car park and could be dangerous with the elderly who cannot hurry. I have found that quite a few cars will not give way to pedestrians 
C/63/2

The volume o f delivery lorries, extra cars etc will turn our beautiful village into to a town

C/63/3

Concerned about traffic – Crowberry Lane is barely wide enough for two cars to pass – and there is often parked vehicles outside the post office for cash machine and post box

C/65/1

Main Street is often gridlocked with traffic going in and out of Crowberry Lane – and it will only get worse with additional houses generating another 25+ cars going in and out

C/65/2

Main concern is excessive traffic on Crowberry Lane, which is v. narrow

C/68/2

I have no general objections to the housing and cemetery proposals although I have grave concerns with regard to the volume of traffic in Crowberry Lane. 25 houses is potentially 50 cars together with the increase in shopping traffic associated with the Coop. The access to the proposed new car park is single lane only due to the village hall, church, Crowberry Cottage etc. On balance I have doubts Crowberry will cope

C/69/2

What about a weight limit 7.5tons to stop heavy haulage using the village?

C/70/4

Traffic safety issues on lane

C/71/2

Access to Main Street not adequate. No space put aside for John Taylor parking to clear Dunstall Road before some one is killed or injured

C/73/2

Access to Main Street not adequate. Crowberry Lane too narrow. We need no more traffic in Barton, as we have too much now

C/77/1

The access road (Crowberry Lane) is unsuitable for an increase in traffic.

C/80/2

Traffic on roads in/out/through Barton is already appalling. This would only make it worse – much worse. In particular withy no lighting/pavements Dunstall Road is a death trap for walkers/runners/cyclists/ horseriding etc

C/82/2

It’s a pity that the much needed extra parking is so far from the main road. People may well decide that it is a lot quicker to park on the road

C/85/1

Road access improve. Suggest access from Dunstall Road

C/88/2

Management of traffic and enforcement of parking restrictions

C/89/3

Crowberry Lane too narrow for emergency vehicles plus traffic

C/89/6

I am also concerned about the amount of traffic up Crowberry Lane/Main Street what with the new Coop store and car park being built as well as the proposed Radhurst scheme

C/90/3

A second exit road into Dunstall Road. Crowberry Lane could not take traffic to Village Hall, Coop, residents, cemetery. The second road would serve cemetery and give extra exit/entrance for residents

C/91/1

The car park is too far from amenities to be used, would be better serving cemetery

C/91/2

Our objection to the proposed plans are the volume of extra traffic that will be joining Main Street, especially when the new Coop store is up and running

C/92/1

I heard the access road will become one way around the Village Hall. This sounds ridiculous. Traffic will beheld up while people move in and out of parking spaces or lees parking at the village hall will be lost to make way. At peak times parking at the hall is busy – I do not want to cart a baby and a two year old up to the hall from a car park a distance away when we need to drive to events

C/97/2

Car park on green space near cemetery is not shown on some plans and is too far out to be useful to village hall. 

C/99/2

Problem is the access road, will just seize up

C/100/1

It is obvious that the road running by the Village Hall is too narrow for amount of traffic. The village already has the amenity of the countryside and public footpaths. Don’t spoil it

C/101/1

Access required from Dunstall Road : would mean direct route from the Anglican Church to the proposed cemetery only – no houses! Ban HGV’s through the village

C/102/1

Access only via Crowberry Lane would cause congestion in Main Street. Double yellow lines on both sides of Crowberry Lane junction does not stop people from parking! Proper law enforcement needs to be applied

C/102/2

Needs much more car parking spaces

C/103/1

Better access/improved access to the housing. Crowberry Lane onto Main Street will not be able to cope with increased traffic

C/103/2

To find a car park space in the present car park is virtually impossible at some parts of the day, so an extra 19 spaces is totally inadequate and short sighted

C/103/3

Housing would produce even more traffic adding to that of the proposed supermarket, the village hall, Methodist chapel and Peel Croft in Crowberry Lane, which is already dangerously congested for most of the day

C/104/2

Reduce traffic problems

C/105/1

Suggestion after listening to the discussion at the meeting: Create a one way system up Crowberry Lane with the exit point on Dunstall Road. All cars from the car park to travel past the cemetery. (The cemetery would have to have a lay-by for funeral cars). One exception, the lorries to the Coop. They would have to backup to the store in Crowberry Lane, leaving room for cars to pass, then drive back onto Main Street

C/105/3

My only concern relates to the access/egress via Crowberry Lane

C/106/1

I am worried that there will be a serious accident particularly on Crowberry Lane especially as it is widely used as a walkway from car parks to village wand with all the activities involving young children at the village hall

C/108/3

Crowberry Lane is totally unsuitable for this size of development. At least 50 cars will be used by 25 houses. Poor junction with Main Street, also width of Crowberry Lane

C/110/1

Extra traffic due increased parking spaces, plus overspill car park

C/110/5

The access for the development is not satisfactory and will cause major traffic problems

C/115/2

If a site were to be found that would not impact congestion on an already busy High Street

C/116/1

Concern with access by narrow land

C/119/1

Congestion on already congestion road (Crowberry Lane)

C/123/2

Congestion at Crowberry Lane and on Main Street

C/124/2

Crowberry Lane is already congested. With the addition of the Coop, 25 houses and a cemetery it will be impassable not to mention unsafe especially when turning on to the main road

C/128/1

Concerned about the increased flow of traffic into the village

C/129/1

Crowberry Lane will need to be widened in order to cope with traffic. Currently only room for one vehicle alongside the Village Hall

C/131/1

On balance – only problem access via Crowberry Lane – it’s very bad now at the junction in Main Street and in the Lane itself

C/133/1

Loading of traffic along Crowberry Lane and into Main Street

C/134/2

If there was any choice of me changing I might think again if the approach road could be widened. Traffic in this area is already very difficult

C/135/1

If there were some way of ensuring that traffic in Crowberry Lane could be made to flow and also to ensure traffic turning into Crowberry Lane could have better access and not block pedestrian crossing. It is bad enough now but with more houses it can only get worse

C/136/1

I am uneasy about the volume of traffic using Crowberry Lane, merging into Main Street

C/137/1

Access is also a major issue

C/139/3

It is a poor location for access

C/140/1

Housing to be built elsewhere – too much congestion already in the centre of the village

C/141/1

Providing there is a net gain in car parking and the pinch point in Crowberry Lane can be seriously addressed the overall result will be neutral or beneficial

C/145/1

Pedestrian and vehicular access totally inadequate

C/148/2

Access road is already a traffic bottleneck – move access to off Dunstall Road

C/149/1

Traffic road congestion spoil view and outlook for walkers and extend the boundary  unnecessarily

C/1502

Traffic congestion in Crowberry Lane

C/151/1

Possible increase in development and associated traffic problems

C/151/2

The traffic congestion on Crowberry Lane

C/152/1

Crowberry Lane development – wrong site – no access

C/153/2

Change traffic access to Dunstall Road. Main Street is too busy and the new Coop will only make it worse

C/154/1

Access isn’t good enough.

C/159/3

The pressures on traffic through the village – already very heavy at peak times. Concern on access to/from new site – very narrow

C/160/3

I feel that the road which will provide access is not large enough to accommodate the increase in vehicles more specifically HGVs

C/161/2

How can you get approximately 50 extra cars (from 25 houses) making around 400 journeys into the Main Street a day – Even if they were routed through the present car park? This in itself would generate many traffic jams at car park/Crowberry Lane

C/165/2

What about fire engines – funeral processions – ambulances etc trying to get to those houses /cemetery

C/165/3

Congestion associated with Coop/houses/etc etc

C/166/2

Traffic users prob be (sic) horrendous at Crowberry Lane/Main Street

C/168/1

Although I’m in favour, a point of concern is that excessive Crowberry Lane traffic does not cause problems at the junction with Main Street when the new Coop is built. Also will there be passing for 2 cars and a footpath?

C/171/2

Making access from Dunstall Road

C/172/1

Dunstall Road access would give more direct access for funeral corteges instead of through a congested village

C/172/3

Impact of traffic is understated and past experience show Staffs CC will not downgrade Main Street from a ‘B’ road

C/174/2

The traffic problem down Crowberry Lane – joining Main Street. 

C/ 175/1

Also the narrowness of Crowberry Lane could not cope. How the road could be widened seems impossible without interfering with the Methodist Church. Even if it was tried it is not showing much respect to its members as the noise of the traffic would certainly be disturbing – which is not acceptable

C/177/2

Concerned about the width of access to Radhurst development but otherwise not against it

C/178/1

The traffic through the village is already bad particularly at peak times

C/178/2

Crowberry Lane is far too narrow to accommodate extra housing traffic

C/ 179/2

Cemetery access? Does not seem possible!

C/181/2

Traffic issues on Crowberry Lane. Already v dangerous + narrow + cannot handle any more volume of traffic

C/182/1

Access further up Main Street

C/186/1

The cemetery is not safe to allow any more cars. There is no footpath and parked cars make it extremely dangerous for children using the Village Hall

C/190/2

Major concern is impact to traffic congestion in Main Street

C/191/2

Major concern is the impact to traffic congestion in Main Street

C/191/1

Only concern is traffic ……

C/193/1

My concerns are around the increased volumes of traffic up Crowberry Lane. This is already an issue and cause for concern and increased volume due to the Coop additional car parking and access to cemetery and new housing will exacerbate the issue

C/194/1

The site is inappropriate not only because it extends into an attractive area, but because of the increased traffic it will generate on Crowberry Lane

C/195/4

Crowberry Lane too narrow, adjacent to Methodist Church

C/196/4

Access via Crowberry Lane – access via Dunstall Road

C/197/1

Traffic problems

C/200/1

We have too much traffic – articulated tractors and trailers. We had coaches, large lorries and parked student cars

C/202/2

If it should go ahead in any form we at ……… still want access across that we have had since….

C/202/3

We need a proper traffic plan for the village centre ie one way system for the new Coop on Crowberry Lane

C/205/1

I do have concerns about the amount of traffic in Crowberry Lane, the new houses will generate 30+ permanent cars using the lane, additional traffic using the Coop will add to the congestion whenever there is a funeral presumably from 2021 onwards no one knows what problems that will bring. If people continue to park on Crowberry Lane to use the cash machine then this will compound traffic problems

C/206/1

The road is not any good for the amount of traffic that will have to use it

C/208/1

Access road too narrow for present traffic let alone an increase

C/210/1

Traffic bypass of village

C/215/1

Too much traffic would use Crowberry Lane

C/215/2

Crowberry Lane too narrow for access

C/216/1

No through access…..

C/219/1

Cause congestion in Main Street

C/219/2

Must address Main Street access for cars and pedestrians in Crowberry Lane

C/220/1

Crowberry Lane is totally unsuitable for further developments. It is narrow and will cause total carnage in the village

C/224/1

Different access. Crowberry Lane is far too narrow and the traffic disruption to the centre of the village will be horrendous

C/225/1

The scheme would result in increase of traffic along Crowberry Lane

C/226/2 

Traffic island required on Main Street. Coop, cemetery and houses will create huge gridlock throughout Barton

C/227/1

My main concern is access to this project

C/228/1

Access route would need to be greatly improved and zebra crossing moved

C/230/1

The access to the development will make major traffic problems. Also for deliveries to new Coop. This will also cause congestion on that junction and in the village

C/230/3

Concerned about level of traffic generated in Main Street and Crowberry Lane

C/232/1

Crowberry Lane has been improved but not to the extent that it can accommodate 25 (plus in the future) houses   
C/233/2
HGVs banned from using village as short cut from A50/ 7.5tom axle limit, 20mph approaching and through village

C/235/1

More car parking facilities. Traffic problems in Crowberry Lane

C/238/1

Traffic from barns. Traffic from Coop. traffic from new houses. Traffic from graveyard all up and down Crowberry Lane. No thank you

C/240/2

I am unhappy with increased traffic in Crowberry Lane and the Main Street

C/241/1

Entry should be off Dunstall Road to avoid the village

C/243/1

Our village has a great deal of character, the shopping area being one of the hubs. Crowberry Lane is already a small busy road. More homes would mean excessive traffic

C/244/2

Village could not cope with traffic, bad enough now

C/248/2

There will be extra vehicles on Main Street adding to the problems of an already congested road

C/251/3

Cemetery access from Dunstall Road

C/252/1

My main concern is road access, if this access can be addressed then I am in favour of the development, however, I don’t think there is sufficient access

C/254/1

Too much traffic and not enough facilities

C/258/2

On balance I am in favour but only if Crowberry Lane problem is sorted

C/259/1

Congestion

C/261/2

Too much traffic and too many houses

C/262/1

Traffic in Crowberry Lane/Junction with Main Street. Congestion is also of supermarket

C/270/2

The traffic/congestion on Crowberry Lane means further not only unacceptable but dangerous

C/271/3

If the plans go ahead along with the new Coop building and extra traffic I think we should try to get a zebra crossing changed to a pelican crossing for safety. Even with a zebra traffic does not always stop for the person waiting to cross and goes sailing past! For fairness to drivers and pedestrians a pelican would be better

C/272/1

Leaflets
Strongly disagree with proposals. It will increase the volume of traffic in the village, will lessen the character of the village, will create a busy junction in the heart of the village

LT/2/1

Small enough to cope with but worried about traffic on lane

LT/3/2
It would cause more traffic problems on Main Street/Crowberry Lane

LT/7/3

That Crowberry Lane cannot take the extra traffic that will arise from further housing

LT/10/1

The access is totally impractical

LT/12/1

Crowberry Lane far too narrow for volume of traffic

LT/13/1

The access road is completely unsuitable. Cause congestion even if a different access road is made

LT/14/2
25 houses will generate up to 50 extra vehicles accessing through Crowberry Lane. With the proposed new Coop store – traffic access etc will be intolerable

LT/17/2

Access wrong

LT/19/2

The car parking will be increased anyway when the Coop is opened. We do not need any more houses as would mean more cars and Main Street has enough to cope with as it is

LT/24/2

The car park extension is shown on the Coop plans - it can’t be a bonus to both

LT/29/1

Isn’t the road too narrow to accommodate all the traffic?
LT/29/3

Crowberry Lane is already dangerous. People park on yellow lines and it’s very dangerous to bring young children to Little Stars. We need less traffic not more. Crowberry paths are not wide enough for push chairs

LT/30/1
Access to the site quite unsuitable also taking into account traffic entering and leaving the present car park

LT/38/2

Only concern is whether Crowberry Lane can cope with extra traffic

LT/43/1

Far too much traffic activity on Main Street/Crowberry Lane. Another entrance on Dunstall Road would be better. Sewer could be taken over fields behind school. It is dangerous in Main Street now without any extra traffic

LT/45/1

No problem with new build but access is totally inadequate. On Saturday I came to view the exhibition regarding proposed developments in the village. On arrival in Crowberry Lane my fears were confirmed by being met with chaos around the Hall caused by the volume of vehicles and leading to bad temper and frustration. I have no problems with the erection of a number of houses being built on the proposed site but the evidence from Saturday morning shows that the access alone is and would be totally inadequate to give freeway to , possibly 50 cars; funeral- hearse and followers; walkers – cars; Coop – deliveries /customers; children – activities mostly all transported by car; plus all construction for both sites. Regarding the issues of further mass residential building being considered I have great foreboding concerning the effect on the village that an increase in the volume of vehicles would inevitably arise. The concerns the Parish Council have voiced over the increase in traffic through the developments of the FA at Byrkley and the new bridge at Walton put together with the present proposal does not bode well for the good of the village

LT/47/1

Also there will be increased traffic down a narrow lane

LT/51/2

Concern regarding traffic on Crowberry Lane (not wide enough by Village Hall) LT/53/1
Junction of Crowberry Lane and Main Street will become more dangerous esp. with Coop store

LT/53/3

Crowberry Lane traffic

LT/57/2

Object to it because of traffic implications on Crowberry Lane and Main Street

LT/68/1

With the development of the Coop site the proposals would cause unwarranted congestion at the restricted junction of Crowberry Lane and Main Street especially at peak times

LT/69/1

Crowberry Lane is too narrow to cope with increased volume of traffic. Cars already park on the double yellow lines and pavement. New Coop opening will add to problems too. Overall I think this is a good idea in the wrong place!

LT/70/1

Access up Crowberry Lane would be v. congested

LY/73/1

My concerns are the environmental change on that location especially the volume of traffic on an already congested area

LT/75/1

Congestion on Crowberry Lane is an issue to be resolved

LT/80/2

Disruption. Massive congestion. Pressure on infrastructure

LT/81/1

We feel we have no capacity in the village for more traffic particularly in the Crowberry Lane area

LT/82/1

Crowberry Lane is too narrow for access

LT/83/1

Crowberry Lane not suitable for extra traffic

LT/84/1

More traffic

LT/86/1

Crowberry Lane is inadequate as access

LT/89/2  

Crowberry Lane and its junctions with Main Street is insufficient to cater for the increased traffic use - bear in mind the new Coop. Cars cannot pass each other next to the Village Hall. Question – one way system Crowberry Lane entrance, exit Dunstall Road? Re-widen Dunstall Road – impassable in day time LT/98/1
No benefit for Coop parking too far

LT/99/3

What happens when the Coop opens its new site – only 1 access

LT/102/1

Undoubtedly more parents will drive kids the “long distance” to school

LT/102/2

Crowberry Lane is not substantial enough to support that amount of traffic 

LT/102/3

25 extra houses, a cemetery would cause chaos in Crowberry Lane especially when a funeral takes place. This is a silly idea

LT/103/1

Also think the Council should be doing something about the parking in the village and not have to have more homes to achieve this!

LT/105/2

Access has many disadvantages. The new overspill car park is much too far away

LT/106/2

My worry would be all the additional traffic on Crowberry Lane particularly the very narrow part by the Village Hall and the junction with Main Street

LT/108/1

I am against the proposal as it will make the access for cars difficult on to Main Street and local to the Village Hall and Crowberry cottage

LT/110/1

Congestion. Congestion in Main Street and Crowberry Lane

LT/116/1

Crowberry Lane too narrow to support additional traffic particularly when new Coop opens.  Will add additional traffic in village.

LT/117/1

Countryside

Letters

Some years ago the area was designated an area of outstanding beauty, it still is that although the designation as such was removed some time ago. The aspects and views should be left alone, not built on and certainly not illuminated with attendant street lighting.

L/1/1

The countryside to the north of the village centre is really a precious resource. It is one of the main reasons why Barton is able to retain its village feel, even though it has grown to some 4-5thousand residents. The value of this land is unquantifiable in monetary terms and we destroy it at our peril as it can never be replaced and our lives will be the poorer for its loss. How can houses and a cemetery add to the countryside appearance? They can’t and should be vigorously resisted

L/3/4

We frequently walk out of the village and over to Dunstall so for a very personal reason we would regret the loss of open countryside

L/5/1

The beauty of the fields and woodlands along with the views from them back towards the village will be destroyed by a housing development as will all the hedgerows immediately around it. The new homes on the Radhurst Farm development will be surrounded by yet more homes. I am sure they have paid a premium on their houses to live on the outskirts of the village looking out onto fields

L/7/3, L/6/2
It was quite obvious that the two most sensitive sites adjoining the village were those on the western and northern boundaries. Here particularly the open character of the land contributes significantly to the countryside setting of Barton. Part of the reason that the development boundary is where it is historically is that development further upslope towards the ridge would be very prominent in views from the open land to the north and would be visually intrusive. Views of the tower of St James Church tower for example would be lost. Large detached houses on or close to the ridge line would be widely visible in the surrounding countryside (which used to be designated as a Special Landscape Area). L/9/1
There was an appeal decision issued late last year for three houses behind the Royal Oak. The planning application had been refused by ESBC primarily on landscape grounds (even though it was within the village envelope) and that decision was upheld on appeal, with the Inspector agreeing that the scheme would be detrimental to the open countryside. This conclusion would apply to a much greater extent at the Radhurst location. 

L/9/2

The Radhurst is without doubt a key asset to village, the generous offer made by the developer does appear not to be an improvement for the village but a trade of one asset, a beautiful landscape for another, a cemetery

L/10/3, L/13/3

I am pleased to see that the proposed development is sympathetic to the landscape however the proposed cemetery and village amenity space appears to further urbanise rural space. A reduced scale of scheme may be acceptable

L/10/4, L/13/4
It disrupts a clear boundary on the northern edge of the village which is emphasised by the hedgerow

L/11/3, L/24/3
It interrupts/destroys beautiful vistas towards the village from the higher points of the National Forest

L/11/5, L/24/5

It holds too prominent a position on rising/ higher ground

L/11/7, L/24/7

As a resident of Peel Place we are opposed to this development as when we bought the house one of the main selling points was the wide open views and the unspoilt countryside that could be seen from the house. This development will eradicate those views and as a knock on effect will reduce the value of our property

L/12/1

This area is of huge benefit to the village; whilst we are grateful to the Clarke family for the use of their land for village events, it cannot compensate for the loss of these historic and pretty paddocks which add immensely to the character of this village

L/14/5

We took great offence to the quote associated to the Council members stating that the development was in the centre of the village; it is unequivocally on the boundary of the village. It also represents the finest gateway to the wonderful countryside beyond Crowberry Lane

L/19/4

I am also saddened that the proposed development could well signal the end of Barton the village. In common wit the great majority of residents I have spoken to I am extremely concerned that this development - if allowed to go ahead – will be the thin end of the wedge, sending a dangerous message to other property developers “Barton doesn’t care about its countryside”. This would surely remove permanently one of the most beautiful and sacrosanct features of the village. The very thing that delimits and defines the village – the very reason that myself and many others moved to the village

L/20/2

The site is not allocated by the ESBC for development and adjoins a conservation area. The landscape belongs to us all. To own a piece of England does not give the right to do whatever one wishes with it for maximum profit. It is a beautiful and treasured asset of the village. Villagers and visitors appreciate the ability to step from our busy Main Street a few yards into a quiet vista of meadows and woods. I understand value of the land today is about £25000, but with planning permission for 25 houses its value would be £2.5 to £3m. Then someone would build houses and make the profit on them at what cost to the village? It is immeasurable.

L/21/1

E-mails

It would be a blight on the countryside

e/1/1

the gradual encroachment into the countryside for building purposes is unacceptable. If building is allowed on the proposed site, what is to stop further development to the north?    e/2/
The Radhurst is a beautiful , historic green space in the heart of the village which contributes greatly to the character of Barton. Much of the village’s historic green space has been infilled over the last 50 years and the Radhurst is the last remaining piece of Barton’s rural character that must be saved at all costs. The Radhurst is the most easily accessible route into the countryside from the village centre and by developing the land and moving the village boundary northwards it will enclose the historic heart on all sides by modern housing estates. Easy access into the countryside is vitally important to the health and well-being of the community and I believe that for these reasons this seemingly small development will have a huge impact on Barton as a whole

e/3/1

Building on/in an area of natural beauty, outside of the limits of the village

e/6/1

The landscape belongs to us all. To own a piece of England does not give a right to do whatever one wishes with it for maximum profit. It is a beautiful and treasured asset of the village. Villagers and visitors appreciate the ability to step from our busy Main Street in just a few yards into a quiet vista of meadows and woods

e/7/1

We are massively concerned about the current housing proposals for Barton. The Radhurst development would obliterate a beautiful area that has brought huge amounts of pleasure to our family. We have walked over this area of the Radhurst countless times over the years and we feel very strongly that more housing is destroying the essence of our beautiful village. Barton is turning into a small town full of ‘bed and breakfast’ residents who buy up the new properties to commute to the adjoining cities. The very reason people move to Barton is for the gorgeous countryside and open green spaces. We are running out of these spaces and Barton is losing its character for the sake of more parking, a few more cemetery plots and housing developers

e/8/1

Why is the proposal on a greenfield site? Why spoil a perfectly decent piece of greenfield site just so that the rich can get richer?

e/9/5

Developments of this type erode the semi-rural feel of Barton, have extremely limited benefits for current residents, and I believe should not be backed under any circumstances

e/10/4

I have studied the proposals and am very familiar with the site as I regularly walk this area with family and friends with our family dog. On a daily basis, I am meeting with a range of local people, of all ages, who are distressed and angry at the potential development of our Green Belt. In addition, I see no real benefit to the vast majority of inhabitants of the village.
e/13/1

The main reason we moved to Barton was to escape the hustle and bustle of busier nearly towns. I loved the idea of living in a country village, surrounded by beautiful fields and countryside/ Less than 4 months in to loving in Barton, we discover that there are plans to build 25 houses on our favourite part of the countryside and place to walk – the Radhurst. Being able to walk in the nearby countryside was one of the main reasons we decided to move to Barton and now the talk is developing every single piece of green around the village it seems

e/18/1 
Comments sheets
None we need to keep the countryside. The village is large enough

C/2/1

As a recent resident of Barton I have enjoyed walking up to the woods via Radhurst to extend the village on such beautiful countryside seems a shame.

C/4/2

I was shocked to see these proposals. I have lived in the village since 1976 and the Radhurst field has always been an integral part of the village and its life, criss-crossed by footpaths and used extensively all year round for recreation, leisure, de-stressing from a busy week at work. I see it as common land – if it were in the centre of the village I am sure it would be treated as such. I try not to be nimbyish about this, but this is simply wrong. The field is part and parcel of Barton’s life and I believe it was so going back to the 19th century. Please do not do this at all !

C//5/1

It would destroy a key feature of the village, an old landscape and set a precedent for development. 

C/7/1

There is not a need for more building especially on green fields. We should protect our countryside for our children.

C/8/1
Do not spoil the countryside. Build elsewhere.

C/9/1

The outlook would be spoilt for future generations

C/10/3

Lack of open space – beautiful countryside

C/13/2

The village development to this edge of greenbelt is far enough

C/17/2

The proposed development would radically alter the countryside aspect of beautiful Barton

C/18/7

Leave the Radhurst field alone. Do not build the car park or cemetery

C/20/1

There is no doubt that the Clarkes family are capable of achieving a development of these two paddocks that reflects their sensitivity relative to the village and the Radhurst

C/22/1

The Radhurst field must be kept. Please do not allow it to be polluted with cars

C/23/1

Further urbanisation of our village must be stopped and the ‘green paddocks’ retained

C/23/2

Green belt/conservation area
C/25/1
Beautiful green belt amenity lane for Barton will be spoilt

C/26/3

Encroachment on green space around village

C/37/1

Please do not spoil this area of outstanding natural beauty

C/45/1

This edge of the village has been little altered and is part of the beauty of the village – let’s keep it that way please

C/48/1

As a walker I enjoy walking across the fields towards Dunstall and on my return value the views – which are almost just the Church tower – this will be obliterated if housing goes ahead

C/48/2

Why is the countryside being threatened when city/town sites are yet to be fully exploited?

C/49/2

No additional housing onto green belt. Existing areas only

C/56/2
Viewpoint from Radhurst wood of village will be impeded

C/61/2

It would spoil one of the best views of the village

C/62/1

Building there would be an infringement of the countryside which in my opinion we should be preserving – not destroying

C/62/2

It would be a great pity to completely ruin the most beautiful walk down to Barton from Dunstall with the Church tower just showing above the village. I feel we are so lucky at the moment to have this tranquil place so close to the centre of Barton to just walk to from Crowberry Lane and it will be lost for ever.

C/63/1

It is green belt – even land within building boundary is turned down on ground of ruining the countryside. Simon Clarke’s advisors should be telling him this!  - don’t waste time and money on this – it’s a non starter. No access should also ring bells!

C/64/1

The open fields are a major attraction

C/68/3

The northerly aspect of the countryside to Barton is its most important feature. It is to be protected from development. There is a triangle of land off Dunstall Road that would be best suited to a cemetery. This triangle will be the next development proposal if not used as a cemetery

C/70/2

Strongly opposed to expanding in to unspoilt countryside

C/71/1

I am against green field development and building outside the village boundary

C/76/1

The area is currently a green belt piece of land and should remain so rather than being built upon purely for profit

C/80/3

The amenity area should remain as it is and not be cleared up and ‘urbanized’ with …… and planting of non-native species – leave it as a natural wild area 
C/89/4

Not at all in favour of anything affecting Radhurst field – its an outstanding area of openness not found elsewhere

C/95/1

I do not want to see such a wonderful access point into the countryside lost. There are other areas in the village which would have less impact

C/97/1

As a resident of Barton for 55 years , I object strongly to any proposal to build on or destroy the character of the last remaining unspoiled side of the village and the Dunstall Estate which is such an asset  for us all

C/ 104/1

The character of the village centre would be lost and the old ….. and un-maintained countryside would be lost forever

C/120/5

Natural beauty of village ruined if goes ahead

C/123/1

The field will be spoilt and where is the farmland going to go

C/125/1

Because the dogs can’t go for walks up the hill. We won’t get to do our walk. In winter we …. to go sledging

C/126/1

The area is so such beautiful countryside – why do we have to spoil it? Shouldn’t we be conserving a conservation area?

C/128/2

If there was a choice I would preserve the Crowberry Lane/Radhurst for public use as it is. We are so lucky to have the open space for walking now. 

C/138/1

I believe that this site is an asset to Barton and should not be spoiled. Allowing this scheme to go ahead would understandably lead to further development along this boundary which is without doubt the most beautiful countryside our village has

C/139/1

Why spoil the Radhurst and this will be the beginning of further development. There are better locations for houses

C/140/2

This development encroaches on the most beautiful boundary of the village and sets a precedent for further future development over the estate. No alterations would alter our opinion

C/147/1

The loss of a beautiful part of Barton

C/152/2

Will have impact on wildlife views

C/153/1

Affects the most beautiful part of countryside around Barton

C/159/2

The scheme should be rejected as an intolerable imposition on the village. Destruction of beautiful countryside.  Barton’s easy gateway to the Radhurst. It is on land not allocated for building and is outside the village. Traffic situation would be dangerous congestion

C/169/1

Spoils the landscape – conservation area. We cannot even prune a tree at our house and now the council can allow new houses which changes the intensity of the village forever

C/181/3

It will ruin the aspect of that side of the village

C/185/2

Building it all elsewhere. This is a beautiful piece of countryside, as asset to the village, enjoyed by so many living villagers

C/187/1

The site is not appropriate as it extends into an area of recreation/scenic value. Even the recreational area/cemetery would detract from the existing natural rural landscape

C/195/2

Intrusion onto open countryside @ a very visible location

C/196/2

In terms of Barton’s overall landscape setting this is one of the most prominent locations

C/196/5

No building at the back of us – no access into Dunstall Road

C/202/1

No housing maintain the gate to open countryside

C/211/1

View from N of village would be ruined. Trees take years

C/216/2

Houses should not be built on green belt land

C/218/1

The countryside surrounding our village is beautiful. We are its custodians and must protect it for future generations. I worry that the integrity of such a unique place will be destroyed. Do we want our village to become the next Hilton – a once peaceful place now surrounded by hundreds of anonymous houses – lacking soul and spirit? What about the extra resources and services required as a result of further development? We must pull together to shape our village’s future

C/221/4

We have a lovely village with its beautiful green countryside close enough to walk through. Once it is gone it cannot be reclaimed. Leave the Radhurst for the living in Barton to enjoy every day

C/222/3

Losing our green spaces. We are going to be paying a high price for gaining a few benefits

C/230/5

Will spoil the open countryside where I walk

C/241/2

Once a conservation area is destroyed it can never be re-established just changed – and would this ever be better?? How can we tell?

C/244/1

Lost green belt – Radhurst very popular walking area

C/252/2

The walk from Barton to Dunstall is a real positive + should not be destroyed, in addition to all issues of congestion, setting precedents etc

C/260/2

Green Belt erosion

C/261/3

The more houses built, the more burial plots required. The fields are outstanding in beauty, many friends and family from across England comment on how lucky we are to live here and have such walks on our doorstep – gone forever

C/267/2

Leaflets 

Will affect character of approach to village from farmland

LT/1/2

Not in favour of building on green belt land

LT/9/1

Any building should not be in this area – this is a beautiful area of the village which will be spoilt

LT/12/2

The area is easily accessible for walkers, pet owners etc and they do use it. It is a valuable asset as it is. It will spoil the area

LT/14/2
Do we need more houses built on green land. Are they trying to make it more like a town than a village

LT/31/1

Inappropriate urbanising an area so close to a beautiful conservation area

LT/40/1

The loss, for all time, cannot be justified of this vital part of the village’s green space. No “return” can be justified for such a loss. Please preserve the green quality of the village and its envelope

LT/48/1

Urbanisation of open countryside

LT/53/2

Greenfield site

LT/57/1

Terrible idea. Find some known sites. No farmland for house building

LT/66/1

Totally against this proposal. Invasion of green area

LT/71/1

The character of Radhurst +village boundary would be adversely affected

LT/73/2

Keep the green land green. Why intrude in a nice pastoral area for the sake of 25 houses and profit for those involved

LT/85/1

Less countryside

LT/86/2

No! Preserve the beauty of the village. Cemetery can take care of itself

LT/88/1

The development is too big and intrusive in a green field site in this location

LT/89/1

Radhurst is for walking not houses

LT/99/1

This cannot be allowed as it is greenbelt land

LT/109/1

The views from Radhurst will b spoilt by the houses and the green belt is also encroached

LT/110/2

Concerns about the reduction in beautiful landscape

LT/111/1

Cemetery
Letters
I know the cemetery must be of concern. Use one of the paddocks as shown on the plan, that was what I was intent when I bought my house 30 years ago (sic), and don’t hide behind, “you cannot have a cemetery near houses”. It is possible! If the land is not given then buy it with a precept on the Parish Rate, you have a few years in which to plan

L/1/5

The promise of a gift of land for a cemetery by the Clarke family in exchange for the planning permission is not on – surely the Parish Council would not agree to this, there must be a small parcel of land somewhere close to the village that would be suitable and could be purchased from the owner with no strings attached.

L/2/3

The Parish Council is pursuing the provision of a cemetery without discovering whether the residents wish to lose a valuable landscape resource in order to be buried. I for one have no intention of being buried and would be horrified if precious countryside was used for that purpose. More and more people are being cremated and as families disperse, the need for a local burial ground is not as great. Whilst 10 years is not a huge amount of time, it is not urgent to sign up to the first suggestion that comes along. With other proposals for development within the village, the Parish Council should consider all options before throwing their support behind one particular proposal

L/3/1

I understand that the reason why the Parish Council is supporting this particular proposal is because of the offer of land for a cemetery. Whilst I understand the temptation to gain a cemetery on the back off residential development, I feel that the location is so environmentally important that this is a step too far. If the Core Strategy indicates that Barton as a strategic village has to accommodate further residential development, then I would suggest that we explore all other possible alternatives before even considering this site. A similar exercise needs to be undertaken, possibly in conjunction with the Environment Agency to consider all possible locations for a cemetery.

L/4/5

There is still 10 years capacity left in the old churchyard, and fewer people get buried these days, more are cremated which obviously takes up less space, so why so we need another graveyard? 

L/7/6

The Radhurst has been on the cards for many years. Again when planning went in for Barton Hall, I attended the site meeting. Cllr Deering pointed out where a cemetery would go but added that the drainage was such as not to make it feasible

L/8/7

The village has a potential cemetery issue. The Parish Council should address this need through a wider consideration of all future development in the village and examine other locations, for example in conjunction with the Efflinch Lane proposal
L/9/6

I would like to understand more about the debate for provision of cemetery space. The discussion at the public meeting suggests that this is wider Borough issue that does not need to be concluded in 2011 given there are several years remaining with current provision. At this stage I feel that the Parish Council should reconsider its recommendation for this development and review this proposal in the wider context of Borough requirements

L/10/7, L/13/7

The support of the Parish Council is premature. Would the Parish Council still be supporting this proposal if they weren’t being offered a cemetery which could be provided elsewhere?

L/11/10, L/24/9

The cemetery land issue should be pursued separately, if there is still 10 years to go in Barton’s current cemetery. There will be further developments and other opportunities for different sites in this time. Where is the evidence for the 10 year figure? The “fact” needs further research.

L/11/11, L/24/10
The whole matter of housing for Barton and issue with the cemetery needs to be delayed and revisited. We understand the concerns with the capacity of the cemetery, but there is time to ensure the process is completed fully in a fair and open manner. We also understand that there may be further unexplored capacity within the cemetery, giving even more time in which to find the best solution.

L/12/9

Whilst there may be a desire to resolve the cemetery issue, we do not believe it is a pressing issue at this time and is one that we believe could be resolved in other ways

L/14/6

To its enormous credit, the Parish Council has been extremely open and candid, stating that without the offer of the cemetery it would almost certainly have opposed the proposal. Given the significance of the cemetery to this whole debate, we are alarmed that the Parish Council has not made public the full facts of the issue. For example, we understand that the council has not yet taken all other measures to identify and secure alternative land. Equally, we understand burial rates have declined significantly in recent times and that the forecasted capacity of the cemetery is based on older statistics. The caveat here is that we cannot be certain of the above statement – but that illustrates my point. We have been extremely disappointed, given our earlier remarks about transparency and democracy, that the Parish Council appears to be promoting, to the parishioners, ‘opinion’ and ‘judgements’ as hard facts. In our opinion this has damaged the impartiality and esteem with which the Parish Council is held. We urge the Parish Council to seek counsel from higher authorities to understand if it has fully explored all available options, before it concludes that this Radhurst development is the only option

L/19/3

I note that the developers have offered an incentive for Parish Council support of their plans that is hard to ignore – the cemetery. But is this really the only option left? I gather ESBC have only recently been approached regarding the allocation of land for a cemetery. What about a fundraising campaign to buy land for a cemetery? What about simply asking the Clarke family (who by all accounts have done so much for the village) for land for a cemetery – with no strings attached?

L/20/4

The cemetery should be dealt with as a separate issue and not introduced as a bargaining tool to play on the emotions of people who may be concerned about this issue. A feasibility study should be carried out to explore all possible options and proper documented consultations with identified landowners be made available for public scrutiny. If 10 years is the time available for this process no rush would appear to be necessary. With all other likely development proposals in the pipeline many other offers may be forthcoming and if not the ESBC should be involved in the process. In exchange for agreeing to a cemetery the village would be deprived of countryside beauty and a ruined landscape and entry to the village forever. There is no rush and we should not be rushed into supporting this proposal.

L/21/3

e-mails
The need for a new cemetery figures prominently in these proposals. On what basis has the need for a new cemetery been made? What figures nave been used? It would be helpful for all to see the calculations. Is it necessary to have a cemetery ‘within walking distance of the village centre’?

e/2/5

I believe that the creation of a new cemetery in Barton is very short sighted, as the practise of burying the dead is not sustainable. There is a finite amount of land on the planet with an ever growing population and an ever growing need for food. Countries will need to become more self sufficient in future years to meet the food and fuel requirements of their populations. Land, especially in a small country like Britain is an increasingly valuable resources for the living population that should not be wasted on luxuries such as burial grounds

e/3/3

From conversations I had with two representatives of the Parish Council it was obvious that it had been decided to press the need for another cemetery in about 10 years. If the developers are so concerned about the future need for another cemetery, why do they not donate the land, whether or nor the development is allowed to go ahead? I would imagine the need to create another cemetery has been known to the Parish Council – therefore if this deal had not been put forward by the developers, just what were the Parish Council going to do about the problem?

e/5/1

The village does not have a cemetery problem! It has a potential cemetery problem and has many years and alternative means to solve it

e/7/3

The proposed site for the cemetery is on a slope, what considerations have been made about the water table/drainage of this site?

e/9/2

If the developer really cares for the village as they make out, why do they not donate the land for the burial ground ….
e/11/3

I understand fully the desire of members of the community to be able to lay their loved ones to rest locally, however I feel it is not realistic in the 21st century to keep finding more land to bury people. As land runs out, we need to be more realistic about how we can tackle this issue. Perhaps it would be more sensible to have an area next to the church where people could inter ashes and have commemorative stones rather than a traditional burial area.

e/13/2

The land designated for a new cemetery is of questionable suitability, due to the level of the water table. As anyone who regularly walks over the fields in question knows, the land is susceptible to water logging, to the extent that a pool actually forms on one part of the field after heavy rain and remains for most of the year, drying out only during high summer. This would seem to indicate that the level of the water table is quite high.

e/15/1

Comments Sheets
On balance I think we need a cemetery and realise we won’t get one without a return for the landowner. I wonder if the dual road/bridle path is a waste of land. Green lane is a bridle road

C/6/1

Cemetery remains same size and people need to consider alternative funeral arrangements. We are losing village atmosphere with this……

C/14/1

I can understand that the cemetery is an emotive issue, though I am yet to be given convincing proof of … what the capacity is. But do not erode the beautiful countryside with a piece of mere development

C/18/1
Village needs a cemetery

C/43/1

I don’t see a cemetery as adding to the countryside and value of a walk. It looks like a rectangle in the middle of a field

C/48/4

Clarkes should donate cemetery ground no strings attached

C/55/3

We believe provision of a cemetery is important and that the impact of 25 houses is not sufficient to stop its provision

C/58/1

We will never get a better opportunity to obtain a new cemetery. With only 25 houses, good scope for landscaping

C/60/1

No housing, the two paddocks to be used for car park and cemetery

C/69/1

Cemetery is not required as there is extra land that can be used on existing site if the required investigation is made

C/80/4

No development is required – the preferred use of the Knoll as a graveyard would seem a thing worth consideration

C/87/1

Removal of cemetery and alternatives explored

C/89/2

Although I think the designated public area and cemetery look a good proposition, I agree with the view that as there is still a decade of use in the present cemetery there is plenty of time to seek alternatives

C/90/2

The cemetery should be promoted by the Borough Council purchasing suitable land from landowner

C/96/2

The village is big enough. There is no need for a local cemetery it is quite feasible to use Burton or other locations

C/99/3

Further work could be done on finding burial space eg re-use of old graves in the churchyard

C/104/3

Other than a cemetery alone which would be an ideal position

C/113/1

Why can’t the Borough Council be approached to purchase the proposed cemetery plot or would it be too expensive to buy……….
C/113/2

I would be in favour of developing alternative sites eg Efflinch Lane (could we negotiate some cemetery space?). Having cemetery space in Barton is not important to me

C/122/1

Dunstall Estate provides a beautiful environment for the local community to enjoy/ as well as environmentally important for wildlife, flora and fauna etc and should be improved. A cemetery in one of the paddocks next to the Methodist Church would be acceptable and in tune with ‘peaceful’ environment but further development would jar with the nature of the existing area

C/122/2

To scrap the whole proposal -  or only to have the cemetery

C/124/1

That there must be an alternative site for a cemetery and it not have cemetery but not the housing and car park and bonfire area

C/124/5

Do we really need the cemetery space? Cremation is becoming more usual

C/134/3

The cemetery would be in an odd place and I am sure it would be better away from a public area

C/138/2

There are other locations where a cemetery would have less impact on ruining our countryside

C/139/2

If the issue is a new cemetery then I will help raise the 30/40k for a compulsory purchase

C/140/3

Cemetery to be reconsidered for other options at a later date

C/141/2

Cemetery goo idea – no access though

C/153/5

Put cemetery of Dunstall Road

C/157/3

I don’t think we need the new cemetery for some time

C/165/1

There is no cemetery problem. There is a potential problem up to ten years ahead. There is time to sort out that situation. So no need to rush now. If the scheme was approved the house would be built now (and the profits made). Give time or the beauty would be lost forever

C/ 169/2

While sad to see any loss of Radhurst as it is I realize that people need homes and do feel that the opportunity for a local cemetery to be obtained should not be dismissed. I feel strongly about replacing the hedgerow habitat that would be lost with provision for wildlife provision in the form of planting native tree species, vegetation elsewhere in the scheme

C/ 170/1

Cemetery only. No houses

C/172/2

Proposed position of cemetery is poorly considered – it will feel like an island in the middle of the fields. It will open up the opportunity for more development around the cemetery. The need for a cemetery is not a sufficient reason to justify more development and the traffic impact it will have

C/ 174/4

The location of the cemetery is not connected to the village

C/175/2

The central argument for the Parish Council supporting the scheme is clearly the cemetery, yet … information is lacking. How has the Council calculated remaining cemetery capacity? Whether all options for alternative cemetery have been really explored

C/184/2

I do not feel strongly about cemetery provision

C/186/3

Cemetery without the houses + widened road to allow footpath all way along Crowberry Lane

C/190/1

Cemetery and open space will still be ‘urban’ elements

C/196/3

I do feel we need a new cemetery and more car parking

C/198/1

Cemetery – other places in village would be more appropriate. Cemetery car park would ruin appearance at this side of village

C/204/1

But we do need a cemetery extension near centre of the village

C/205/3

We do need space for burials and cremations and I think this scheme offers this amongst other advantages

C/207/1

The cemetery could be part of Efflinch development? Why is it essential to have a cemetery – few if any local villages have this facility?

C/211/2

Borough Council for funding for a new cemetery

C/222/2

If a new cemetery is a key issue for the Parish Council then they should approach the Borough Council without delay

C/223/2

At the meeting on 21st it appeared that the cemetery would be a sprat to catch a mackerel

C/228/2

No building of houses ie cemetery only

C231/1

This will be lost forever just because of a churchyard

C/233/3

…while it would be nice to have kept all houses out of Barton over the years we think the small development will be a reasonable development and we need a cemetery

C/245/1

If a cemetery is needed ESBC should be looking at this and this should be supported by the Parish Council. We are not considering all the options available. It appears a done deal and we have no say

C/250/1

No housing just the cemetery and car park facilities

C/251/1

Donation of suitable cemetery land by the Clarke family. No houses

C/263/1

None  - a cemetery is good but not necessary at this stage

C/267/1

Maintain the Radhurst as it is. Put the cemetery on one of the paddocks

C/270/1

It cannot be beyond us to find suitable/respectful ways of taking care of our predecessors remains without significantly damaging our environment for those that will come after

C/271/5
Leaflets
Ourselves and our parents are life long residents of Barton and fully support the proposal. The thought of being buried in Stapenhill or Rolleston is heart breaking. It is nonsense to think that we will become a ‘town’     LT/5/1
To site a burial ground with such poor access seems ridiculous. The added amount of slow moving traffic would cause even more congestion in the Main Street

LT/18/1

As far as new cemetery it’s just pie in the sky

LT/23/2
It is preferable to have the new cemetery in the centre of the village but I would not want any more than 25 houses

LT/32/1

Prefer cemetery without houses

LT/57/3

Lovely area for a cemetery which is badly needed

LT/67/2

What evidence do we have villagers want a cemetery?

LT/68/3

We need this cemetery and extra land for the benefit of Barton as a whole

LT/80/1

There are ten years to arrange a new cemetery

LT/89/3

What evidence is there that proved that the cemetery and the war memorial are required

LT/99/5

Land for the cemetery can be found elsewhere I am sure

LT/107/3

Yes we need the cemetery

LT/113/1

I am in favour of this as the village will need a graveyard in the future – 25 houses small price to pay for having an area so near to church

LT/114/1
Precedent
Letters
My other concern about the development is extending of the building on that side of the village. 25 houses will only be the start – how many more houses will follow over the coming years spoiling what is at the moment wonderful countryside enabling residents of the village to enjoy the countryside

L/2/2

In summary, I feel that the site at Crowberry Lane epitomises one of the main characteristics of the village which is the link between the built form and the open countryside. This is such an important gateway to the open countryside that it should be retained as such. Residential development here would have a calamitous effect on the countryside immediately north of the village and I fear set an undesirable precedent for the future

L/4/6

The proposed development will have a bad effect on the character of the village along with setting a precedent for further building alongside the area. Once houses are built what’s to stop more and more being built?

L/7/4

If an alternative route goes ahead which it will, you will create infill. Common sense should tell you what will then happen. At least villagers will be able to walk round in circles on the 3 acres of public space. 3 acres is not very big.

L/8/4

The permitting of development outside of the village boundary may set a precedent for further development of the village on green field locations and I have concern that this development and other developments will significantly affect the character of the village. One only has to see the detrimental impact that large scale development can have on a village for example Hilton and Fradley where development has certainly impacted upon the character of both of these locations

L/10/2, L/13/2

It sets a dangerous precedent for more development all along this northern edge

L/11/6, L/24/6

Please don’t support this scheme and open up the flood gates or make development in this area of land

L/15/3

e-mails
By passing this planning application it will set a precedent for future growth and expansion on the north side of the village. I acknowledge that there is a shortage of housing in this country, but I do not believe the planners are taking the right approach by focusing all new development on larger villages, expanding them beyond all proportions, whilst smaller villages are neglected and rural shops, pubs and schools are forced to close

e/3/2

If we keep on developing on every field left in and around Barton it will completely destroy the lovely place that it is. Just think what we are leaving to the children coming along

e/5/4

the environment around the village will suffer and there is no doubt about that, if this development is allowed to go through it will open the floodgates to the village becoming beholden to those with the money

e/9/6

Also the project sets a potentially damaging precedent in terms of allowing building outside the development boundary which could be used as leverage by developers in future proposals

e/10/2

if permission is granted I doubt it will just stop at the 25 houses it will be another plot and then another till we are joined up to Dunstall

e/11/2

My feelings are that once you allow building in this area, it would inevitably lead to further development and more encroachment of our valuable green spaces. I hope that the strength of feeling against these proposals will convince the Parish Council that very many members of the parish are against these proposals

e/13/3
Comments Sheets
25 houses built on open space would seem to set a strong precedent for future building on adjoining land. This would fundamentally change the footprint of the village; is there really no other more appropriate site in other areas of the village?

C/15/1

Not convinced that this development will be the ‘end of it @ in this part of the village – it would be the thin end of the wedge

C/18/3

The Radhurst field must be left alone, it has far too much history and is part of our village culture. Any development would just be a stepping stone to more roads, car parks, houses and it would be gone entirely. “you don’t know what you’ve got till it’s gone….. pave paradise and put up a parking lot.

C/20/2

This development will “open the door” to a band of development stretching from Dunstall Road to the Knoll, which the Planning Dept will find impossible to refuse

C/22/3, C/23/3
Will encourage further development 

C/25/5

Precedent for other development

C/26/4

It’s outside the development area so sets a precedent

C/29/1
It is obvious that the housing proposed is only a “first” stage”. Infill will subsequently occur bordering around Dunstall Road filling in the land around the community area. It is no good for farming

C/32/1

Presumably the area kept by developers around cemetery/amenity area along Dunstall Road will be next for a planning application

C/33/2

“Thin end of the wedge” re further development 

C/37/3

This would appear to be the thin end of the wedge and the open land between here and Dunstall Road is a lovely area.

C/45/2 

Building on this site would I fear open up the potential for further development on our precious countryside

C/53/2

We accept there are dangers to the spread of housing to the north side of the village but that situation exists whether or not this scheme goes ahead. Should development go ahead in the future the village may not receive any real benefit at that time

C/58/2

If this development were to go ahead it would lead to an escalation of building throughout the village which would put a burden on schools and other services

C/62/5

Also once a few houses are built on that land – how long before more appear to totally destroy the scenic beauty between Crowberry Lane and Dunstall on the footpaths

C/63/5

Being a newcomer to this delightful village, I do not feel qualified to voice a strong opinion. Nevertheless, I am concerned that if this proposal is conceded, it will eventually lead to further proposals to develop adjacent sites which would be hard to resist once one has been nodded through; and any large scale development would undoubtedly detrimentally affect the character of the village

C/67/1

The open fields area a major attraction and it concerns me that this development will lead to more development to the north of the village

C/68/4

The scheme is outrageous in that the northern boundary, once breached, will be extended scheme after scheme after scheme

C/81/1

Concern that this would lead to further development in the area

C/89/5

I feel that granting permission for this development would be the ‘thin end of the wedge’ and lead to further development in the Radhurst

C/104/4

I am also concerned about the fate of the remaining green field sites between us and Dunstall – once one developer has got a foothold I feel it opens doors for others

C/108/4

Also allowing this development to go ahead will possibly open the floodgates to many others. Ultimately this will lead to a picturesque village becoming a mini town with inherent problems such as raised crime rate

C/115/3

The houses would lead the way for more development on this edge in the future

C/120/3

If they build new they will continue to build and the development will expand. Once the field has gone it has gone forever

C/124/3

To keep building in the village to a maximum number of houses as it will spoil green belt area and give green light for future development

C/132/1

Would need guarantees that no future development would be considered

C/144/1

Break through of the village boundary to the north would open the floodgates

C/148/3

The danger of further development 

C/152/3

If this scheme goes ahead it could open up more land for more houses and with other housing proposal being planned the village would be spoilt beyond repair

C/172/4

To develop this area will no doubt open up this village boundary to further development in the future. Keep the beautiful village boundary the way it is. We have already ruined one aspect of the village with Argos so why not put more development on that side of the village rather than ruining another aspect

C/173/1                               

If approval is given it may set a precedent for further developments in the village

C/188/2

Sets a precedent for other applications for building houses, shops etc

C/189/2

A further concern is that it ‘opens the door’ to the erosion of green space between Barton and Dunstall which is a huge resource for the village

C/191/4

Start of a slippery slope! 

c/197/2

but am concerned about the houses to be built – will it open the floodgates?

C/198/2

I also see this development as a foothold in the green belt for greater development in the green belt

C/210/2

I appreciate that the development has been carefully designed, however this proposal will surely set a precedent for further development on green belt land

C/221/1

I am concerned that if this development goes ahead we will have set a precedent for future building on green belt land. I have lived in this village all of my life and feel that the possibility of large developments Mill Lane, the Green etc will spoil the village considerably

C/221/2

If an estate of 25 houses comes into being as proposed it would be the thin end of an enormous wedge towards the building on the Radhurst

C/226/3

Will act as a precedent to further development

C/241/3

None – this is green belt and the “thin end of the wedge”

C/2471

This may set a dangerous precedent for future housing

C/256/2

Permission for more through precedent

C/261/4
Leaflets
Building here sets a precedent of building on farmland outside the development area and where would it end?

LT/1/3

This is the thin end of the wedge for that area. More development will follow

LT/6/1

I feel it would set a precedent for further buildings on the Radhurst

LT/7/1

This is the thin end of the wedge for extra development

LT/13/2

To build 25 houses would ruin this area and would lead to further development in the future. Other infill … in the village would be a better option

LT/18/2
I feel this may spur on further development in what is now a beautiful area and spoiling views forever

LT/37/2

I am against it as it is a ‘trojan horse’ to extend the boundaries of the village and allow for bigger developments to go ahead such as the proposed 200 houses on Efflinch Lane

LT/50/1

My fear is that this would be the thin end of the wedge to more building later. This I would utterly resist on the traffic situation, but mostly because I want Barton to remain a village!

LT/52/2

Open surrounding are to further development 

LT/53/4

While this looks a good scheme, overall we thing that this is just the beginning of ever more development 

LT/55/1

Set a precedence for future developments

LT/99/2

This would be a disaster for the village centre. Opening up land which would be extended for building eventually

LT/107/1

Stop it now No precedent

LT/109/3
Planning Policy and Conservation Area
Letters

This proposal is outside the development plan area and was not shown on the housing land allocation map. Why has the Parish Council decided to support such a development when it argued so forcefully against the football training centre on just such grounds? If this plan is allowed, then the argument for not allowing development outside of the development plan area will never be able to be used again. Precedent will have been set and the destruction of the countryside to the north of the village will continue. What has changed since the last time this was before the Parish Council? Nothing except the desire for the PC to provide a cemetery for which it has no obligation

L/3/2

Local Planning Authorities have to comply with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. This states that any planning application has to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Material considerations are generally the merits of the proposal but can also include relevant documents such as the Conservation Area Appraisal. The Crowberry Lane site is clearly outside the development boundary emphasised by the abrupt edge to the built up form of the village and demonstrated on the ground by a well established hedge on the north western paddock. The site looks outwards to the open countryside rather than inwards to the built up form of the village. Local Plan policies have been “saved” under the new plan making arrangements and thus remain relevant to the determination of appropriate planning applications until such time as the new Local Development Framework documents have been formally adopted. To my mind the local plan policies should carry considerable weight should a planning application be submitted for the Crowberry Lane site

L/4/3

The development is outside the development boundary of the village, and next door to the conservation area, and will, without doubt, have a bad effect on the character of the village along with setting a precedent for further building outside this area

L/6/3

This is a greenfield site (shouldn’t developments be largely on brownfield sites?) and is currently outside the development boundary of the local plan for the village

L/7/1

You state in your leaflet that the “precise number of housing sites” in Barton has not yet been decided by ESBC, so why are you even considering this one independently especially as you have “no powers”, a phrase which was repeated over and over again. I have “no powers” but I have a sense of responsibility to this village and I have a voice. “No powers” is a cop out.

L/78/1

The site is outside the current village development boundary. I understand that ESBC has carried out a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment in connection with the preparation of its Local Development Framework. This site is not one of the two sites in Barton that was selected for the final shortlist not was it par of the assessment process. Before this site is considered at the current level of detail I feel that it should be the subject to the same level of scrutiny that those other sites received. The site is adjacent to the Conservation Area and in my view would have a negative impact on it

L/9/3

This is a greenfield site (60% of development should be on brownfield sites)

L/11/1, L/24/1

The plot is outside the development boundary of the current local plan

L/11/2, L/24/2

You need to look at all the options and give people the option to make informed choices. This will be made somewhat easier once the local planning authority has made its own decisions about housing allocations in the borough. You should also be giving all developers the same opportunities to make their case for developments that affect the village and it does not feel like that is currently the case

L/12/8

Proposals outside the development boundary, which would obviously be amended to incorporate this scheme – where would the new boundary be?

L/15/1

Border on land which is designated a special area in the Local Plan

L/15/2

From your leaflet and the Press I understand that in the summer 2011 ESBC, in line with government proposals, will be deciding on the precise number and sites for houses to be built within the borough. Surely it makes sense to delay processing any planning applications until that allocation has been finalised – what if Barton isn’t allocated any houses that have to be built? Once the countryside is given over to housing development it is lost forever.

L/20/3

I also strongly believe that the development boundary of the village should be treated with great respect. Any breach particular to the north will be an encouraging signal to other developers

L/23/2

The site adjoins the Barton under Needwood Conservation Area. The conservation area consists of an area of architectural or historic interest the character and appearance of which it is desirable to enhance. The Conservation Area Appraisal highlights: the old Needwood Forest largely determined the development of Barton on an east-west axis; a key view is that northwards out of the conservation area at the top of Crowberry Lane; 

the conservation area has a rural setting which is punctuated by trees and open fields. Green spaces are important for introducing the area as one of interest and to provide an historic context for the village. It is very noticeable that one of the features of the Conservation Area is the abrupt edge to the built form of the village and the open countryside beyond. This is particularly marked at the northern edge of Crowberry Lane. No in-depth development has taken place on the northern edge of the village other than frontage development, often on substantial plots along Main Street and Dunstall Road, thus emphasising the historic east-west alignment. Development at Crowberry Lane would therefore be contrary to one of the key aspects of the Appraisal, have a detrimental effect on the Conservation Area and landscape setting of the village.

L/4/2

The area is adjacent to a conservation area: building so close to this will have a negative impact on it

L/7/2,L/11/4, l/24/4 
I feel that the Parish Council should not be supporting any major site (over 10 houses) for future residential development until we know what role Barton is expected to play as a strategic village in meeting ESBC’s overall housing needs over the period to 2026. Until such time as these documents are prepared then I would regard any site as premature to that process. This process provides a fair way of assessing all possible sites capable of meeting future needs. In addition, objections can be made to any sites set out in the documents and they will be heard by an independent inspector appointed for that purpose. This is a far more efficient and effective method of allocating future land release rather than relying on which developer moves first. It also means that there is a more informed debate with all interested parties about the future direction and development of the village. I would hope that the Parish Council as part of the local government framework for the area would support this objective process and not ignore the plan making process.

L/4/1 

No No No – the last thing Barton needs is more housing. The open spaces/land we have in the village are being constantly nibbled away…. 
L/18/1
It is a major concern of mine that the support of the Parish Council is premature and they have not consulted the people of Barton at all before agreeing in principle to the proposed development 

L/24/9
e-mails
Whilst appreciating that the sketches of the development in the Village Hall were of a preliminary nature, the number of houses featured on those sketches fell well short of the 25 mentioned in the proposal and it would appear that site will be overdeveloped

e/2/1

It is not allocated by ESBC for development for excellent reasons

e/7/6

The proposed development on the paddocks adjacent to Crowberry lane falls outside the development boundary of the village and is adjacent to land that falls within the National Forest. The development plans for the village call for any additional development to be on brownfield sites which these paddocks clearly are not. Additionally this proposal is adjacent to the Conservation Area and would have inevitable adverse effects on the character of the area.

e/15/2  

the Council has agreed “in principle” to this sensitive proposal without prior consultation with the village. It is a very misguided principle and the agreement should be withdrawn

e/7/7

The site is outside the village although with the capability of degrading village and conservation area

e/7/5

The Borough Council have already identified three areas of the village where further development could be accommodated and there would therefore appear to be no reason for this development of land on the northern edge of the village and its conservation area

e/15/5

The local authority should ensure that ransom strips should be provided to ensure the development cannot spread into the triangular field opposite Barton Hall

e/16/3

Comments Sheets
It is outside the development boundary

C/7/2
Nothing would change my opinion- this is a conservation area which needs to be conserved

C/10/1

Outside the development boundary – no planning policy support

C/13/3

Outside northern boundary

C/26/2
The present development boundary needs to be preserved around the conservation area to protect the character of the village

C/53/3

Keep existing village boundary

C/56/1

The proposed site is outside the village boundary and border the conservation area. The site is one of the few areas on the village boundary that has not been developed to date

C/66/1

We need to compare this development with other options ie use alternative sites, do we need this development as well as Efflinch?

C/68/1

What about the development coming behind JTHS/ Aggregates Co another 200+ houses, gravel extraction and the suggested roadway for coaches (which is needed today)?

C/70/3

I do not support this scheme on greenbelt land as there are other alternatives

C/78/1, C/79/1

It would spoil the conservation area

C/110/4

It is outside development area – precedent large number of houses

C/134/1

If we need development which we do I agree the site off Park Road, The Green is far less attractive, not walked over so would be a better site

C/138/3

Middle of adjoining Conservation Area

C/153/3

No encroachment in open countryside beyond village boundary north or south

C/157/1

This is green belt area and should not be built on, these houses are not needed in this area of Barton 

C/162/2

Needs further consideration in context of other developments

C/166/1

The scheme must be handled sensitively to enhance its direct proximity to the Conservation Area

C/171/1

Does this scheme mean other schemes will get the go ahead too easily

C/171/3

Proposals beyond the northern edge should not be considered. Disagree that the village needs growth to support facilities

C/174/1

PC should focus on rigorously protecting the Conservation Area + local environment. This development is not needed and adversely impacts the village

C174/3

Supporting building outside of the development boundary would remove PC’s legitimacy to objecting to others in green field applications/cases

C/271/2

Leaflets
No building should take place outside the development boundary. 
LT/1/1

I object to the proposal to concede the agreed building boundary and also disruption caused by sewer work in the main

LT/4/1

Further areas will be needed to fulfil Barton’s planned expansion so this achieves little

LT/6/2

It wouldn’t fulfil the expansion requirements for the village so the development of other sites in the village would be required

LT/7/2

Extraordinary ! I am all for development, but this proposal is ludicrous. So many alternative locations for development and they choose a conservation area. This should never be built on. What would people think in 50 years time if they had the benefit of hindsight. They would think us crazy to even contemplate this proposal

LT/11/1

Any encroachment into the boundary area of the village limits should not be tolerated – where next?

LT/17/1

Too close conservation area

LT/19/1

Development must not be allowed next to a conservation area. It would ruin a part of our village

LT/26/1

It’s outside of the development area

LT/36/1

I am concerned that this development is outside the development area of the village

LT/37/1

It will impact on the conservation area and is outside the development boundary

LT/51/1

This needs more consideration with all the possible problems eg traffic , future development 

LT/58/1

Building should not be allowed outside village boundaries

LT/59/1
Development should not be granted planning permission – it is outside the village development area – ESBC set this boundary and should honour this

LT/63/1

Object because it is outside the development boundary

LT/68/2

Why even consider this proposal when it is outside the boundary

LT/106/1

Losing the character of Main Street which you are supposed to be protecting

LT/107/2
Other Facilities
Letters
As for the kind offer of land, funding for the church and war memorial should this plan go ahead…... This should be given freely and not attached to the outcome of the development

L/6/4

I also question the need for the bonfire site, the current one is fine and no one would be able to see   the fire through the trees in the new position anyway

L/7/7

As foundation work began (on the houses at the rear of Barton Hall) the surveyors found a swamp area and could not find the source. With permission they excavated drains on the land of the Lodge and Victoria Cottage and dug trial holes, but were unable to answer the problem. As the building began a drainage smell arose at the Bowls Club and also experienced in the Village Hall. Those same surveyors were asked to inspect the Bowls Club, but again no source was found. This is an ongoing problem. Is the Village Hall, Bowls Club and Barton Hall on some sort of ley line? Will the pumping station be able to cope?

L/8/5

The Infants and Junior Schools may be able to cope with future influx but John Taylor has already had to review its catchment area. The Village Hall has already had a complaint from a member of the recent new build, will they now get complaints about sheep, dog walkers and smoke from the annual bonfire?

L/8/6

I think the community benefits have been overstated. Given the nature of the houses and the potential income, I do not feel that the benefits are actually that generous

L/9/5

There is no provision for affordable housing. This is a real need in most villages for all the well known reasons. The scheme proponents indicate that affordable housing need is looked at across the whole of ESBC area. This may be the case but given the very small number of potential developments in Barton over the next ten years or so surely all should contribute to meeting this need?

L/9/7

It is already accessed by public footpaths and enjoyed as “open space”. It is not appropriate for a car park or cemetery which would extend the urbanisation of this settlement into the open countryside

L/11/9

Policing, street cleaning, healthcare, fire and schooling to name but a few all appear to be at capacity in the village and are likely to be subject to further efficiencies and cost cutting in the current climate. We do not believe any additional council/locally collected tax as a result of the development will improve or even compensate for any new households

L/14/4

Most people are automatically against more building in rural communities but Barton has met this before. There was much hostility towards the Barton Park development but I have so many dear friends living there who may have settled elsewhere that I would not want to be against further housing for that reason. It would be too much to ask, I suppose, that these properties could be smaller and cheaper so that our youngsters could afford to stay in the village

L/22/1

e-mails
Also overcrowding of schools and overstretching facilities such as the health centre (also utilities)

C/3/2

If it goes ahead – mixed housing should be built in keeping with a village style to include lower cost housing. Lots of trees should be planted to screen building and cemetery. Is there another site?

C/8/3

Maybe include a small number of more affordable houses in scheme

C/11/1

4 (in one block) affordable housing ie 1 block of 4 apartments, 2x1bed, 2x2bed for first time buyers or/and elderly to be able to stay in the village

C/12/1
All new housing by law to have some social housing – do we really want this?

C/31/2

A few years ago we had severe flooding in the village in Church Lane and we were told this was due to drains and sewers not adequate enough for the amount of properties in Barton at that time. I know that in the over 30 years I have lived here there has been nothing done so this also needs sorting before any more building

C/39/2

Would prefer a mixture of houses within the 25 proposed houses not just executive type

C/43/2

Extra parking and also affordable housing for our young people of Barton

C/44/1

A smaller development, say half, with at least 50% being affordable housing for people starting out as home owners

C/52/1

Schools already under pressure of numbers

C/52/2

Any housing in future should be low cost/first time buyer standard

C/76/2

Why will the new housing not benefit young first time buyers of Barton who probably haven’t a chance of buying decent, attractive village housing instead of wealthy, established couples from elsewhere?

C/81/2

If we require more housing (and it is a vey big “if” in my opinion) it should be low cost and selective

C/81/4

I do not think that is viable for more houses to be built in Barton, because of overflow problems which will be caused if this does go ahead

C/83/1

Affordability is a concern if they area all £450,000+ it will not attract housing movement within the village, only newcomers

C/84/1

We already suffer a lack of infrastructure in the village

C/87/2

Barton does not have enough facilities to cope as it gets bigger

C/94/1

Also there will be huge strain on existing infrastructure, telecoms, drains etc

C/102/3

With the proposed housing in other areas of Barton the schools will not be able to cope with increased numbers

C/103/4

The houses will not be affordable to first time buyers

C/110/2

Any new housing should all be affordable to bring young families and continue the future of a lovely village and not make it a place just for the wealthy

C/116/2

the houses would be unaffordable for young people

C/120/4

That the houses they wish to build are not low cost, first time homes

C/124/4

I have recently moved into this village because of the rural location and small welcoming church community. I feel it would spoil the village and put a strain on existing public services ie health centre etc. having moved from Sutton Coldfield to BUN because of building I do not wish to go from one frying pan into another. We have moved here to enjoy our retirement and would not really like the village to lose its charm and character, however I do appreciate it is important to reach a ‘balance’ as we are not unique and the country does need more affordable housing

C/132/2

Does the village really need to own the bonfire site? ……. It may be better to rent the area when necessary

C/134/4

If used as bonfire would need a access road for safety

C/144/2

I think more affordable housing is necessary in the village. I don’t feel we need anymore expensive housing particularly at the cost of losing valuable green spaces and open countryside

C/146/1

Executive houses – no need 

C/153/4

Cemetery could be ……land further out from Barton. Bonfire sire could be elsewhere. Memorial renovations is window dressing

C/159/1

These houses would not be sold to people in this village

C/162/4

If the sewers in Park Road are an example of the rest of the village I don’t see how this is practical without a great deal of work

C/177/1

They would affect the schools – with many extra children + cars at peak times

C/178/3

Any housing proposals need to be far cheaper, smaller housing. This is required in the village. Young people cannot afford to move to the village

C/179/1

Sewer rain water attenuation to allow for increase in hard standing with instance of greater weather extremes

C/186/2

Suggest all future developments include cycle paths to John Taylor HS

C/187/2

The infrastructure will not sustain this development 

C/188/1

The schools in the village are near capacity

C/188/3

The proposals do not take into account the already overstretched facilities within the village, the school population, increased parking spaces

C/189/1

We need housing for the working man, not executives from out of town

C/192/1

Affordable housing should be a high priority

C/198/3

Insufficient general facilities eg schools

C/213/1

Barton needs more affordable housing to keep village children in it

C/216/3

Can our schools take the influx of extra children

C/230/4

We are already a large village and any building of houses will have a large impact on all services and road structure

C/237/1

Schools could not cope with the influx of traffic and new housing

C/246/2

Drs are inundated with patients schools crowded. Not any police to organise trouble, supermarket to be built causing more traffic where does it stop?

C/248/3

These houses are not easily affordable to young first time buyers

C/251/2

Removal of the housing development and re-siting it elsewhere, where it would not provide any further pressure on Main Street or Barton’s infrastructure

C/256/1

Some low cost/starter homes in different location

c/269/1

We can + should accept appropriate development in Barton to sustain school numbers + amenities + businesses + provide appropriate/affordable housing. The Radhurst is simply not the right place for it

C/271/4

Leaflets
More, cheaper starter homes are need to keep the balance

LT/14/2

May cause flooding

LT/14/4

Not appropriate the infrastructure of the village is already over stretched

LT/22/1

We have always had the bonfire at the same place so don’t need another

LT/24/1

The village cannot accommodate any more houses. It’s already a nightmare driving around the village. The doctors would be oversubscribed, the schools etc

LT/28/1
This village cannot cope with any more houses

LT/39/2

At least half of the dwellings should be affordable houses for first time local purchasers

LT/41/1

I worry about the … on local resources as the village expands ie schools, health care plus safety on roads around the village

LT/74/1

Any more development would surely put more strain on the existing facilities. Are we going for larger schools, larger surgery. Already you wait for appointment. Where will it end

LT/86/3

The new houses going to be affordable for families to move into the village or families already in the village but want a bigger family home? If the house were at rate that all could afford and not just the rich that the village seem to want here!

LT/105/1

Sewage capacity in Barton is at its capacity

LT/106/3

I feel strongly some affordable housing should be included

LT/108/3

The village infrastructure already struggles. 

LT/109/2

Miscellaneous
Letters
I and many purchase houses at a premium to benefit from the location and the protection given by the Conservation Areas and the Boundaries of the Development Areas. Barton Parish Council, none of whom are so fortunate to benefit in such a way, are intent on destroying this ambience

L/1/2

As this site is outside the development plan area and any land allocated for housing, residents might have expected to believe that this land was safe from development proposals. It is not the Parish Council’s business to approach the Clarkes and invite them to submit proposals. I am very unhappy about the way in which this matter has been handled by the Parish Council. Why seek villagers’ views after you have indicated your support to the developer? It was clear from the meeting that this was a very unpopular way of going on. I thought Mr Wedgewood’s remarks, regarding the PC’s response to the comments of residents was very worrying: as though unless everyone in the village responded then little notice would be taken. There was an excellent turn out for both the exhibition and the meeting and therefore the Parish Council needs to take all respondents views into account. It is vital that the results of the consultation are published and that if this proposal were to go to a formal planning application then those comments should be forwarded to ESBC. The Parish Council has shown that it is good at raising funds for particular purposes, many residents would be happy to contribute to help fund improvements to the war memorial and /or the church bells.
L/3/5

Apparently there are two other developments planned and plenty of unsold housing stock in the village. The village is already let down by the highway authority and its failure to resurface the road properly. We are still seeing lost heavy goods vehicles because of poor signs and gravel lorries taking short routes through. Please don’t make a bottleneck worse. This is a high price to pay for the facilities on offer.

L/5/3

Government demography shows that in the near future more 20-30 year olds will still be living at home, being unable to afford to move and that the numbers of elderly will increase. Some 20 years ago the young people of Barton were issued with a survey either by the Parish or Borough to assess future housing policy. They were asked whether they would prefer to rent buy or part rent /buy. Whatever happened to that survey?  Those youngsters have now left Barton. Have you forecast the needs of future elderly people? And what do you do – build executive housing!

L/8/2

We all have a price, but is Barton’s too high?

L/8/8

On the two versions that we have seen it appears that there would either be one or two houses directly behind our house. This would completely remove any privacy that we have as these houses would look directly into our bedroom and our garden. It would also significantly reduce the amount of daylight which reaches our garden

L/12/2

We are extremely uncomfortable with the fact that the Parish Council has chosen to support this development before consulting residents in the village. I also understand that this development has been proposed before and that the Parish Council did not support it. We understand the need to find a solution to the capacity of the cemetery and the practise of obtaining benefits for community from developers. What we cannot understand is why similar benefits have not been investigated with other developers, such as the Barton Meadows developers. We believe that you should be looking at all possible developers and then putting forward a range of options once all avenues have been explored and all relevant information is available to make an informed decision. We think it is wrong to be favouring one development without fully exploring options. Especially when it seems that two developers are willing to offer benefits such as land for a cemetery. We think that it was wrong to indicate your support before consulting the village residents 
L/12/6

We understand that working on a Parish Council is a thankless task and that you are trying to resolve a longstanding problem. But we urge you to seriously rethink the process and the way in which you are going about this and to rethink the development as a whole

L/12/10

The issue of development of new housing in Barton should be opened up for wider debate and consider the implications of the Borough strategic development plans to support national new build housing targets. I believe that the Parish Council and the people of the village must look at proposed and identified possible future locations for new housing together with other developments (including the proposed building of cinema at Barton Marina) when considering this proposal for Crowberry Lane. At this stage I feel that the Parish Council should reconsider its recommendation for this development and review this proposal in the wider development context for Barton

L/13/1, L/10/1
I also think the village is becoming more a small town and losing its village appeal. People who want easy access to the countryside for leisure activities and to have amenities within east reach will find they no longer can find them thus the friendliness of the village will be lost

L/17/2

If the proposed development could be the start of a new village completely outside and totally separate to Barton with access completely separate and its own amenities, shops, schools, car park etc, again separate I cannot raise any objection to this. This should include starter homes that could be privately rented, council rented as well as owner occupied, something Barton lacks but has no space for and lacks leisure amenities to include these.

L/17/3

We appreciate the very difficult role that the Parish Council members hold but we urge that all members reflect faithfully on the feedback they receive, not only from us but from all parishioners. Whilst we do feel that the Council was arguably premature in supporting this proposal prior to consultation with the parishioners, we have confidence that the Council will view feedback with neutrality and integrity before deciding upon its final position.

L/19/5

On behalf of the Barton canine community may I say that the Radhurst has always been an easily accessible haven for dog walkers (although some people spoil it by not cleaning up) and a good meeting place for friends. I cannot see the scheme would upset anyone in this category

L/22/2

I am sure that the Council’s decision will not be swayed by “benefits” to the village. The beneficiary here is the developer with the prospect of a lucrative business deal

L/23/3

e-mails
I would like to point out that the landowners in this area are nearly all related to each other. This is the reason why land prices are so high. This also explains that is difficult for the Churches have problems acquiring land for burials

e/1/4

To state that the area of green car parking could be used, amongst others, by the Methodist Church could infer the members of the Church are in favour of the development. It should be noted that no one at the chapel has been consulted or given any official response to any enquiries about this scheme. If the parking is to be where it is indicated on the sketch plan, it would be much further away than the public car park, which of course, we, as members of the community, are entitled to use. In any case, we normally meet in the evenings and at weekends when the car parks are less used. 

e/2/7

I feel it would have been appropriate for the Parish Council to have taken a more neutral stance than the public consultation leaflet displayed

e/2/9

It is a great pity that the Exhibition organised by the Parish Council was so cluttered in the entrance hall of the Village Hall. It deserved to be better displayed and there should have been room for all interested residents to get round and talk to the various representatives

e/5/2

I feel the proposed gifts in return do nor recompense the village for the inconvenience and deprivation the build will inflict on Barton and feel strongly that if the Parish Council maintain their stance in supporting the proposal they will not be accurately reflecting the opinions of the Parish and therefore not representing the people they are supposed to be

e/6/3

Encouraged by the Parish Council, Mr Clarke is not being generous. I understand that the value of land today is about £25000, but with permission for 25 houses its value would be £2.5 to £3m. Then someone would build the houses and make the profit on them. In exchange the village would be deprived of countryside beauty and offered a small area of land of low value for a cemetery
e/7/2

What do the National Forest and Staffordshire Wildlife Trust have to say about these proposals

e/9/7

The village does not need a permanent bonfire site, we have managed for over 20 years without a permanent site, so this can carry on

e/9/9

A similar proposal was dismissed approx 14 years ago, so why on earth has this proposal reared its ugly head again?

e/9/10

We don’t believe it is the place of the Parish Council to enter into, or recommend, the results of horse trading of the kind that has clearly gone on around this development. Also, as a piece of horse trading, the pickings seem fairly meagre. The only benefit is the cemetery and that is a problem that we have another 10 years to solve

e/10/3

With regard to the proposed new development, it all looks very good on paper, but who would benefit? The houses will be way out of reach of the ordinary buyer, children born in Barton cannot afford to live here because it is too dear and I am sure that the development will not cater for them. Why not give the land to ESBC for them to build affordable housing for the villagers? If a small developer wishes to build in Barton they have to jump through hoops, and nine times out of ten, permission is not granted. If a large developers was the one who wants to build this development applies they get nothing but help and possibly grants to do really just what they want. 
e/11/1

I think this exercise is a complete waste of time and money as too many things are happening in the background that we do not know about and regardless of what the villagers feel or however good their arguments are permission will be granted. So why have the charade?

e/11/4

The proposal is surely the thin end of the wedge in terms of Barton becoming a conurbation. I am born and bred in the village and I am horrified that the creep of housing development is spreading throughout the village and destroying the soul of my home. This proposal, combined with that of Efflinch Lane is disgraceful. We simply do not have the infrastructure nor the amenities to support all of these new homes. I am frightened that Barton is becoming a small town devoid of character in the name of lining the pockets of developers. The beautiful countryside that I have enjoyed for over 30 years is poised to be devastated. Do not let this happen

e/12/1

This is simply not a case of “not in our backyard” syndrome as proposed developments do not have an immediate impact on ourselves. We simply believe that the village is already over developed

e/14/1

If the Clarke family have the interests of the village at heart they would not attach conditions to the offer of communal improvements to the village

e/15/6

If any “donation” is to be made by the developer I would have thought extending and resurfacing the Village Hall car park would be top of the list rather than the bell restoration fund?

e/17/5

I would expect to see some indication of the design of the houses proposed to ensure it is in keeping with the look/feel of the village

e/17/6

I care about this village and I don’t want to turn it into what most small villages eventually become – soulless. Extra housing just means that we lose out on the beautiful surrounding countryside which is just one of the reasons Barton is so great to live in. I hope that the views of people who currently live in the village will be taken into account, but I fear that the housing on the Radhurst is already a foregone conclusion

e/18/3

I sincerely hope that the housing developments don’t go through as before we know it Barton will have become a small town with no green space around it and that would be most the devastating thing that I could think to happen to this beautiful place I now call home

e/18/4

Comments Sheets

The question is does the village really need more exec homes. No needs small start homes and bungalows and not just a token gesture

C/1/1

As a resident of Peel Place I consider the new plans of 2 houses directly outside my back garden as inconsiderate. The plans can surely be altered so not to impact on my view? I do feel that our property has not been considered at all

C/4/4

Very strongly opposed to plans

C/9/2

This development should be considered on its own merit

C/12/2

Why has the Parish Council formed an opinion prior to consultation? Why has this scheme not gone through proper planning channels?

C/13/4

Village is large enough. We need to keep I a village not a town. The proposal for large plot developments should be rejected by the Parish Council to keep the ‘feel’ of the village the way it is. I am against all of the proposals for development at Crowberry Lane …..

C/14/2

We are concerned about this being the “thin edge of the wedge”.  The ethos of the village and open countryside is in danger of being lost. 

C/16/1

Uncomfortable that this has not been properly considered from a village perspective – it is …..terrible

C/18/2
Moved to Barton from the City because wanted to live in a village not a town

C/18/5

Moved to Barton from the City because wanted to have quick access to the countryside – this development would hinder that

C/18/6

Don’t be swayed by  landowners and developers. Have integrity.

C/18/8

More suitable sites available

C/25/3

Very poor value for money

C/25/4

Does not enhance

C/25/6
I support the objections which are sensible

C/27/1

There are plenty of alternative areas – I do not thing this countryside should be developed at all

C/28/1

The Parish Council should be ashamed of the support for this travesty.

C/30/1
Not enough county left and village too big already. Schools full etc

C/36/1

Bring more opportunity to the village the fields are not used much just messy overgrown fields so why not bring more people into the village

C/41/1

Big estates cause problems and trouble. I have not moved from Birmingham to green space for it to be built on. It’s wrong and needs stopping. 

C/46/2

Stop ruining a beautiful village

C/51/1

Look at Hilton, it will be ruined

C/51/2

Nothing will change my mind

C/51/3

No development

C/53/1

The village cannot accommodate any more houses or people. Driving in the village is already a nightmare

C/54/1

The whole concept is ludicrous. The village just cannot cope with this type of development

C/55/1

The Parish Council should contact ESBC and state that they are against the proposal without fail

C/55/2

I am not in favour because I do not believe that we should be building in our small island. As country we are taking a short term view

C/57/1

However if it did go ahead then it should be cottages (not huge executive homes) and masses of trees and screening

C/57/2

This is an excellent plan

C/59/1

I don’t believe we need this type of unaffordable housing 

C/62/3

We live in a large beautiful village at present and I don’t want it to become a town.

C/62/6

More houses, more people and more traffic would destroy the atmosphere of the village

C/62/7

I appreciate the time must move on, we cannot stand still, but not at the expense of such a very beautiful side of our village

C/63/4

Do we really need more of this type of housing in the village when there are many for sale already?

C/63/6

Over the last 40 years we have watched Barton grow from a fairly large village into what is rapidly approaching a small town

C/65/3

Reasons for paying a premium price for property here was the rural outlook which is rapidly vanishing

C/65/4

The character of the village will be badly affected by this development, if it proceeds

C/66/2

I am also concerned that the majority of comments I have heard have been generally disapproving, although whether these comments will lead to formal consultation responses I clearly do not know. Having a little experience of similar situations elsewhere, I am concerned that this could be an example of “planning gain”, with the goodies on offer to the village being little more than a price to be paid to secure permission for this development. Would the offer for these benefits remain on the table if permission was not given? I would hope that the local authorities would base their final decision on the needs and requirements of the local community and not on diktats about housing provision from national government 

C/67/2

The motivation for this development appears to be financial. The most important need is to redirect JTHS coaches form the A38 and avoid the centre of the village

C/70/1

The bigger picture is needed with a 5/10 year plan for the village

C/70/5

Totally opposed to Radhurst development

C/72/1

A car park for John Taylor kids and an access road that way out instead of Main Street

C/73/1

I am totally in favour of the scheme

C/75/1

To remove the building of the houses from the scheme would provide open parkland for the public to enjoy

C/80/1

Substantially reduced number of houses 10 or less or infill development

C/82/1

I do no think that a cemetery is a benefit to Barton. It is just a minimal gift for a spoilt Barton, why create problems to give people more money to make their lives easier without guilt

C/83/2

There are no alterations possible – building on the Radhurst cannot be beneficial to the village

C/86/1

Barton needs to think about how it deals with the current people who live here – specifically transport, young people (jobs, houses etc0 and preserving existing amenities not destroying them

C/86/2

Should access improvements be made to this “small” development then this should be allowed to progress. The incentives do add significant benefits to the community

C/88/1

Preservation of natural habitat, hedgerows, bushes and trees.

C/89/1

If it does go ahead then there would definitely need to be trees planted as in the artists sketches in the exhibition to screen the sight of houses. What will happen to Crowberry Cottage? Why is it empty now?

C/90/1

I would like to say that if it were a choice between the two developments[ ie Crowberry and Efflinch] I would far rather the Crowberry Lane/Radhurst development went ahead

C/90/4

I am not against development per se, and am not a Nimby. I have lived for most of my life in developed/undeveloped areas. If the Clarke family want to do something for the village why not just give a parcel of land for a cemetery, Anyway, the number of houses that are going to be built in Barton will require a far bigger cemetery than the proposed one. 
C/93/1

No option would improve the scheme

C/96/1

Information given will not benefit the village as stated. Crowberry Lane will be far more affluent not young people from the village. Parking will not be improved

C/98/1

Village is already big enough

C/99/1

I did put a comment sheet in the box before the meeting and I have changed my mind. Before, I had no opinions, but now not in favour. Why? I am not against building on the two paddocks leading to the Radhurst.  I find the traffic problems would affect the village. 20 extra parking places would not be enough for the Coop and cemetery parking. Plus extra people coming to the village

C/105/2

I have lived in Barton nearly 55 years and in my opinion the Parish Council have always done their best for the village

C/105/4

Personally I would object to any substantial increase in the number of houses in the village – I feel it will the village will not remain a village but grow to be a small town and it will lose its character that makes it so popular at present

C/108/1

I understand that gov. is putting forward a need for houses but I do not see the need to change a rural village. With reference to the particular plan ….. I am concerned about the increase in traffic and Main Street that will occur at peak times ie 8:30 – 9:30 + end of day

C/ 108/2

To reiterate again, I personally feel that any development will spoil the nature of the village

C/108/5

We are not a town but a village, Infrastructure not in place

C/109/1

We are a village not a town. Extra traffic even more congestion in the village not needed

C/109/2

If other proposed building sites are to be developed with approx 350+ houses why is there a need for Crowberry Lane expansion

C/109/6

Without the carrots it would not have got this far

C/110/1

No alteration would change my opinion

C/114/1

I consider this to be just the beginning of a development which eventually would increase in size, despite what was said this will one day come out to Dunstall Road which is dangerous as it is. I think David Dunger said what was in the minds of many people at the meeting and I thoroughly agree with him

C/114/2

Do not want the development to take place

C/115/1

The benefits put forward for this development do not compensate for a quiet peaceful village. I strongly am not in favour of the Parish Council’s approval of this scheme

C/115/4

Depends on the number of houses granted

C/119/2

To not build houses at all

C/120/1

I feel that this development would not benefit the village at all

C/120/2

Barton, if we aren’t careful will become a district not a village. Please leave our green fields and use brown sites. Our village is special to the villagers

C/121/1

Serious concerns about how and why developer wants to build on site that is not designated for development. Parish Council’s positive response ignoring vies of village residents

C/123/3

Not building anymore houses – we are a village not a town

C/130/1

What makes this worse is the proposed development Efflinch/Mill Lane. The schools aren’t big enough to cope .Please leave our village alone

C/130/2

Should the Council have had a public meeting before this was proposed?

C/133/2

I’m sure all interested parties including the Parish representatives have put a lot work into backing or opposing this project. It is a difficult one to make a decision on

C/135/2

Do not want at all

C/143/1

My opinion is not for changing

C/148/1

No attempt to address carbon footprint at all

C/149/2

We believe that this development would be detrimental to the centre of the village

C/150/1

Barton is large enough

C/155/1

Eating into green space

C/156/1

Barton is already too large for infrastructure. Development should be targeted at villages such as Kings Bromley – which needs investment and growth. Develop other villages

C/157/2

As I don’t live in the village I don’t know whether I can comment but surely the Parish Council can do better in terms of benefits for the village – 7 acres or so of agricultural land

C/158/1

Land in exchange for 25 building plots @ 250k each seems a tad one sided. What about the Clarke Family rebuilding the John Taylor School where necessary. There is a certain symmetry there. 

C/158/2

Other developers will offer graveyard to get permission

C/159/4

I believe the village is plenty large enough and in view of amenities available which are up to capacity already

C/160/1

Who will maintain/cover cost of these new areas? Is there any variance in design? Will local labour be used?

C/160/2

Nothing would change my mind

C/161/1

No changes would change my mind. This is not required

C/162/1

I am grateful that the Parish Council are closely involved and hope that continues so that the interests of the village are promoted

C/163/1

Understand that new housing in Barton is inevitable. This project is sensitive and falls within the village boundaries. The benefits to the village outweigh impact. Need to improve Crowberry Lane to cope

C/164/1

Opportunity to get much better deal from developer

C/166/3

Why rush it? Apparently the cemetery is OK for next 10 years? Is ther a market for all these houses?

C/166/4

Consultation on what would benefit the village. In terms of priorities, front line services must take precedent over tabled gifts

C/167/1

I was undecided before speaking to an elected member of the PC. I found the arguments provided unconvincing and further that because I don’t have children or grandchildren other services are not vital

C/167/2

Not on original development plan for the area – so why this premature idea. Time needed to consider all developments in Barton and decisions taken afterwards

C/168/2

I cannot see any advantage to the village, … will just cause more problems

C/176/1

The Coop redevelopment is much needed in the village, not more executive homes

C/179/3

Proposal would bring more advantages to the village in the end, the land will eventually be built on , why not now with the add-ons for the village. Would rather have this one than 250 houses on Efflinch and 150 houses behind Royal Oak. Must go ahead.

C/ 180/1

Scrap scheme

C/181/1

For the landowner to kindly provide the village amenities (for a fair market value), to thus withdraw proposed property development proposal and this … significant increase in traffic

C/184/1

No development at all

C/185/1

The Parish Council support is a disgrace

C/185/3

Overall in favour on the basis that development at some level is inevitable and the benefits to the village appear to outweigh the disadvantages

C/191/1

The need to keep the development ‘green’ with appropriate trees and hedges

C/191/3

I was born in Barton so was my family who had shops in the village when we could call it a true village. We all looked out for each other and we knew everyone. Now it’s getting more like a town not a village only less shops just too much heavy traffic putting our villagers at higher risk

C/192/1

Don’t agree that the location is appropriate for housing in any shape or form

C/195/1

I understand the money for the war memorial would be for the refurbishment of the memorial itself. What we need is environmental improvements to enhance that whole area – the memorial, and the area across to the churchyard and extending across Main Street to the Shoulder PH

C/195/5

I think this is quite a good proposal but in the wrong location

C/196/1

I would prefer this development with investment in village + sympathetically developed to one enforced on us

C/199/1

How many houses in reality?

C/200/2

I am totally in favour of the scheme – with the provision of cemetery, additional car parking and recreation area being of considerable advantage. With regard to the additional housing I would far sooner this need to be met by several small developments like this rather than a large estate

C/203/1

Not averse to some housing but must be in character and again parking an issue

C/204/2

We do not need more executive type houses

C/205/2

We do not need any more ‘big’ houses in Barton. This scheme is not in keeping with what Barton is about.

C/209/1

Would spoil village even more especially with Efflinch Lane proposed development

C/213/2

Don’t need any more houses in Barton, Barton is supposed to be a village not a town

C/217/1

Barton should be left as a village. Too much traffic at the moment don’t need anymore

C/217/2

There are enough sites of unused land in large towns where a few more houses would not make any real adverse difference

C/218/2

A very poor idea

C/219/3

Barton is a village, most people do not want it to become a town

C/221/3

No houses on the proposed site approach

C/222/1

No further major developments in this wonderful village

C/223/1

I understand further houses are “needed” in the Borough as a whole but why do this to the detriment of the villages involved. It will get to the point that our village is ruined and people won’t want to live here

C/224/2

Abandonment

C/226/1

The scheme looks good. I hope it goes ahead

C/229/1

This will be the slow change from a safe village environment to a small town. The crime rate will rise. We already have a problem with dog fouling.

C/230/2

This is green belt land and there are many places to build on ie Drakelow and Willington

C/233/1

If money is needed to repair the bells etc perhaps a box for donations could be put in the post office. I am sure people of Barton will donate

C/233/4

If Mr Clarke wants to build houses do them at Dunstall. We should have been consulted before you the Parish Council had made up your mind it was a good idea

C/233/5

Following meeting on 21/1/11 am now opposed to whole project.

C/234/1

None at all, we do not need more houses in Barton

C/240/1

Will spoil ‘character’ of Barton

C/241/4

What’s the issue?

C/242/1

The Parish Council should take time to consider a number of proposals rather than backing the first!

C/247/2

Nothing could change my mind

C/248/1

The character of the village would change in a way that would be unacceptable. Congestion is only one aspect of this

C/249/1

And it’s not really a generous offer when the cemetery will not be available unless the houses are built

C/251/4

Thank you to PC for asking our views

C/252/3

No real need for the development

C/257/1

Not having any more houses in Barton

C/258/1

What happened to schools and shops promised when Barton Park was built and never materialised

C/258/3

I am against this proposal full stop

C/260/1

For it not to happen

C/261/1

Concern that motivation behind project is cash rather than the good of the village

C/261/5

We are disappointed that the Parish Council has taken such a form stance prior to consultation. The PC should reverse their position and not support the proposal

C/263/2

None, don’t’ build

C/266/1

Don’t turn a village into a town

C/266/2

Lighting of any new estate

C/270/3

Ambience of the village should be maintained

C/270/4

Leaflets

Seems a nice addition to village

LT/3/1

I have lived in the village 45years. We are spoiling our environment not more a village more a town. Cars parked all over on pavements endless traffic. This will just add to all the problems. It is not acceptable

LT/8/1

More disadvantages than advantages of the scheme

LT/9/2

I oppose the plan

LT/14/1

I think we already have enough houses in the village

LT/15/1

No new building 

LT/16/1

This is an excellent proposal to enhance village amenities

LT/20/1

100% in agreement with the proposal

LT/21/1

I can not see any advantages for the village

LT/23/1

Quality and detailing of construction is most important in this prominent location in the village

LT/25/1
Will the residents complain about noise and cost us money and loss of revenue to the Village Hall

LT/29/2

The scheme will in my view bring untold stress to the established framework of the village. The concentration of more dwellings in an area that is by its current shape and characteristics already sufficient – it will be a less pleasing place to live

LT/33/1

Having considered this carefully, building on the Radhurst would be a disaster

LT/38/1

Good idea. Motto “live and let live”

LT/42/1

I believe that these proposals are of long term benefit to the village

LT/46/1

Extra car parking, presumed widening of Crowberry Lane +new cemetery sounds good and the houses should be out of sight. There will still be plenty of fields for dog walking

LT/49/1

Barton is a very large village already. The proposals sound good, and 25 houses could be absorbed into the scheme

LT/52/1

Barton is just the right size, that is why we as a family came her 5 years ago also the parking problem has not been taken on board yet again!

LT/55/2

When does Barton stop being a village and end up as a suburb of Burton!

LT/56/1

Absolutely opposed

LT/57/4

They seem to be trying to make us into a town although they stop our bank. More cars, more people – village life as we know it will be gone

LT/60/1

Very good ideas for the village. In full support of advantages

LT/61/1

This is not the place for new housing or patronising offers of village ‘amenities’

LT/62/1

The proposed development will be a great asset to the village

LT/64/1, LT/65/1

Good proposition for the village

LT/67/1

Yet more traffic, access up Crowberry Lane??

LT/71/2

Issues concerning the bells, war memorial, the bonfire, the cemetery are separate from additional housing. Divorce one from the others. Do we need more housing? For whom?

LT/72/1

Very good

LT/76/1

Ill conceived in every way

LT/77/1

This benefits all of Barton and its future

LT/79/1

This will lead ultimately to urban sprawl and loss of village character

LT/82/2

Barton has already absorbed more than enough housing

LT/87/1

Divorce the issues –war memorial, bells, cemetery, housing outside the development boundary

LT/87/2

The village is big enough

LT/89/4

Why are we building more homes – is the village not big enough already

LT/90/1

I think this is an excellent opportunity for the village.

LT/92/1

I think any negatives on this plan are far outweighed by the positives

LT/92/2

This is exactly what is needed. We must have a new cemetery within walking distance of the village centre and the whole package looks good.25 houses should be quite acceptable

LT/94/1

Good

LT/95/1

Barton is already expanded as much already

LT/96/1

Not in favour. Overcrowding

LT/97/1

A good proposition for the future of the village

LT/100/1

If the Clarke Estate wishes to build more houses then why not look no further than building them in their own back gardens

LT/101/1

This would be the beginning of the end for the village

LT/104/1

Actual treatment of development appears sensitively planned

LT/108/2

The village would benefit from the above, extra car parking, cemetery land, land for the villagers

LT/112/1

More disruption to village life

LT/116/2
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