Barton under Needwood Parish Council 

Report of Consultation 

Proposed housing, cemetery, public open space and community benefits, 

off Crowberry Lane, Barton under Needwood

Foreword

The report that follows is an objective, factual account of the public consultation put in place by the Parish Council in order to better understand the views of local people on plans to develop housing, a cemetery and public open space on the Radhurst fields to the north of Crowberry Lane, together with other community benefits.

On behalf of the Parish Council I should like to thank all those people who attended the exhibition and responded to the consultation.  We had an excellent response and the range of views expressed has been very helpful.  We would also like to thank the Clarke family for putting forward the plans, especially for the offer of the cemetery and other community benefits.  The Clarke family were fully supportive of the public consultation.

I should also like to thank Roger Bell, an experienced planning officer and co-opted member of our Transport and Environment Committee, for his professional approach to the analysis of the responses, and for putting together this report on behalf of the Parish Council.  We are very fortunate to have his services and he has given generously of his time.
We acknowledge the contribution made to the debate by a local action group, Stop the Plot, and in the spirit of openness, we invited a representative of that group to be involved in overseeing the development of this report. Linda Percival, in particular, a representative from Stop the Plot, has played an active and helpful role in enabling this document to be completed in an efficient manner.
At its meeting on 3rd February, the Parish Council resolved to await the analysis of comments received, “to get a good understanding of the views expressed at this and the Efflinch Lane exhibitions and then reconsider the situation”. Members will give full consideration to this report. 
Vic Trigwell

Chairman of Barton under Needwood Parish Council

March 2011
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Summary

This Report of Consultation sets out to analyse the results of comments made to the Barton under Needwood Parish Council during the period from 15th to 30th January 2011, regarding a proposal by developers for housing, a cemetery, public open space and other community benefits, on land north of Crowberry Lane. 

Overall, 948 comments were received from 431 individuals. Individual comments were received by letter, e-mail, returns from leaflets and comments sheets. In comparison with previous exercises this is regarded as a good response. By far the largest number of comments received, were concerned with traffic and access, although people also made their views known on issues regarding the countryside, the cemetery, the potential for further development and the impact this might have on the village.

In quantitative terms 75% expressed either an objection, or at least ticked the box included on the comments sheets and leaflets, saying they are not in favour. 17% of responses supported the proposals. Trying to understand the reasoning behind this response we can point to strong concerns about the unsuitable access and the additional amount of traffic likely to be generated from the development, compounding what was often seen as an already bad situation. There also seems to be a body of opinion that believes the Radhurst is one of those much cherished areas that helps to define what makes Barton special by its easy accessibility to the open countryside.  There was also a fear that by permitting this proposal it would set a precedent for further development which would be difficult to resist on this northern edge of Barton. 

Of those referring to the cemetery in their comments, many were supportive of the need for a cemetery, but these numbers must be seen in the context of the rather larger number voicing their opposition to the development as a whole. 

Concerns were also expressed about the impact of the proposals on the infrastructure of the village and one of the main gaps in the proposals referred to in the comments was a lack of affordable housing.

 (1) Background
1.1
At an extraordinary, confidential meeting, on October 7th 2010, the Parish Council received a presentation by the Clarke family’s appointed architects regarding a proposal for residential development, the provision of a cemetery, public open space on land to the immediate north of Crowberry Lane, and some community benefits which included restoration of the war memorial and a financial contribution to help restore the church bells. At this meeting it was proposed and seconded that the scheme be supported, in principle, subject to discussions with East Staffordshire Borough Council and the opportunity for further detailed discussion and feedback following public consultation.
1.2
At a later, normal meeting on 2nd December 2010, the Parish Council again indicated their agreement in principle subject to hearing the views of local people. It was also reported at that meeting that an exhibition would be held by the Clarke family, supported by the Parish Council at the Village Hall in January 2011. Mindful of the need to give publicity to this proposal, as soon as practically possible, on the very next day, 3rd December 2010, the Parish Council issued a public notice which was displayed in the Post Office window. The Parish Council also asked for the content of the notice to be reported in that week’s edition of the Lichfield Mercury in the Village Voice section.
1.3
To assist in publicising both the proposals and the forthcoming exhibition, the Parish Council prepared a publicity leaflet (Appendix 1), which was distributed to all households in the village during the week commencing Monday 10th January 2011. The leaflet included :-

· a sketch outline of the proposed development;

· a brief description of the benefits;

· a response by the Parish Council stating that, on balance, and at this stage, it believed the proposals offered a lot of benefits for the village and again confirming that it had indicated its agreement in principle subject to hearing the views of local people;

· a section which dealt with some of the mainly environmental issues to be considered; 
· an outline of the ways in which villagers could respond by written representation or e-mail to the Parish Clerk, and a comments sheet at the Exhibition; and
· a tear-off form was also available as part of the leaflet.

1.4
A public exhibition in the Village Hall commenced on Saturday 15th January. Plans, photographs and text were available for inspection during the following week. The Exhibition was staffed by representatives of the scheme’s architects for three hours between 10:00am and 1:00pm on Saturday 15th and Saturday 22nd January 2011. Parish Councillors produced a display board and also organised to have a presence throughout these hours.
1.5
It is difficult to know exactly how many people actually attended the Exhibition either during the week or on the two Saturdays when it was staffed, but 252 people signed an attendance sheet.

1.6
In reaction to the proposals and, in particular, to the Parish Council’s support in principle, a protest group called Stop the Plot was formed. The Stop the Plot organisers were allowed space at the Exhibition to present an opposing view, and members of this group were also in attendance on both Saturdays. Stop the Plot also took the initiative to organise a meeting held in the Village Hall on Friday evening 21st January 2011.  The organisers invited representatives of the developers and the Parish Council and both groups attended the Stop the Plot meeting. A flyer was distributed to all households during the week prior to the Exhibition, giving publicity to the Exhibition and the meeting.

1.7
Both the Parish Council’s and the Stop the Plot’s publicity material emphasised that local views were important and they encouraged people to visit the Exhibition and to make their views known.
1.8
From their first involvement with the proposals, the Parish Council had been keen to ensure that the debate about the proposals should be undertaken in a fair, open and transparent manner. To this end, it had taken a balanced approach, by, for example, setting out some of the issues and planning hurdles such a proposal would need to overcome in the publicity leaflet.  The Parish Council’s commitment to this approach, together with the local widespread publicity, given to the proposal by both itself and the Stop the Plot organisation, appeared to generate a substantial interest both at the Exhibition itself and through the written response.

1.9
This Report of Consultation, in the following paragraphs, sets out an analysis of the total responses received, including a breakdown of those who expressed an opinion either in favour or against the proposal. It also includes an outline of the main themes and issues, supported by representative comments, revealed in the analysis of the comments. An Appendix sets out a near verbatim report of all relevant comments. 
Public Notice as it appeared in the Post Office window

Barton Parish Council has received an interesting offer from the Clarke family, owners of the Dunstall Estate, to provide gifts of a new cemetery, village recreation area, additional village centre car parking and other community benefits attached to a proposal to build a small number of houses in the two paddocks either side of Crowberry Lane. The Parish Council believe that, on balance, this proposal offers a lot of benefits for the village & have indicated their agreement in principle subject to hearing the views of local people.

Totalling around five acres the land at the end of Crowberry Lane would be secured in perpetuity for our community including the site of the Scouts bonfire, the small pond and an area of grassland, some of which will be ‘green surfaced’ to provide much needed overflow parking for our shops, Village Hall and Methodist Church.

Additionally the new cemetery, still within the sound of Barton’s bells and walking distance of our churches, is expected to meet demand for another fifty years after our present cemetery fills this decade. Having searched fruitlessly for several years this is the only suitable site available in the village.

Barton’s Parish Church bells restoration fund will also be topped up so that the much needed work can start immediately and our War Memorial will be refurbished completely.

We are grateful to the Clarke family for these generous offers that will be delivered if Planning Consent is given by East Staffordshire Borough Council for the small housing development.

Unlike an earlier proposal this development is much smaller, containing only around twenty-five houses and, in addition to preserving the bridleway and all footpaths it will include substantial, professionally designed landscaping to maintain an attractive view of the village from the Radhurst.

The Clarke family, supported by this Parish Council, will be holding an exhibition in the Village Hall during January so that everyone can have an opportunity to comment on the proposals and have these considered before a Planning Application is made.

Please watch out early in the New Year for posters and news of the exhibition date.  Be sure to come and see what is being proposed and give us your views.
Issued 3rd December 2010
(2) Analysis of comments 

2.1
All the comments have been analysed by a small group consisting of representatives of the Parish Council and Stop the Plot. This group has met on three occasions, throughout the process, to agree a method of analysis, a structure for this report and to consider drafts. 

2.2
The closing date for comments was Sunday 30th January 2011. By that date, a total of 431 written responses had been received. A total of 14 additional responses were received (1 letter, 9 leaflets and 4 Comments Sheets), after that date. These responses have been read, but, unfortunately, they arrived too late for inclusion in this analysis. 

2.3
Villagers had made their views known through the tear-off slip attached to the leaflet, by letters and e-mails to the Parish Clerk and also through Comments Sheets which had been available at both the exhibition and the meeting organised by Stop the Plot. By far the largest percentage (63%) of returns was from the Comments Sheets. 

2.4
People tended to make multiple points about the proposals in their chosen media and consequently, this has generated a total of 948 individual comments.  As perhaps might be expected, the percentage of individual comments, compared with the type of response, was slightly higher from letters and e-mails than for leaflets, possibly due to the limited writing space on the available form. There may also have been a greater propensity to write at length when composing a letter or an e-mail.
Table 1 Responses and individual comments
	Type of response
	No of responses
	No of individual comments

	letters
	 (5.5%)  24 
	(13.5%) 127

	e-mails 
	 (4.5%)  18 
	(8.5%)   79

	Comments Sheets
	 (63%) 272 
	  (60%) 570

	Leaflet returns
	(27%) 117 
	 (18%) 172

	Totals
	431
	948


2.5
Each individual letter, e-mail, leaflet return or comments sheet invariably contained a number of points which related to more than one topic. To assist in the analysis of the response, the individual comments have been further categorised into a several different themes:-

· traffic and access – issues around congestion on Main Street, the standard of Crowberry Lane etc;

· cemetery – issues about the cemetery, its need and location;

· countryside – comments regarding the landscape and the location of the site to the village;

· planning policy – issues surrounding the planning process, other potential sites, the principle of the development and the conservation area;

· precedent – the potential implication of the proposal in terms of further development;

· other facilities – comments often mentioned the impact on the infrastructure of the village and references to affordable housing; and
· miscellaneous – a “catch-all” category, but this also includes general comments about the role of the Parish Council.

2.6
The largest percentage of these comments related to specific concerns about traffic and access. Whilst the miscellaneous category collected a similar percentage, by definition, it included a range of issues.

Table 2 Responses by themes
	
	letters
	e-mails
	Comments Sheets
	Leaflet returns
	Total

	Traffic and Access
	30
	18
	164
	45
	 (27%) 257

	Cemetery
	22
	8
	58
	13
	(11%) 101

	Countryside
	23
	10
	68
	20
	(13%) 121

	Planning Policy
	18
	13
	23
	17
	(7%)   71

	Precedent
	9
	-
	44
	13
	(7%)   66

	Other facilities
	9
	10
	50
	13
	(9%)   82

	Miscellaneous
	16
	20
	163
	51
	(26%) 250

	Totals
	127
	79
	570
	172
	948


2.7
A proposal of this nature can be quite complex. The Parish Council, having weighed up the benefits to the village as against its environmental impact, felt that, on balance, the proposal had more advantages than disadvantages. From the outset, the Parish Council considered that the results of the consultation should not simply be treated as a kind of vote on how many people supported or were opposed to the development. A simple tally obviously gives an indication of the scale of the support or opposition, but it is also important to know and to understand the reasons and the factors and issues affecting individual views and decisions. 
2.9
For this reason, all the relevant comments have been reproduced, more or less verbatim (Appendix 2), as they have been written. This ‘vox pop’ approach helps to provide the reader with a greater understanding of the issues which are important to the local people. 
2.10
Despite the emphasis on the quality of the response, however, the leaflet returns and the comments sheets did make provision for residents to express their view in favour or against. Where writers of letters or e-mails expressed their support or opposition, then these have been added to the overall totals in favour or against.

Table 3 Numbers in favour and against
	
	Object
	Support
	Other
	Totals

	letters
	 20
	1
	3
	24

	e-mails
	11
	-
	7
	18

	Comments sheets
	212
	43
	17
	272

	Leaflet returns
	82
	29
	6
	117

	Totals
	(75%) 325 
	(17%) 73 
	(8%) 33 
	431


2.11
A substantial majority (75%) clearly expressed their opposition to the proposals. A little under a fifth of all respondents expressed support. 
2.12
All comments have been referenced according to the individual respondent and the number of comments they made. An analysis of names and addresses undertaken, after the calculations in the above table had been made, has revealed a duplication of 15 names. This obviously has the impact of reducing the total number of returns by 15. In addition, there will have been an element of double counting in terms of numbers objecting or supporting the proposals.  The net effect of this is a reduction of those expressing an objection by 14. This reduction, however, has a negligible effect on the percentages in Table 3. The content of the comments however has not been affected.  All comments have been kept anonymous.
(3) Traffic and Access

3.1
Table 2 (above) notes that 27% of all the comments were concerned with traffic and access problems. Even for those respondents supporting the proposals, about a third also referred to traffic and access issues along Crowberry Lane. – 
“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 …… On balance I have doubts Crowberry Lane will cope”
3.2
People express their views in different ways, but it is clear from the analysis that there are a number of key concerns, generated as a result of the proposals. The main issues mentioned include :-
· an increase in traffic flow and parking, causing further congestion in Crowberry Lane (40) – 
· “Crowberry Lane is dangerously busy already with the new Co-op and houses and car park congestion will make the lane impossibly busy”;
· “the traffic through the village is already bad particularly at peak times”
· Crowberry Lane access being regarded as unsuitable (45) for the proposed development – 
“the access is totally impractical”,
· “The vehicular access to Crowberry Lane is already difficult, with pedestrians and cars vying for space”;
· Crowberry Lane is regarded as too narrow (48) 
“Access road is too narrow for present traffic let alone an increase”,

· “Crowberry Lane just isn’t big enough to cope with any more traffic”;
· concern was also expressed about the increase in traffic generated by the housing development itself (43) 
“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” ; 
· the traffic problem is compounded by the increased traffic from the proposed redevelopment of the former garage site for the Co-op supermarket (43) 
· “ 25 houses will generate up to 50 extra vehicles accessing through Crowberry Lane. With the proposed new Co-op store – traffic access will be intolerable”;
· problems for traffic at the Main Street/Crowberry junction (39) 
“ Are there any proposed road safety improvements to be made at the junction of Crowberry Lane and Main Street?”
· “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 the supermarket”; and 

· the overall proposals were perceived as adding to the existing problem of congestion in the village generally (37), but particularly in Main Street 
“ Major concern is the impact to traffic congestion on Main Street”, 
· “Traffic on roads in/out/through Barton is already appalling. This would only make it worse – much worse”.

3.3
A number of people cited car parking problems in the Crowberry Lane area (20) and felt that this was compounded by cars parked illegally in Crowberry Lane (10). Respondents also referred to the potential pedestrian safety hazards (25) and especially the danger for children attending events at the Village Hall – 
“These pressures will result in additional traffic, highways complications and in our opinion significantly add to the dangers to pedestrians and other users of the highways”

3.4
Interestingly, a number of comments suggested the notion of an alternative access (19), with most recommending a route from Dunstall Road – 
“ A second exit road into Dunstall Road. Crowberry Lane could not take traffic to Village Hall, Coop, residents and cemetery. The second road would serve cemetery and give extra exit/entrance for residents”.
(4) Countryside
Comments felt that the Radhurst was a beautiful area (23)  
”Please do not spoil this area of outstanding natural beauty”*. 
“The area is such beautiful countryside – why do we have to spoil it?”
“The countryside surrounding our village is beautiful. We are its custodians and must protect it for future generations”

There was therefore a need to keep the countryside as it was (27)
“urbanisation of open countryside”
Keep the green land green”

There were fears for the loss of this valuable asset and open space with its landscape and views (18) 
“We frequently walk out of the village over to Dunstall so for a very personal reason we would regret the loss of open countryside”. 
 The beauty of the fields and woodlands along with the views back from them towards the village will be destroyed by a housing development as will all the hedgerows immediately around it” 
The area was regarded as ‘green belt’ land* by many (23) 
“ The area is currently a green belt piece of land and should remain so rather than being built on upon purely for profit” 
*NB. Many comments referred to the site as being located in an area of outstanding natural beauty or the green belt. These have particular meanings as planning terms. It should be noted that the location is not covered by either of these designations. 
and a few people commented on the relationship between the village and the easily accessible countryside (16) – 

“The very reason people move to Barton is for the gorgeous countryside and open green spaces”. 
“The Radhurst is a beautiful, historic green space in the heart of the village which contributes greatly to the character of Barton”.
(5) Cemetery

This was one theme in which the supporters of the proposal expressed their view that a cemetery was needed for the village (12). 

“Village needs a cemetery”

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

“Lovely area for a cemetery which is badly needed”

There was also some support for the notion of having a cemetery and not houses in this location (10), 
“No housing, the two paddocks to be used for car park and cemetery”
while some felt that it was wrong for the offer of the cemetery to be linked to the housing development and that perhaps land could be donated or bought(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 are concerned about this issue”
Other comments felt that as there was still a ten year capacity at the existing churchyard then the problem was not that urgent (12) 
“I don’t think we need the new cemetery for some time”

“There is no cemetery problem. There is a potential cemetery problem up to ten years ahead”

and that it was an issue for the Borough Council (7)
“Borough Council funding for a new cemetery”
Others wanted to see evidence of the need (7),
“I can understand that the cemetery is an emotive issue, though I am yet to be given convincing proof of what the capacity is “

whilst some thought that other locations for a cemetery could be explored (10)
“I would suggest that we explore all other possible alternatives before even considering this site”

and also that rates of burial had declined and people were also expressing a preference for cremation (9). 
“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”
(6) Precedent

6.1
Approximately 66 responses expressed concern that the proposal would act as a precedent for further development in this general location in the future, which would be difficult to resist. No further explanation is required of what this theme means as it regarded as self evident. Phrases commonly used included, ‘thin end of the wedge’ and ‘opening the floodgates’.

“I am concerned that if this development goes ahead we will have set a precedent for future building on green belt land”
“Building on this site would I fear open up the potential for further development on our precious countryside”

“Thin end of the wedge re further development”

“It sets an undesirable precedent for more development all along this northern edge”
(7) Planning Policy and the Conservation Area

7.1
The main responses referred to the site being located outside the development boundary of the Local Plan (18) and adjacent to and therefore likely to have a detrimental effect on the Conservation Area (12). Comments also referred to other potential alternative sites capable of meeting housing requirements (11)
“No building should take place outside the development boundary”
“Development must not be allowed next to a conservation area. It would ruin part of our village”

“I do not support this scheme on green belt land as there are other alternatives”

(8) Other Facilities

8.1
Many responses referred to the impact of the development on the infrastructure of the village and other services or facilities that could be provided or be affected by the proposal. The most recorded response related to the need for the development to provide affordable housing (32). Others were concerned about the impact of the development on capacity of local schools and infrastructure. The term infrastructure was not always explained although it is inferred that this may mean social facilities such as the health services and the police, as well as sewers, utilities and areas at risk from flooding. 
“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”
“Affordable housing should be a high priority”

(9) Miscellaneous
9.1
This is a “catch all” category of comments and by its very nature there tends to be a large number of individual comments, which makes spotting themes and issues difficult. A number of comments, however, referred to the view that this proposal would be likely to hasten Barton’s future as a small town rather than a village (29). 
“Moved to Barton because we wanted to live in a village not a town”
Another theme wondered why the Parish Council had supported the proposal, in principle, advance of asking the community for their views (18)

“Why has the Parish Council formed an opinion prior to consultation?”
A number of comments also voiced a view that this development would ruin the village (16)

“The character of the village will be badly affected by this development….”.
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