Summary Report of the Community Meeting Activities
24 March 2019

Participants who took part during all or part of the meeting:
Kyn Aizelwood                Cromwell Lane   Group Facilitator

Christopher Blomfield     Red Lane

Lisa Blomfield                 Red Land

Lara Cartwright               Berkswell

Allan Dearnley-Davison  Hob Lane

Paddy Deeley                 Red Lane            Group Facilitator

Joanne Edler                  Cromwell Lane

Simon Edler                    Cromwell Lane

Stephen Greensides       Cromwell Lane

Alice Hawkins                  Hob Lane with 2 children

George Illingworth           Kenilworth

Paul Knight                      Berkswell
Sam Lawrence                Cromwell Lane

Jill Line                            Cromwell Lane

Mike Mattocks                 Hodgetts Lane

Vivien Mattocks               Hodgetts 

Eileen Nisbet                   Cromwell Lane
Barbara Noronha             Hob Lane

John Owen                      Red Lane

Janet Stanworth               Hob Lane

Peter Stanworth               Hob Lane

Peter Tacon                     Cromwell Lane       Group Facilitator

Archie Taylor                   Cromwell Lane

Mark Taylor                     Coventry

Deirdre Vernon                Hodgetts Lane        Refreshments

Mike Vernon                    Hodgetts Lane

John Vine                        Hodgetts Lane

Rosalie Vine                    Hodgetts Lane

Cheryl Wall                      Cromwell Lane        Group Facilitator

Peter Wall                        Cromwell Lane        Meeting Facilitator

Kristin Watkin                  Red Lane                 Refreshments

Ray Watkin                      Red Lane                 Group Facilitator

Betty Woodward              Hodgetts Lane

Two residents :

Judi Hibberd

Janet Hickinbottom

Were not able to attend the community meeting but supplied their thoughts via email and annotated participant print-outs.
Participants were provided with a folder which contained print-outs of the sections of the Consultation Draft of the Neighbourhood Plan which were to be considered during the meeting. Also available were copies of the Neighbourhood Plan Resident’s Survey Report and the Warwick Rural Community Council Housing Needs Survey Report along with a sheet explaining the abbreviations which appear in the Consultation Draft sheets in the participant folders.  Coffee was available throughout the meeting and during the breakfast break a bacon batch or vegan sausage sandwich was provided.
The general approach of the meeting was an appreciative inquiry to determine what’s good about what’s been done so far and what could make the Consultation Draft even better.

Outline of the meeting programme:

· Introduction by Ray Watkin(RW) explaining the purpose of the morning
· Process and structure overview by Peter Wall(PW) explaining what’s coming up and how the various sessions will work.

· Consideration of the Vision Statement
· Consideration of the Consultation Draft Policy Areas

· Breakfast Break and informal discussions

· Consideration of the Consultation Draft Core Objectives

· Consideration of the Consultation Draft Community Projects

· Close and the next steps by RW
Activity 1 - Consideration of the Vision Statement
PW explained the characteristics of a good vision statement.  Participants were divided into 3 groups in separate parts of the room. They were asked to consider how they would love to be able to describe Burton Green to a friend or someone who was thinking of moving to BG at a point in the future (say 5 years from now).  They were then asked to write 3 words or short phrases on separate post-it notes that they would want to see contained or somehow represented within the vision and character statements (at 1.1; 1.1.1; 1.1.2; 1.1.3 Consultation Draft) 
· The post-it responses were stuck onto flip chart sheets and clustered into groups in discussion with the group members and supported by group facilitators.  

· Group facilitators then fed back summarising the words/concepts that seem important to the people in their group.

Outcomes:

By far, the most frequent responses related to the Burton Green Community and its community spirit
· Community spirit; (6)

· Community spirit is excellent now – long may it remain (1)

· Community involvement (1)

· Pulling together to keep Burton Green a pleasant place to live (1)

· safe (1)

· Neighbourly/neighbourliness (2)

· People feel safe & part of community (1)

· Friendly (1)

· Mixed age group of residents (1)
· All ages (1)

· Younger people (1)

· Families (1)

· Continue to cater for the elderly re retired lunches (1)

· In touch with villagers/locals (1)

· Village Hall events (1)

The second cluster related to Burton Greens rural setting and landscape

· Rural (2)

· Rural environment (1)

· Rural outlook (1)

· Rural feel (1)

· Remaining semi-rural (1)

· Quiet rural-ish village (1)

· Access to green space (1)

· Green spaces (1)
· Openness – fields (1)

· Open spaces 9landscape (1)

The third cluster related to amenities within Burton Green and nearby

· Semi-rural but facilities close by (1)

· Rural community next to the City of Coventry (1)

· Accessible to the shops (!)

· Local Amenity (1)

· A ‘local’ pub (1)

Fourthly there were responses relating to traffic and transport

· Train service from Tile Hill (1)
· Frequent public transport (1)

· Less traffic (1)

· Less traffic by pass (1)

2 responses referred to the village school

     -  An outstanding school (1)

     -  Go to school in the village

Finally, 2 responses which were perhaps looking to the future

· Hope of integration when new housing estates are completed (1)

· A centre to the village.

Activity 2 - Consideration of the Policy Areas set out in the Consultation Draft
PW explained the key question for this activity was to determine which of the 5 Draft Consultation Policy Areas are going to be the most important to pay close attention to in terms of future consultation and refinement? 

The 5 Policy Areas – Environment and Landscape; Local Facilities and Leisure; Business and Tourism; Infrastructure and Housing were represented by flip charts on the wall in different parts of the room. Participants were asked to go and stand by the policy area that they felt most drawn to. 

Result –

· Infrastructure and Housing (8)

· Environment and Landscape (4)

· Local Facilities and Leisure  (4)

· Travel (1)

· Business and Tourism (0)

During the breakfast break facilitators moved around engaging in conversation with participants to see why people stood where they did.

Activity 3 - Consideration of the Consultation Draft core objectives
The room was set out with 5 tables covered with sheets of paper and a supply of marker pens.

PW divided the participants into 3 groups and explained that the key question for this session was how we would know, in tangible terms, that each of the objectives has been achieved, and what steps we could take in order to get there.  A group facilitator was assigned to each objective:


· The Development Boundary – Ray Watkin
· Valued Landscapes – Paddy Deeley

· Agricultural Land – Kyn Aizelwood

· The Burton Green Built Environment – Peter Tacon

· What else? – Cheryl Wall

PW explained each of the groups would spend 10 minutes considering an objective and then move on to the next until they had considered all the 4 objectives and thought about what else could be addressed.  The group facilitators encouraged discussion and involvement in the objective and asking participants to write/draw on the sheets in response to a particular objective.  When the groups moved to their next table the group facilitator briefly explained the previous groups responses and then invited the group to add to or debate if they perceive things differently and add to the writing/drawing on the paper.  On the ‘What else’ table the groups discussed what should be captured within the Draft Plan in some way, but doesn’t appear to be in in its current draft form.

At the end of the activity the group facilitators gave a brief summary to the whole group on the key insights to have emerged in their table discussions. 

Outcomes
The Development Boundary
The concept was explained to each group and the resulting discussions provided the following 

· It’s a frightening idea – we must keep the Green Belt.

· Should the Development Boundary follow house land boundaries? (some of which fall outside of the Burton Green Parish Boundary – a point made during discussion)

· Views of the landscape are very important.

· What does the whole community think about this?

· Burton Green is changing dramatically

· We need clear criteria to support any development within the Development Boundary.

· It depends what the garden development is.

· Include small packets of land for development rather than major developments of 50+ houses

· Large gardens with house for offspring in back garden so house becomes a family space as was years ago.
· Article 4 restriction to ensure no dominance of student buy to let for new property/homes

· Yes, we need the Development boundary.

· We need to think about horses and helping riders keep off main roads.

Valued Landscapes
The responses developed a network diagram around particular aspects of this core objective.

· Greenway and Footpaths > Trees all around > Wild flowers > Woodland > Animals > Ensure HS2 plants more than it cuts
· Hedgerows > Habitats > Roadways for wild life > Screening

· Trees and green spaces > Wild Flowers > Bees > Bee Hives > Cows (seeing and hearing) > Footpaths > Animal habitats > Deer > Birds (pheasants, partridge, buzzards, sparrow hawks etc.) > VIEWS (important, but other aspects more important?)

· Impact of new road on Valued Landscapes

· A lot of overlap with Agriculture objective.
Agricultural Land
The responses also developed a network of responses from each group and acknowledged the overlap with valued landscapes.

· Impact of HS2 > becomes not useful for farming.

· Open Space! > views of the country side > a privilege

· Give maintenance of trees > Green environment > hedgerows > lost trees to be replaced

· Impacts ‘rural lifestyle’ of village community > Important to local children … know where they come from.

· Drainage > improves it … reduces the risk of flooding > losing hedgerows impacts drainage > building over fields reduces natural drainage nb. BG built on red clay > Builders to put in drainage solutions.
· Its why we came here.

· Health and leisure > walk/run through agricultural land on footpaths.

· Protect it to maintain rural nature of BG

· Provides some employment

· Source? of local food?

· A negative is farming equipment (on local roads?)

· Haven for local wild life > encourages wild life

The Burton Green Built Environment:
A wide-ranging discussion ensued and the following were covered 

· Encourage innovative design – no objection to different materials if fit in.
· Separate cycle ways avoid possible accidents

· Cycle ways would link & encourage different parts (of BG?) into a whole.

· Pavements to be widened – cycle ways included where possible.

· Burton Green to decide the builds NOT Coventry CC

· Footpaths (pavements?) – more where not available (Hob Lane)

· Self build housing to be encouraged.

· Avoid ribbon village > more interesting surroundings > to look like a village > varied housing
· Sheltered accommodation s/b higher priority.

What Else?

The groups developed drawings – a ‘map’ of the upper village including Cromwell Lane, Hodgetts Lane, Hob Lane and top of Red Lane showing positions of Hickorys, Water Tower, Line of HS2, proposed village green and playing field on the Cala Homes development, the School and the new Village Hall and a diagram of a playground including swing slide and sand pit. Comments included

· Would people use the proposed playground?
· The village green is tiny can it be the focal point?
· Should we influence style/value/size of new housing?

· On top of the Green Tunnel (could this be a village focal point) > be creative > allotments on top? > pull the village together > put the drawing of the playground on top > HS2 community fund
· Re-use bricks from old tunnel? How?

           Traffic expansion > No more roads through Burton Green

· Cycle ways > along Cromwell Lane to Station (convert one footpath to cycle way) > to University > to Balsall Common

· Dual Carriageway is a big issue (NO! emphasised) > should this be addressed? > strong arguments against (2 of the groups agreed)

Activity 4; Consideration of the 3 Community Projects set out in the draft plan
RW briefly described the 3 projects and how they relate to the Vision Statement.  PW organised 4 groups and asked the groups to consider their responses to the projects – to what extent is there support in the community for the projects? – Are they sufficient to achieve the vision? – If not what’s missing.  Group facilitators captured the discussion on flip chart pads.

Outcomes
The Cut and Cover Tunnel

· Group A - Clarify the ownership of the cut and cover tunnel.

· Group B - A priority.  Who will own it?  Ventilation shafts > will it be safe?  Hard to visualise > Flat land with road through it > Big area? What about the houses next to it?

· Group C -  Are there any constraints re what we can do? Playground > all ages > Teenagers > outdoor exercise > skate park.  Allotments.  Ownership? Access?  Parking > old village hall site to be a car park.

· Group D - All agreed developing the Green Tunnel lid was the most important.

Electrical Vehicle Recharge Points

· Group A – Less of a priority.  Self funding.
· Group B – Why public recharge points?  People have their own.  (if so) – at the pub? Or where else?  Need a feasibility study. Not a priority.

· Group C – All new homes should have one. Possible sites > Village Hall > old village hall site > Hickory’s

· Group D – Electrical charging points (solar panels) – not a group consensus.

Cycleway linking the NE and NW housing developments and the Greenway:

· Group A – Cycle ways a Priority!  Linking with the station as well as new housing developments. Link with Balsall Common and Warwick University. Children to school avoiding roads. For young people ensure cycle paths link to local facilities such as playground, University sports facilities etc.  Utilise HS2 Community funding.

· Group B – Great idea – connecting different parts of BG.  How to get safe cycling along Cromwell Lane? Speed limits. Eg Carla Homes to Tile Hill Station. Nb link to ‘Safer Communities’

· Group C – Make Village Hall more accessible.  Safer journey to Canley.  Will make Westwood Development more accessible to Greenway.

· Group D – Group support for re-grading footpath to link the 2 new housing developments.

What’s missing?

· Group A – a Village Shop > combined community centre > provision for volunteers/young people > accessible via cycle ways > centrally based.
· Group D – i) a Community Orchard > including heritage local fruit trees/bushes ii) re-use of local stone and bricks from demolitions to create positive attractive structures/landscapes.

RW closed the meeting with thanks to everyone. The next stage is for the Steering Group to use the outcomes from the morning’s deliberations to revisit the Consultation Draft and produce the Submission Draft of the Burton Green Neighbourhood Plan.

Meeting reflection

Facilitators reviewed the morning.  Participants said how much they had enjoyed the event (time flew by!), the varied activities and PW’s oversight of proceedings (there was real energy in the room).

George Illingworth raised 2 items Steering group should take into account

· Since the NP area was agreed by WDC, there has been a boundary change to the Parish – so the footpath map in the draft shows the actual Parish Boundary whilst all other maps show the previous boundary – is this a problem/ should the NP area be formally changed to correspond to the new boundary?
· We need to research the regulations around designating a local green space to be able to justify those we identify.
