Alvechurch Parish Neighbourhood Plan

Report of consultation on possible housing areas 18-19 July 2014

Background

The APNP steering group chose five possible areas for future housing, using material from the BDC SHLAA and Area Assessment. Areas near Alvechurch Village were chosen for sustainability and because Alvechurch is a “large settlement” as defined in BDC’s Local Plan. The APNP steering group had substantial discussions with BDC officers about the pros and cons of the areas, and visited them all. The open days for public consultation were from 4-8 on 16 July and 2-8 on 19 July in Alvechurch Village Hall.
Each of five areas (A to E) was featured on a display board with a map and full details of positive and negative aspects of the area. Members of the steering group were available at all times to explain and answer questions. Attendees’ post codes were listed to ensure they were in the parish, and they were each given three cards to put in relevant boxes to express their preference for an area or areas. The display also included a small site in Alvechurch (site 1) where development is under discussion, not included in the vote, and the fuller map of possible areas identified by BDC for reference. People were also invited to post any comments. 110 people attended.

Results

There were a few minor anomalies. The voting cards totalled 331 rather than 330. There were also two voting cards in Area D box which contained comments on areas A and B, so they may have been put in the wrong box. However, these would not have had a significant impact on the results. 

Area A

174 votes

Three cards held comments:

A perfect spot for new housing

Perfect spot for new homes in the village

We live opposite and can see this site has the most strengths, but feel development could be split between this and other sites to reduce impact on countryside for dog walkers – and should not be over the whole site

Comments on post notes:

An ideal site, building on the already existing village boundary and causing minimum impact on existing residents

The logical choice for development. Access that doesn’t increase traffic through village centre

Prefer this site: Large site, physical limit to development with M42, easy access to M42 junction & main road to Birmingham without going through village centre

Less traffic into village

Careful design required to ensure this site is tied in with the village not separate

Good area for houses to be built. Good walking distance for school and village

Worry flood plain would affect other houses in area. Station would leave more cars to park

Affects little in area

Solves gypsy problem (2)

Area B

25 votes

There were two cards with comments:

Looks ideal site for new housing!

No effect on existing residents. Access to services is an issue if either existing bridges are used, or perhaps a new bridge.

Comments on post notes:

I think it will provide an excellent site for future new housing development

Easy access straight into Birmingham or to motorway without going through village

Near to school, docs etc so walking distance to village

Against – too far to school & village facilities. Is road wide enough for increased traffic? Hump back bridge!

Waterlogged fields

Living very near to this land I can confirm the field is very waterlogged all year round

Would need drainage infrastructure – we live right on the bridge and have a septic tank. Also the walking links to the village are very dangerous – no footpaths!

No infrastructure – no pavements – no mains drainage – all houses near this on septic tanks

Very dangerous walking access into village

There are deer visible on this site

Ludicrous choice for development due to traffic/ site access issues – bridge etc. I would have thought it is undesirable to have purchasers as noise from motorway is very loud.

Concerned about children walking into village from this site
Area C

51 votes

There were no comments on cards. Comments on post notes:

Well-contained site in quiet location. Retirement village? – reduced traffic generated

Suitable for small sympathetic development making most of location and history

Road access very poor. Contaminated land. No water, sewage. Not suitable for children next to canal

Numerous bat colonies on site. Out of village so increased car use to schools, docs etc

No suitable road access. Dangerous for residents. No mains sewers. No boundary limits. Contaminated land

No clear road access. No infrastructure in existence. Destroy quiet nature of canal for recreation.

Gases still emitting?

Area D

49 Votes (2 may have been mis-posted) 
Two cards carried comments about areas A & B – the comments are included in that section.

Comments on post notes

Deer visible almost every day in this area

Close to wildlife. Good land - should not be built on

Station needs more car parking

No obvious limit to development in this direction. Once started, the thin end of the wedge
Medieval strip farming visible in this area. Worcs county archaeologists aware!

This is the worst possible option. Good quality agricultural land and no obvious limit to development. Much prefer sites A and B

This would be the worst possible option. Flood gates to join up with Redditch would be inevitable

Area E

32 votes

There were no comments on the cards. Comments on post notes:

Valley of natural beauty

No access by road. Very busy dangerous bend if using existing pathway

Would destroy some of the last remaining rural character of Alvechurch

Please keep this land

This site would increase traffic flow through village

Dangerous access being either side of a peak in the road

Deer are on this land

Important historical area

Site 1

Posted comments were:

Plots for self-build

More rented homes for the elderly

Fantastic location for older people. Easy short level access to village facilities and transport. Ideally all older residents. Some bungalows not just apartments as older people cope better with space around them. There is already plenty of rented property in Alvechurch for elderly, so a mix preferred

A resident who could not attend wrote a lengthy commentary on the areas. He suggested they were in order of preference – ABCDE. He suggests A is the most logical area, with B a close second, the C and D less suitable, and E the worst solution by a long way. He was not included in the vote but his comments will be used along with the others.

Commentary

The numbers attending were not high but the participants engaged fully with the process, taking in the pros and cons and making useful comments. They were nearly all from Alvechurch village, with a few from Hopwood and Rowney Green. It is clear that those taking part showed a substantial preference for Area A. This area attracted more votes than all the other areas together. The votes for the other options were not hugely different, but C and D were numerically preferred to B and E.
The comments show some interesting difference not clear from the raw figures. All but one of the comments on area A was positive: all the comments on areas D and E were negative. Looking more closely, we see the following patterns:

Area A: Generally, people thought this was a logical place for the village to extend, and a large number of people made comments on this. There were minor concerns about flooding and about not over-developing the site. People noted the clear boundaries and the good pedestrian access to schools and other facilities.

Area B: The comments were much more split. It looks similar to area A, bounded by the motorway and close to the side of the village already developed, so some thought it a good position. However, others noted that access is very difficult both for pedestrians and vehicles, that it isn’t as close to the school as it seems, and that the land is waterlogged. Wildlife issues were mentioned. Comments about lack of sewage infrastructure arise from neighbouring residents on septic tank drainage.

Area C: This too attracted a mixture of comment. Some people saw it as a self-contained site suitable for a smallish sensitive development. Others noted the difficult access. There was some concern about the contamination on site and some about wildlife and recreational issues. Comments about lack of sewage infrastructure arise from neighbouring residents on septic tank drainage.

Area D: All comments were unfavourable, with two calling it the worst possible option. The main reason was that it has no real boundaries and opens up the green belt towards Redditch. Both wildlife and heritage were mentioned, and the land was good agricultural land.
Area E: Again, all comments were unfavourable. The rural landscape character, heritage, wildlife and good agricultural land combine to make this unacceptable to many people. It was also thought to have difficult access on to the main road. 
The results give the APNP steering group a clear snapshot of views from parishioners, which we can use to take the Plan forward.

