The Head of Planning
Hart District Council
Civic Offices
Harlington Way
Fleet
Hampshire
GU51 4AE

Our ref: NC9049

25 July 2019
Dear Sirs,
Response to the Crondall Neighbourhood Plan: Regulation 15 consultation with specific reference to,
Land off Croft Lane, Crondall (Old Parsonage Meadow)
We provided representations on the Reg. 14 draft Neighbourhood Plan on behalf of our client, Forays
Homes. These comments were made with specific reference to the land known as “0ld Parsonage
Meadow” off Croft Lane in Crondall and were made in context of the suggested “Green Space” designation
suggested for the site. These comments are appended (Appendix 1) to this letter for ease of reference
and all remain relevant. This Reg. 15 response explores further into the process and questions the motives
of the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) Group in their consideration of Old Parsonage Meadow. Some of the
findings are uncomfortable and suggest that the suggested Green Space designation is being used as a
tool to prevent development rather than being based on any sound planning basis.
Our client’s interest is in land off Croft Lane, which is proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan as a Local Green
Space (policy 5 (3)). This has not changed at all between the Reg. 14 consultation and the current Reg. 15
consultation document which suggests that our previous representations have fallen on deaf ears.
Nonetheless, we have been working actively in the village to see whether the suggested Green Space
designation was one widely supported in the community.
This research suggests that whilst there is some local objection to the development on “Old Parsonage
Meadow” there was considerable support for some development on the site on the basis that the rest of
the meadow would be landscaped and brought into public use (which it is not currently). Further
investigation explains why there is a vocal minority of people who are pushing the Green Space allocation
as a measure to prevent development and keep the site undeveloped in perpetuity. This is worth the
District Council and the Inspector considering before endorsing the Green Space allocation.
In terms of how the Policy (5 – Green Spaces) is worded, this is incorrect (and inconsistent with the advice
of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)) demonstrating the NP’s failed approach to the
designation. It says in the final part of the policy that “new development will not be supported on land
designated as local green space except in very special circumstances.” (our emphasis). This is, however,

inconsistent with the NPPF which is clear in its advice on when to designate Green Spaces and how to
determine planning applications on them.
Firstly, in terms of when to designate them, paragraph 99 of the NPPF states “The designation of land as
Local Green Space through local and neighbourhood plans allows communities to identify and protect
green areas of particular importance to them. Designating land as Local Green Space should be consistent
with the local planning of sustainable development and complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs
and other essential services.” How is preventing development on this site in favour of site allocations well
outside the village (see below for more on this) representative of sustainable development and delivery
of sufficient homes?
Paragraph 101 of the NPPF then explains that “Policies for managing development within a Local Green
Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts”. So what does the NPPF say about development
in the Green Belt? We refer to paragraph 145 of the NPPF which is stated policy for the Green Belt. It sets
out several developments which would be acceptable. Categorically it does not say that all new
development will be resisted which is the sentiment of Policy 5 of the NP. If the NP is going to introduce
Green Spaces then for the plan to be sound, the policy for these Green Spaces must be consistent with
the NPPF and allow the same development opportunities that a site in the Green Belt would. Only
development which doesn’t fit in these categories (rather than all development) would require very special
circumstances to approve planning permission.
Why is this important? Firstly, the NP must be consistent with the NPPF for it to be found sound. Secondly,
it demonstrates our point that the Green Space designation is not proposed for its intended purpose. It is
merely a tool to prevent development. If further evidence of this is required, then we refer you to the NP
Group’s Assessment of SHLAA Submission (to Hart DC – SHL76 – February 2018) where it was concluded
that “Development at this location could be deemed acceptable if an appropriate design is put forward
which is for an appropriate low number of homes, and does not affect the setting of nearby Listed
Buildings or the character of the Conservation Area.” By contrast the NP Group provided a Red, Amber,
Green traffic light assessment of the site in their earlier Site Assessment Document – see below:

This was referred to in our Reg. 14 response but it is relevant to draw a couple of points out in the context
of these submissions. Whilst no key is provided it is clear that a Green response is positive, red is negative
and amber is neither one nor the other. The benefit of this site, however, is that there have been previous
applications which have delivered clear guidance on acceptability. For example, on the most recent
application there was no highway objection. Why then is Access and Safety in amber? By contrast, the
following table was generated for the Mill Lane site (which remains the NP’s favoured site for significant
development) where conveniently it was given a Green for Infrastructure. If that site can be Green for
Infrastructure then so can the old Parsonage Meadow site. A site (Mill Lane) outside of the settlement
boundary was given an Amber for Rural impact, the same as the Old Parsonage Meadow site.

Quite clearly there was an agenda to push development to the periphery of the Parish and away from the
village (Mill Lane) and to find a way to resist development at Old Parsonage Meadow. The most damning
indication of this is the red “Green Spaces” mark, insinuating a done deal that the site would be allocated
as a Green Space, even though it has still yet to be designated.
In the Crondall Parish Council Site Assessment, the report concluded that the “Public accessible green
space being proposed” was a pro in favour of the (then) proposed development. Why, then, has this
identified benefit not been explored further rather than the flawed attempts of the NP to prevent any
development on the site (flawed because it is a misuse of the Green Space designation and because the
suggested approach to the site is contrary to the advice of the NPPF.)
The map below shows the four sites designated for housing development in the NP. Two of the sites, Mill
Lane (179) and Marsh Farm (22) are physically detached from the settlement. The Bungalow (21) is a site
for net gain of 1 dwelling and is in the settlement where the principle of development is acceptable anyway
(i.e. it doesn’t require an allocation for it to be redeveloped, noting the reference to windfall sites in the
consultation NP). Likewise St Cross Road (27) is also in the settlement boundary and is allocated for a net
gain of 2 dwellings.

On this basis 39 of the allocated 42 houses are on sites physically detached from the settlement itself.
Whilst Marsh Farm may be previously developed land, the same cannot be said for Mill Lane which is a
greenfield site with accessibility credentials starting and ending with the Mill Lane garage and shop nearby.

Why is the NP not allocating any more development in the village itself? The Neighbourhood Plan
Questionnaire (April 2017) asked the specific question on where development should be located (see
below for findings) and, of the people that answered the specific question, 41 out of 70 (percent rather
than actual numbers) concluded that new development should be “only on sites within the existing
settlement boundaries”.

To answer the questions raised, we started by questioning how and why some of the findings were arrived
at. This has become evident from our own public consultation event which took two forms – a door-todoor community survey meetings with various local stakeholders. The results of the community survey
provided a very different response to the one that the Parish Council’s consultation did. The full results of
the survey are submitted with this letter (see Appendix 2) but there are three headlines:
•
•
•

85% of households surveyed expressed a desire to see this site opened up to the public as new
open space;
73% of households surveyed expressed support for the provision of a small number of car parking
spaces on this site;
86% of households surveyed felt this site is a suitable location for a small number of new homes
in Crondall.

Therefore, it isn’t the prevailing view of the villagers that the NP Working Group is representing. The NP
Working Group is a representative body but, with regard to Old Personage Meadow, it is only representing
a few. The following key individuals live in properties which back onto Old Parsonage Meadow (see map
below):

1. Cllr O’Connor –
- Parish Councillor and Leader
of the NP Working Group;
2. Cllr David Argent –
- Vice Chairman of Crondall
Parish Council;
3. Mr Peter Hall – NP Working Group Member
and member of the “Crondall Conservation Area Action Group” (CCAAG) objected to the past preapplication submission on the site on behalf of the CCAAG and previous applications as a matter
of principle.
4. Mrs. Annabel Hall – NP Working Group
Member Policy Team Member and Member of the CCAAG.
5. Mrs Emma Groslin (CCAAG) –
- Former Parish
Councillor and advisor to the NP Working Group and Member of the CCAAG.
From what we know, therefore, there are at least four prominent members of the NP Working Group
which has written the Neighbourhood Plan whose properties will be directly affected by any development
on Old Parsonage Meadow (as far as we are aware, Cllr Argent has neither publicly supported nor resisted
development). There is a fine line between local democracy through the NP process influencing where
development should happen and four of the people who stand to be affected most by the proposals
writing the policies or directly influencing the NP. Should they have declared a prejudicial interest in the
site? The Examiner will need to make a judgement on the evidence available rather than on the suggested
evidence which the NP Working Group refer to.
There is certainly evidence to suggest that the negative response to the Old Parsonage Meadow site and
the identified inconsistency with other (favoured) sites has been influenced by people with a personal

interest in resisting development on the site. The negative treatment of the site appears to run contrary
to the wishes of the local community (based on our survey findings). Moreover there was no
overwhelming evidence of a desire to protect the site from development as part of the NP’s own
consultation. Therefore, in the absence of sound planning justification, it is unclear what the LGS
designation is based on.
Paragraph 196 of the NPPF 2019 advises that where a development proposal result in an element of
perceived harm (development where there currently is none), this should be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposal. The National Planning Guidance elaborates and explains that for the purposes
of applying the policy in paragraph 196 of the NPPF that public benefits constitute anything that delivers
economic, social or environmental progress as described in the NPPF. The provision of new public open
space on this site, together with the provision of new homes in the centre of the village, would deliver all
three elements of sustainable development. Furthermore, not only is public open space defined as a public
benefit in accordance with the NPPF but it is also (based on our survey findings) a public benefit that would
be actively welcomed by the residents of Crondall. This benefit is being offered as part of the proposals.
The NP resisting of development on the site is wrong, even if the Green Space designation is confirmed.
We ask to be kept informed of the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan.
Yours faithfully,
BELL CORNWELL LLP

Nick Cobbold
Senior Associate

APPENDIX 1

Via email to:

Our ref: LA/9049

13 December 2018
Dear Sirs,

Response to the Crondall Neighbourhood Plan: Regulation 14, Land off Croft Lane, Crondall (Old
Parsonage Meadow)

On behalf of our client, Forays Homes, we are pleased to submit representations to the Crondall
Neighbourhood Plan, pre-submission version. Our client’s interest is in land off Croft Lane, which is
proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan as a Local Green Space (policy 5 (3)). The site is known locally as ‘Old
Parsonage Meadow’ and this is the name given to it throughout the Neighbourhood Plan.

For completeness we also attach the Regulation 14 Consultation Feedback Form.

Our representations at this important pre-submission stage, take the following form:
•

Comments about the emerging Plan, its content and the evidence base which has informed the
preparation of the Plan.

•

Recommendations about how the Plan should be amended, in order to meet the basic
conditions and pass successfully through the subsequent regulatory stages including the
Examination.

•

Specific points regarding our client’s site at Croft Lane and strong objections regarding the
proposed designation of this land as Local Green Space.

Firstly, we commend the decision to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan, which gives the Parish Council the
opportunity to pro-actively shape the future of the Parish. This is a positive decision as it gives
communities direct power to develop a shared vision for their neighbourhood and shape the development
and growth of their local area. The Neighbourhood Plan, if successful at Examination and Referendum, will
become part of the statutory development plan once it has been ‘made’ (brought into legal force) by the
planning authority.
These representations have been prepared taking into account the wider context of the emerging Local
Plan for Hart District, which is currently in the Examination stage. The District Council’s approach to both
housing numbers and their distribution is under close scrutiny from the independent Planning Inspector
who has been appointed to examine the Plan. He has also raised specific questions regarding the District
Council’s restrictive approach to the rural areas and whether this approach is ‘sound’. There is therefore
considerable scope for the Local Plan to be modified.
Old Parsonage Meadow
The site lies at the heart of the village, close to the church and the primary school. The site lies within the
settlement boundary of Crondall, therefore is, in principle a suitable location for development. It is also
within the Crondall Conservation Area.
The site is now controlled by Forays Homes, who pride themselves on their approach to building small and
unique developments of beautiful and distinctive homes. Forays are very keen to work in partnership with
the community and the Neighbourhood Plan Group to bring the site forward.
The site has a long planning history and has been included within Hart District Council’s Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA – site ref SHL76). The SHLAA accepts the suitability of the site for
development, setting out that it could come forward for a low number of homes if an acceptable design
could be produced and the development does not affect the setting of nearby listed buildings or the
character of the Conservation Area (check wording of SHLAA).
Housing Numbers – Approach of the Neighbourhood Plan
Whilst we support the fact that the Neighbourhood Plan seeks to allocate sites for residential
development, we are concerned that the approach of the Plan is insufficiently positive and fails to provide
sufficient homes to meet local needs. A number of between 40 and 45 is proposed for allocation up to

2032, and some of the sites are not in the most logical or sustainable locations, specifically site references
179 (Mill Lane) and 20 (Windamoor Farm), neither of which are close to village amenities. We urge the
Neighbourhood Planning group to be pro-active in selecting the most suitable and available opportunities
for development, rather than choosing sites that are less sustainable and taking an unduly restrictive
approach overall which will not meet the development needs of Crondall Parish.
We have assessed the ‘RAG’ (red, amber and green) scores given to the site. We are concerned that the
low score given to the site, leading to it being ranked joint 16th, is incorrect. It is inconceivable that sites
outside the settlement should be scored so much more positively than a site in such a sustainable location.
Assessing the site objectively against the criteria, should have led to the site scoring more positively. We
note, however, that no option for developing just part of the site was tested through this process and
return to this issue later in these representations.
Local Green Space
We now turn to the Local Green Space proposals in the emerging Plan, specifically in regard to our client’s
site at Parsonage Meadow which is proposed as a Local Green Space. In terms of the selection of the
proposed Local Green Spaces, this process seems to have been very much led by the Neighbourhood
Planning Group, with the group selecting the sites and then asking for comments on these through the
consultation process.
The principles of the Local Green Space designation are set out within the NPPF (2018). The designation
of land as Local Green Space allows communities “to identify and protect green areas of particular
importance to them….” (para 99). The NPPF goes on to explain the circumstances where the Local Green
Space designation should be used. These are set out where the green space is (para 100):
a)

In reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

b) Demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for example
because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field),
tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and
c) Local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.
Whilst there is a case to be made that land at Parsonage Meadow accords with bullet points a) and c) of
para 100 of the NPPF, there is certainly no evidence that the site is ‘demonstrably special’ in any way.
We have closely examined the local evidence documentation that supports the emerging NP. Within this,
land at Parsonage Meadow is given the reference number CLGS3. The local significance is summarised as

follows: “Historic significance – link with the Church and the Manor House. Heart of Conservation Area
and back drop to many listed buildings. Maintains rural character at the centre of the village.” In terms of
wildlife value, this is summarised as follows: “Planted with a variety of trees and hedgerows. An
uncultivated site sustaining a provides a sheltered location for a variety of wildlife including rodents, foxes,
owls and nesting birds” (sic).
We disagree with these summaries. The site is in private ownership and has no public access to it.
Designating the site as Local Green Space does not give any rights of access. A pre-application carried out
during 2017 was accompanied by a preliminary ecological appraisal. The comments from the Council’s
biodiversity officer in response to the pre-application do not support the Neighbourhood Plan group’s
conclusions in this regard.
In terms of Heritage, the Crondall Conservation Area Appraisal (December 2016) does not identify any
historic importance of the site – in fact, contrary to the suggestion of the draft NP, no historic links to the
Church or the Manor House are identified. Its only importance, as identified in the Conservation Area
Appraisal, is in landscape terms (views, openness) but even in this context the document actively
encourages “enhancements to Old Parsonage Meadow” (section 1.2). Section 6.4 discusses the negative
features of the Conservation Area and explains that “There is a need to maintain the open green spaces
and the contribution they make to the rural character of the area. The Old Parsonage Meadow would
benefit greatly from improved land management such as; tree surgery for dead and overgrown trees,
more regular cutting of the meadow and restoration and maintenance of the Croft Lane hedge to it’s
previous state. The Parish Council have been unable to elicit a suitable improvement to the appearance.”
(sic). This demonstrates the problem of the land being in private ownership with no public rights of access.
Section 7.1 promotes the enhancement of views across the open space and the “care” of Old Parsonage
Meadow.

The wording in the planning practice guidance clarifies that designating Local Green Space needs to be
consistent with “local planning for sustainable development in the area” and goes on to set out that plans
must “identify sufficient land in suitable locations to meet identified development needs and the Local
Green Space designation should not be used in a way that undermines this aim of plan making”.
The site is evidently a sustainable location for some level of additional development, given its location in
the centre of the village, within the settlement boundary and close to the church and the school. Given
that, in principle, sites within the settlement boundary are acceptable for development, we are concerned

that the designation is being misused in this case, in order to attempt to justify the fact that the site is not
proposed as a residential allocation.
In terms of the evidence supporting the allocation of the site for housing, we note that public opinion
regarding the allocation of Old Parsonage Meadow was polarised, with the site receiving some strong
support as well as opposition.
We have set out above how the proposed Local Green Space definition is not justified in the case of Old
Parsonage Meadow. Our preferred way forward is for the designation to be removed from the site, and
the site to be allocated for housing.
Given that the Planning Practice Guidance sets out that owners should be a key part of any decisionmaking process regarding the designation of land as Local Green Space, we suggest a pragmatic alternative
of a partial development of the site whereby a residential development of the site for approximately 5
units (figure, ideally, to be agreed in the Neighbourhood Plan) would have wide ranging benefits. This is
an option which has not previously be tested through the site selection process, and which could result in
the site being scored more favourably.
The partial residential development of the site would enable part of the site to be designated as a Local
Green Space (or an alternative such as public open space) and to allow public access to this area, with the
provision of amenity space for the local community together with any appropriate ancillary facilities.
Additionally, net gains for biodiversity would be incorporated into any scheme. This would be a way
forward which would have tangible benefits to the delivery of the Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst the site
currently exists for residents to look at, it has no role or purpose for the community as there is no public
access to the site.
Our client, Forays Homes, specialises in delivering high quality homes which respect and enhance local
communities. Any scheme would be of an appropriate scale, sensitively designed in order to enhance the
character and appearance of the Conservation Area (in accordance with policy 7 of the emerging NP),
respect the setting of nearby listed buildings and to make a positive contribution to local distinctiveness.
The Crondall Conservation Area appraisal encourages “high quality new development in the Crondall
Conservation Area which maintains its character and appearance…”. We are aware that a previous, small
scale residential proposal at the site found favour with the Parish Council during a pre-application in
summer 2017; we are keen to re-open discussions with the Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Planning Group, at this early stage, to seek their views and to inform the scheme as it evolves.

Conclusion
We have set out above our comments on the Regulation 14 version of the Neighbourhood Plan. These
comments, in summary, raise concerns regarding the approach of the emerging Plan to both residential
development and to the designation of Local Green Space. We have assessed that our client’s site at Old
Parsonage Meadow has been wrongly designated as Local Green Space and that the Neighbourhood
Planning Group is seeking to impose this designation to prevent a sustainable site from being allocated for
residential development. Whilst our preference is the complete removal of this proposed designation, as
an alternative, we propose a pragmatic solution whereby the partial development of the site for a high
quality residential development will allow the rest of the site to be allocated as a Local Green Space, with
the provision of public access to allow the space to be enjoyed by the residents of Crondall in perpetuity.
We hope that these comments are helpful and seek a meeting with the Neighbourhood Planning Group
to seek a solution which will enable the smooth progression of the Plan through the next regulatory stages
and the Examination process.
We ask to be kept informed of the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan.
Yours faithfully,
BELL CORNWELL LLP

Liz Alexander
Senior Principal Planner
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Community Survey Report
Land off Croft Lane, Crondall (‘Old Parsonage Meadow’)
Prepared on behalf of Forays Homes

becg.com

Community Survey Report
Land off Croft Lane, Crondall (‘Old Parsonage Meadow’)

Introduction
On Wednesday 20 March 2019 and Wednesday 3 April 2019, members of the Forays Homes project
team conducted community surveys in Crondall in relation to Land off Croft Lane (known locally as
‘Old Parsonage Meadow’).
A total of 211 households were visited across both days, with a total of 69 surveys being completed.
66 of households that responded gave consent for their comments to be shared anonymously with
local stakeholders. Only the results of these surveys are included within this Report.
This Report contains information regarding the methodology used to collect survey data, together with
a full analysis of all feedback received.

Methodology
When conducting surveys, the Forays Homes project team introduced themselves as working on
behalf of a locally-based developer with an interest in land known locally as Old Parsonage Meadow.
Respondents were then asked if they would be happy to complete a survey regarding the site, the
potential residential development and the benefits this could deliver.
For those that obliged, a site location plan was used to help confirm the location of the site and its
context in the village. It was also noted to respondents that the site is currently in private ownership
and therefore not accessible to the public.
Respondents were then asked a series of questions, further detail of which is provided below.
At the conclusion of the survey, respondents were asked to provide contact details and consent for
their comments to be shared anonymously with local stakeholders. Respondents were also asked if
they would like to be kept up-to-date regarding the site by Forays Homes in the future.
All data within this Report has been collected, managed and stored in accordance with the General
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).

Summary of Results
85% of households surveyed expressed a desire to see this site opened up to the public as new open
space. In terms of how the public open space could be used, there was no clear preference, although
the provision of a picnic area, benches and a pond were favoured.
73% of households surveyed expressed support for the provision of a small number of car parking
spaces on this site. A number of respondents noted the issues associated with parking and traffic
congestion on Croft Lane and felt additional public car parking spaces would help ameliorate this.
86% of households surveyed felt this site is a suitable location for a small number of new homes in
Crondall. Typically, those surveyed commented that, providing the number of homes was limited to a
small number and any homes were sympathetically delivered and in keeping with the character of the
village, then new homes would represent a good use of this site.
Respondents noted the need for smaller homes for younger house-buyers currently being forced out
of the village by the lack of supply, together with a need for homes suitable for older people looking to
downsize but remain in the local area. In terms of the type of homes that could be provided, those

1

surveyed expressed a general preference for two and three-bedroom properties which correlates with
the comments above.
86% of households surveyed were not aware that this site was being promoted by Forays Homes as a
sustainable location for news homes through the Crondall Neighbourhood Plan process.
Having been given the opportunity to appraise Forays Homes emerging proposals for this site, 63% of
respondents expressed a positive view of the scheme displayed, with some providing additional
comments or suggestions. Of those that were broadly supportive, respondents indicated the proposals
were well-designed and would make good use of a site that has lain vacant and inaccessible to the
public for a long period of time. Where constructive feedback was received, respondents indicated a
desire to ensure the proposals were in keeping with the character of the village along with the need to
mitigate traffic and highways impacts from the proposed development.

Breakdown of Results by Question
The following section provides a breakdown of responses to each of the survey questions asked,
together with a summary of all additional comments provided.

Question 1:
Q1: Would you like to see this site opened up to
the public as new open space?
No
15%

Yes
85%

‘Yes’ comments:
“Homes should have been built years ago”
“The only possible solution”
“Don’t want to see it crammed with houses”
“Laid empty for far too long”
“Just moved here”
“Yes, as long as at least 60% is open space for the public to use”
“An extension to the school would be good”
“In principle”
“Good idea”
“Not too overcrowded”
“For the kids”
“Should be used for something that will benefit the village”
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“Good for dog walking and sport facility”
“In principle”
“Good amenity of the village”
“It needs to be natural space and not just a park or a playground”
“Not used the site. It’s a wasted space”
“No interest”
“Park is near so wouldn’t mind just houses”
“Good idea, why not?”
“No village centre. Crondall needs one”
“Good for the primary school”
“Good idea”
“But only if no more than four or five homes”
“Nice if it wasn’t all housing”
‘No’ comments:
No additional comments were provided

Question 2:
Q2: Which (if any) of the following options would
you welcome as part of any public open space
on this site?
25
20
15
10
5
0

Equipped A picnic area
play areas
for children

Walking
routes

Benches

New habitat
areas

A pond

Additional comments / suggestions:
“As long as it’s grass I don’t care”
“Do what you like but I would like a new car park”
“No pond with children for health and safety”
“Something different to Hook Meadow”
“Good play area on Hook Meadow already”
“Access for disabled / wheelchairs”
“A pond would need maintenance”
“Already have these facilities in Crondall”

3

“Would welcome a village square with perhaps a pond and village store. Don’t
need new play area but a new pond would be a wildlife haven for school children.
Could help with traffic (e.g. a one-way system)”
“We already have a children’s’ play area”
“We’ve got all that already”
"Fountain, central area"

Question 3:
Q3: Would you welcome the provision of a small
number of public car parking spaces on this
site?
No
27%

Yes
73%

‘Yes’ comments:
“With the houses”
“But only if a large number of spaces”
“It’s needed with school across the road”
“It would be handy - currently there is congestion”
“Too many cars parking along this road”
“Don’t want any more on-road parking”
“Gets busy round this area”
“Could be good although I don’t drive”
“Benefit the school and residents”
“Parking is not easy around the Village Hall area”
“It will make road less crowded”
“It would be useful for the school”
“No preference”
“Busy at school times”
“Useful for the primary school”
“Parking is a challenge in the village”
“Parking is a worry”
“Assist with school times
“Would help”
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“I would welcome a large number of parking spaces but free and with electric
charging points”
“Would help with school drop off times”
“Acceptable”
“But only if a one-way system was implemented”
“Need of parking in the village”
“Always useful”
“Useful due to congestion”
“Good idea”
“Congestion is a problem”
“It needed in the village”
“We need some”
“No more new homes. Keep it as it is”
“Not very much parking at the moment”
‘No’ comments:
No additional comments were provided

Question 4:

Q4: Do you believe this site is a suitable location
for a small number of new homes in Crondall?
No
14%

Yes
86%

‘Yes’ comments:
“I’d like to see it made available for people down-grading without leaving the
village”
“But not big homes”
“I don’t see why not, as long as it is small, nothing major”
“Long time overdue”
“We have to have our share but a small number sympathetically done is ok”
“Big waste of space with no benefit except to those that next to it on Dippenhall
St”
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“As long as it includes affordable housing for younger generations and two or
three bungalows for the elderly”
“As long as drainage issues are handled”
“As long as there is affordable housing”
“Nice position and good access. Wasted space”
“Providing a small number”
“As long as not too large a development”
“Need for affordable homes but need green space”
“Only worry would be traffic”
“More suitable than sites”
“Definitely”
“Would need to mitigate any impact on neighbours. Just a small number of new
homes”
“No further development on green space”
“Makes no difference to me. Need more housing for young people. Crack on”
“Need new homes locally”
“Limited number, as long as there is open space”
“Absolutely”
“In broad terms yes”
“Should be more than 4 or 5 and should be small affordable homes”
“Mixed development”
“There are various other developments planned”
“Definitely don’t have a problem with that”
“You have to have development”
“It’s currently doing nothing”
“There isn’t enough housing in Crondall, this site would be ideal”
“Wouldn’t worry me”
“It wouldn’t bother me. I think it would tidy up the area. Why leave the field if it can
be used for something?”
“Again small number only”
“Like the plan, but don’t build too many houses”
‘No’ comments:
“We have got enough here now”
“Don’t know”
“Enough traffic and development in the village”
“Already congested”
“There must be a reason nothing has been built there. Flooding etc (why didn’t
the ancients build there?)”
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Question 5:
Q5: What type of homes would you like to see on
the site?
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

2 bed

3 bed

4 bed

I do not support
any new homes
on this site

No view

Additional comments / suggestions:
“Starter homes preferred”
“Got enough large houses in the village”
“No preference”
“Someone needs to develop the site. It’s been an ongoing issue”
“It doesn’t make a difference to me”
“Quite affordable”
“Whatever size is in keeping with the space. Taking into the character of the
village”
“Keen on homes for younger buyers”
“Smaller the better”
“No need for more than 2 or 3 bedroom homes”
“Already 2 beds nearby”
“Big enough site to support larger homes”
“Large homes but affordable”
“No preference”
“Don’t need any more big houses”
“Small number of homes”
“Homes for older people looking to downsize”
“Also ok with smaller homes for older people”
“Should be for families who cannot find anywhere suitable in the village”
“You can go down to one bedroom too”
“Just a mix”
“Irrelevant”
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“Don’t mind”
“Indifferent”
“No preference”

Question 6:
Q6: Were you aware that this site is being
promoted (as part of the Crondall
Neighbourhood Plan process) as a sustainable
location for a small number of news homes to
help meet the local housing need?
Yes
14%

No
86%

Question 7:
Q7: Do you have any comments on our emerging
proposals for this site?
No view
17%

Negative
comments
8%

Neutral
comments
12%

Positive
comments
63%

Positive comments:
“I approve”
“Better than nothing at all”
“Looks good”
“As long as parking and homes dont take up local green space and enough room
on roads for cars”
“Would like more homes for younger housebuyers in the village that are currently
being priced out. Can’t see any sense in not developing the whole site. No good
leaving the land empty. Plenty of green space in the village already”
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“Seems fine”
“Fantastic”
“Looks acceptable”
“Good idea. 100%. Been empty far too long - been here all my life”
“Looks great. It’s a dead space”
“Field has been empty forever”
“Looks quite actually and fitting”
“Good idea to have the open space rather than too many homes on the site”
“Looks fine to me”
“Imaginative and nice. Going about it the right way”
“Looks better than looking at a plain old field”
“Good use of the space. Would be nice to have an alternative open space for
families”
“Think it’s a good idea”
“Great idea. Crondall needs more homes”
“Looks nice”
“Welcome the open space but need trees to protect existing neighbours”
“Looks alright to me”
“Looks nice. Would like 2 beds for older people looking to downsize”
“I like the proposal, land is currently not in use and in the middle of the village
“Welcome the design but welcome smaller homes to compliment orchard court”
“Looks fantastic”
“Very comfortable and comfortable with a local builder like Forays Homes”
“About time something was done with the site”
“Looks very sensible”
“Looks great”
“Looks nice. Happy with more houses”
“Looks positive”
“Go ahead”
“Looks good”
“I don’t want too many new homes, but this is a better site to build on than others
in the area”
“Brilliant”
“Looks reasonable”
Neutral comments:
“If no choice then would accept proposals with long clause to protect open space.
But would prefer for it to be left untouched. Would prefer bigger homes as less
traffic”
“I don’t mind what they do”
“As long as it fits in with character of the village”
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“Similar to what has been proposed in the past. Need a pavement/pedestrian
access towards the site”
“Where is the access for cars for the new homes - pointless if across the green
space”
“Design would need to be in keeping with the village”
“Access is always needed, infrastructure of the surrounding area”
“Similar to what was previously planned with more open space”
Negative comments:
“Like the pond but don’t like the houses”
“Concerned about trees and access”
“Don’t put so many houses, less cars”
“Don’t need any more large house, needs more genuinely affordable homes”
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