
Ansty Village Centre: Public Consultation May 2011 
Introduction

Ansty and Staplefield Parish Council (ASPC), Ansty Village Hall Trust (AVHT)and Ansty Sports and Social Club (AS&SC) have been working together on a proposal to provide a purpose built centre in Ansty incorporating facilities for both the Ansty Village Hall and Ansty Sports and Social Club.  

Five architects were interviewed and asked to produce concept drawings for the building. One architect was chosen and his concept drawings were used to form a display for the public consultation.  The main objective of the consultation was to see if there is support for a joint venture. In addition, comments and views on the project and drawings were invited.   These comments will help the project team to develop a brief for the architect which reflects the needs and wants of local residents and potential users of the centre.
Summary

A total of 72 responses were received. 83% (60 respondents) live in Ansty, three in Staplefield, two in Brook Street and seven elsewhere.  85% (61) of respondents support the joint venture by Ansty Village Hall Trust, Ansty Sports and Social Club and Ansty and Staplefield Parish Council. 13% (9) of respondents object to the proposal and two people did not commit either way.
There were a number of common themes in the additional comments made by some respondents which are outlined below. 

Joint Project
A number of respondents commented favourably on the project as a whole:

· I hope that the parties can work constructively together.

· This will be a real asset for the community.

· Building is for future generations too.

· A joint venture is a good idea – why are people changing their minds?

· Good, let’s get on with it.

· Need to work together and both parties need to compromise.


There were also some negative comments regarding a joint project:

· AVHT could have funded its own hall. This proposal will invalidate its charitable status.
· AS&SC should go it alone.

· The Parish Council do not need to be involved.
· Why should people outside of Ansty help pay for this?

Location of building.
The location of the building proved to be unpopular with 47% (34) of respondents.  The main concerns were:
· It is too close to the nearby houses and would spoil their outlook and create noise pollution.

· Property prices might be adversely affected.

· Dead space would be created behind the new building.

· It would not comply with ECB recommendations because it would be in line with the cricket square.
· Lack of services at proposed location would add to the cost.

· Should not develop a green field site.

· Topography of the land is unsuitable


Most of those people objecting to the location would prefer it to be sited near the existing cricket nets or on the current village hall site.  A few people simply wanted the building to be moved slightly or orientated differently. 
One respondent thought that the proposed site would make the building more marketable for events because it offered the nicest outlook, although the building should be positioned slightly differently.
49% of respondents did not comment on the location.
External Appearance of building

32%  (23) of respondents objected to the design of the building as shown in the concept drawings. The main reasons for objecting to it were:

· It would be incompatible with the rural surroundings.

· Traditional materials would be more acceptable.

· It is too modern in appearance.

· Disabled access is not appropriate via a slope.

· Windows should be placed at the back to allow more light.

· Size is inappropriate for a small village


 4% however liked the modern design and suggested that it might appeal to a younger generation and that modern materials will help to keep the costs down.

63% of respondents did not comment on the design.
Shared Facilities

21% (15) of respondents felt that there should be more shared facilities, the main comments were:

· This is not a true joint venture but two separate facilities side by side. This will cause issues with obtaining grants.

· Greater integration would reduce costs e.g. shared toilets for hall and social area.

· Too much separation leads to wasted space.
· Separation of bar and hall limits use of space, it should be useable as one large space.

· A joint facility will cost less and take up less space.

7% (5) of respondents felt that there should be a greater separation of facilities. All but one of these respondents also objected to the project overall.  It can also be assumed that some of the thirteen people who objected to the project overall would prefer to see separate facilities.  Comments included:  
· The hall should be completely independent and secure with separate facilities, entrances and meters.

· There should be separate buildings and financing.

· Meeting room should be inside the Village Hall and revenue from it should go to AVHT.
· Definitely need two kitchens.
73% of people did not comment on this.

Design of Facilities

A number of comments and suggestions were made on individual aspects of the design; these included:

· There should be one toilet facility upstairs in the centre of the building, but this should include a child’s toilet to encourage toddler groups.

· There should be 2 snooker tables, which could be located downstairs.

· Village hall requires more storage.

· The verandah is useless because it is also a walkway and so it would not be possible to sit out on it.

· Access to hall should not be via a passage and store, but should be opened up.

· Windows should be at back of the building because it is north facing.

· If entrances were at the rear of building then both balconies could be private spaces.

· Bar needs to bigger, especially with the local pub closing.

· Running costs could be minimised with solar panels, ground source heat pumps etc.

· Access for deliveries is needed.

· Hirers will need small lockable cupboards to store equipment.

· Need storage for bins.

· If village hall is locked when not in use then Committee Room users can’t access the toilets.

· Need more windows.

· Disabled facilities and access need improving.

Financing

Two of the three people responding from Staplefield objected to the proposal if it meant that they would have to contribute to the project through council tax.  The third respondent from Staplefield stated that the financing and administration of the project should be addressed before we go any further. Some other respondents also called for greater clarity on the funding and its implications.
Two Ansty residents expressed concern at the use of AVHT funds for the project believing that it might represent a misuse of charitable funds. Some also felt that if AVHT had raised the most money they should have larger facilities.  


Conclusion
The consultation exercise has confirmed that there is substantial support for a joint venture by AVHT, AS&SC and ASPC to build a new village centre on the recreation ground to accommodate a new village hall, bar and social area and changing facilities.
The consultation responses also suggest the following actions:
· Alternative locations for the building should be explored.

· The brief for the Architect can be developed incorporating some of the suggestions from the consultation along with input from the three main parties.  This will need to be balanced with the overall cost of the scheme.

· Communication with the public is important, particularly with regard to the cost of the scheme and impact on the precept.
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