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REPORT ON CHERITON VILLAGE AMENITY SURVEY
Chief Executive Hampshire Association was approached by Cheriton Parish Council in January 2009 with a request to independently analyse and report on the Amenity Survey, to which he agreed.

This Report should be read in conjunction with a copy of the survey for full understanding.

This was not a well put together survey.  Questions did not engender getting a mandate for action and results predictably mean no clear way forward.

It is recommended that;

· the parish council read all comments made in the survey returns

· that there is a public meeting to allow the public to voice their issues and concerns – which should be recorded

· that the parish council should engage with Kevin Sawers, the County Village Halls Advisor at Community Action Hampshire to plan a way forward with their village hall

· that the parish council consider starting a community parish plan with residents to give themselves a business plan for future activities and actions, based on the ‘wants and needs‘ of those residents.
2.3  Five options were being considered in the survey and results  of preferences are shown from 225 survey forms returned by the end of January 2009 and analysed.  Respondents were asked to rank preferences from A to E (A most preferred) and results below reflect this with A receiving 5 points and E receiving 1.
Option 1

Retain all existing buildings

25%

Option 2

Replacement new sports building on existing recreation ground

Current cricket and scout buildings demolished
20%
Option 3

Replacement new sports building on new land next to recreation ground with new access from Westfield Road and increased parking

18%

Option 4

Replacement new building with sports and amenity facilities (i.e. additional rooms and storage) on new land with new access from Westfield Road and increased parking

Current cricket and scout buildings demolished
18%

Option 5

Replacement new building with hall, amenity, and sports facilities on new land with new access from Westfield Road and increased parking

Current cricket and scout buildings demolished
19%
Existing Village Hall

1.1  Usage of Hall.  The most popular answer was 2-5 times a year at 42% of respondents.  26% said they use the hall once a year or less, whilst only 15% use the hall monthly or more often.

1.2  Ways of Using the Hall.  The most popular answer was ‘village functions’ with 22%.  Other significant usage from respondents was ‘adult parties’ at 21% and ‘’local gov’ at 14%.  ‘Other’ usage accounted for 10% of answers.

Ratings
1.3.1  80% of respondents thought  internal facilities of the hall to be Good or Adequate.

1.3.2  79% of respondents thought the external facilities to be only Adequate or Poor.
1.3.3  79% of respondents thought that general maintenance and upkeep/cleanliness was Good or Adequate.

1.3.4  90% of respondents thought the geographical location of the current hall was Excellent or Good.
1.4  88% of respondents thought the hall as a current facility was of either paramount  importance (42%) or very important.  Another 11% thought it fairly important.

1.5  77% of respondents thought current hire charges represented Excellent or Good value whilst only 3% replied that they were Poor value.

1.6  An interesting response:  52% of respondents said they would consider helping to fund the current hall, whilst 48% would not.

1.7  Of those willing to support funding the most popular responses were fundraising at 35%, increased charges at 24%, donations at 23% and an increased parish precept at 15%. 

A New Proposed Amenity Building
2.1 Potential Usage of building.  The most popular answer was 2-5 times a year at 47% of respondents.  22% said they might use the hall once a year or less, whilst only 16% might use the hall monthly or more often.

2.2  Potential Ways of Using the Hall.  The most popular answer was ‘village functions’ with 39%.  Other significant usage from respondents was ‘adult parties’ at 15% and ‘’local gov’ at 11%.  ‘Other’ usage accounted for 6% of answers.  Of course, this answer is entirely dependent on what might be available in the way of facilities and charges levied to make it viable.

How important are these to you?

2.4.1  62% of respondents thought external facilities were of Paramount  importance or Very important.

2.4.2  61% of respondents thought that the proposed geographical location was of Paramount importance or Very important.

2.4.3  75% of respondents thought it Paramount orVvery important that any new building should be a community facility (assuming the village hall no longer exists!).

2.4.4 – no question.

2.4.5  36% of respondents thought it Paramount or Very important that any new building should be a community facility (assuming the village still exists!), whilst 64% disagreed.

2.5  46% of respondents thought it Unimportant that any new building be multi-functional.  45% thought it either Very or Fairly important.
2.6  51% of respondents thought a multi-functional building would be Iimpractical.  35% thought that this would be either Very practical or Practical.
2.7  10% of respondents said they would Definitely consider helping to fund any capital expenditure on a new building whilst 57% said they Definitely would not.

2.8  Of those willing to support this, 46% would support fundraising, 24% would support higher charges (?), 20% would support donations and 10% would support an increased precept.

2.9  55% of respondents replied that they would Definitely not help fund ongoing maintenance charges, whilst 15% said they Definitely would.
2.10  Of those willing to support maintenance charges, 37% said they would support fundraising, 33% said they would support higher charges (?), 17% would support donations and 13% would support an Increased precept.
It is  sincerely hoped that this report is useful to Cheriton Parish Council in finding a way forward in improving village amenity facilities.  There is no doubt that serious thinking is required before any further action is taken.  Had this report been charged to the parish council it would have been £400, and any future work will be charged.
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Note:

1. All figures are given with 90% confidence.
2. Not all respondents answered all questions.

3. The survey responses and report required 16 hours to analyse and reply to.  The ALC is not funded to support village hall work.  There have been increasing requests for support in this area.
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