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Intro

Lammas was conceived as a low-impact settlement project that would work within
the planning system in a completely open and transparent manner.

Planning was not considered the only obstacle to overcome. The Lammas team had
a wealth of low-impact living experience amongst them. The history of projects such
as Tinkers Bubble, Kings Hill, Steward Community Woodland, and Findhorn all told
a very similar story. Namely that alternative settlement projects meet an initial wave
of local opposition. Fortunately all the evidence also suggests that such opposition
dissipates over time.

For example, Tinkers Bubble, a settlement of 8 low-impact dwellings in Somerset,
was established in 1994 and its planning appeal in 1994 received 144 letters of
objection from local people. Five years later (1999) their planning appeal received 27
letters of objection. In 2004, the Tinkers Bubble planning application received no
letters of objection from local people.

Nonetheless Lammas identified in its early stages that it would be far better to
minimise local objection from the outset. It was identified as important not because
of any planning implications. Indeed David Lawrence (previous head of planning,
Pembrokeshire County Council (PCC)) stated unequivocally at Lammas’ pre-
application meeting that local opposition was only to be expected in an application of
this kind and that it in itself was not a planning consideration®. Rather it was
identified as important to us because of the long-term importance of harmonious
relations with neighbours.

Lammas thus chose to approach local people in the same spirit of complete
openness and transparency.

! For full Notes on this meeting, See Appendicesd 20f “The Process”



History

Having launched the project in September 2005, one of the first things that Lammas
did was to create a website where it could publish up-to-date information on the
project. (Since then, Lammas has gone on to place all of its planning documentation
online for public scrutiny.)

During the winter of 2005/ 2006 Lammas toured Pembrokeshire and
Carmarthenshire with a slideshow presentation about the project. One of the
objectives of this tour was to locate a suitable site. Lammas was approached by Mrs
Su Burke (formerly Grimshaw) concerning land at her farm near Glandwr. In April
2006 Lammas identified Pont y gafel as a potentially ideal site for the project and
immediately opened dialogue with neighbours and local people.

An introductory meeting was held on April 22" at the Pont y gafel farmhouse. This
was attended by approximately a dozen neighbours. At that time the Lammas
proposals were relatively embryonic, the project only having been conceived some 9
months before.

There was a mixed reaction from those attending and Lammas resolved to trust in its
approach of honest and open communication.

In May 2006 Lammas held a public Meeting at Queens Hall in Narberth to further
explain the project.

gl
Queens Hall, May 2006

At this point Lammas was intending to purchase 165 acres land and to create 28
low-impact smallholdings. Lammas was also working with a researcher, Dr Jenny
Pickerill from Leicester University and Lammas asked Dr Pickerill to help identify
specific areas of local concern.

A meeting specifically aimed at identifying and understanding these local concerns
was arranged for June 10™ 2005. The meeting itself took place in one of the barns at
Pont y gafel and is documented in the Undercurrents film?.

2 http://www.undercurrents.org/livinginthefutre/
Episode 2.




The Lammas team came away from this meeting feeling somewhat overwhelmed by
the vociferous local opposition that had been expressed. Lammas at this point
actually came close to abandoning the Pont y gafel site (which was otherwise
seemingly perfect). It was then that a small delegation of local people came to
Lammas and asked them to not be swayed by the loud voices of the few, but to
know that there were many quietly supportive local people. The group lobbied
Lammas to continue with the project. Lammas resolved to continue do so and at the
same time to listen and respond to those concerns that had been identified.

Dr Pickerill followed up this meeting with questionnaires and then compiled the
results in a report (Appendix 26).

Thus it was that a period of detailed remodelling, based on Dr Pickerill’s findings,
took place. Lammas endeavoured to address as many of the local concerns that had
been raised as was feasible, whilst ensuring that the main objectives of the project
could remain viable. The most sweeping example of the Lammas response was that
the scale of the project was cut dramatically, the number of smallholdings being
reduced to nine.

Local people opposed to the project went on to form a “Dim Lammas” group, holding
local meetings and going from door to door in the locality.

Lammas continued to open doors of communication with local people, sending
letters to Glandwr residents in September 2006 (inviting local people to a site visit
and talk on September 16™ 2006), December 2006 (updating people and welcoming
feedback) and again in June 2007 (informing local people that the planning
application had been submitted).

When Lammas did receive communications from local people every effort was made
to ensure that full responses were given, even on the few occasions when the
communications were offensive in nature.

Recent Communications

Over the last 24 months Lammas has continued to keep the doors of communication
open and has met with a very consistent response from those local people that are
opposed to the project. These people have made it very clear that they are not
interested in dialogue at this point in time.

Meanwhile Lammas residents have lived in the village itself, and have been active
members of the local community.

A research student, Cath Shaw wrote a dissertation on the reaction from some local
people which provides some insight into the subject. This is included as Appendix 27



Extent of local opinion?

It has been quite difficult for Lammas to gauge the true extent of local opinion. Not
least because those local people opposed to the project are vociferous, whilst those
supportive tend to be quiet. One indicator is provided by third party correspondence
regarding the planning situation.

Lammas received copies of all third party correspondence regarding its planning
application of 28™ November 2008 (08/0962/PA).

There were 373 representations in all.

Of these:

There were 106 letters of opposition from Pembrokeshire residents. These
originated from 58 households. 42 of these were original letters and 64 of
these letters were simply standard forms that had been signed at the bottom.
These originated largely from within the Glandwr/ Crymych locality.

There were 108 letters of support from Pembrokeshire residents. These
originated from 81 households. Many of these were very simple messages of
support.

These tended to originate from across the County, with approximately 20%
coming from the Glandwr/ Crymych locality.

Incidentally:

There were 9 letters of opposition from further afield. 8 of these were
standard forms. The remaining one was from a solicitor employed by ‘Dim
Lammas’.

There were 178 letters of support from further afield.



Glandwr Context

Two other major events have occurred within Glandwr during the time-period under
consideration.

Glandwr Primary School, 2006

Glandwr Primary School closed in September 2007. To our knowledge there was
only one local family who opposed the closure, and they were Lammas residents
living in the village.

Pembrokeshire County Council is currently selling off the school as a residential
property.

Glandwr Post Office, 2006

In December 2006, The Glandwr village shop and Post-Office announced its
impending closure. Those efforts that were made to keep this vital facility open found
little support from the residents of Glandwr.

The old post office now accommodates a picture framing business.

These wider events mark the demise of Glandwr as a healthy and viable village.

From Lammas’ perspective there has been a stark contrast in terms of the
responses from local people towards these events when compared to the responses
from local people towards Lammas. This does raise a question as to what degree
the well-being of the community as a whole is really being considered here.



The role of the planning system

The nature of the planning system has required Lammas to present itself as a
professional developer. Undoubtedly this has worked against us regarding local
people’s reaction to the project.

Similarly in presenting a plan of exemplary and highly sustainable development,
Lammas has inadvertently challenged the lifestyle choices of those living nearby
(which by comparison, could be considered unsustainable), in the same way that it
naturally challenges the whole 3-planet resource base that our culture is built on.

On the other hand those local people who feel threatened/ opposed (for whatever
reason) are compelled to cultivate a picture of anarchy/ squalor, indeed whatever
can be done to try and stop the potential threat. In order to successfully challenge
the development, those opposed need to undermine/ doubt/ cast negative light on
the project. Fears and threats are cultivated in order to rally further support.

Thus any polarity that existed has been exaggerated by the nature of the planning
system itself.

It would seem that those local people that are opposed to the project do not want to
meet or to connect with Lammas residents in case they start to like these new
neighbours as people, and see our common humanity. In order to maintain their
campaign of opposition, there is a need to maintain a distance.

Lammas residents, unable to occupy the site until planning is resolved, find yet
another geographic barrier before them.

Conclusion

Thus it would seem to Lammas that, despite doing everything we can to identify and
respond to specific areas of local concern, resolution with those local people who
are opposed to the project will not really be possible until the planning situation itself
is resolved.



