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1. [bookmark: _Toc506888361][bookmark: _Toc3377427][bookmark: _Toc15893308] Executive summary

This report summarises the response to Lancashire County Council's consultation on Lancashire County Council's Traveller sites.  

For this consultation, we asked residents, the public and our partners to give their views. Before the consultation began, letters were sent to all residents telling them of the consultation process. The three sites were visited by county council staff to tell residents about the formal consultation dates and when council staff would be on site. Council staff delivered the questionnaires to the caravans on the sites, explained the ways of taking part in the consultation, how to get additional questionnaires if needed, and helped to explain and fill in the questionnaire if required. Contact details for Advocacy Access were also given.

An electronic version of the consultation questionnaire was available online at www.lancashire.gov.uk.

The fieldwork ran for eight weeks, between 7 May to 3 July 2019. In total, 191 completed questionnaires were returned (35 paper questionnaire responses and 156 online questionnaire responses).

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc506888362][bookmark: _Toc3377428][bookmark: _Toc15893309]Key findings – residents and general public
1.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc506888363]Which site are you responding about?
· Almost two-thirds (63%) of respondents said they were responding about Mellishaw Park in Morecambe, and about two-in-five said they were responding about Leighton Street in Preston (42%) and Altham near Accrington (39%). 23% of respondents indicated that they were responding about all three sites.

1.1.2 Views on our proposal for the Traveller sites
· Around four-fifth (79%) of respondents disagreed with the proposal. For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, almost nine-in-ten (86%) disagreed.
· When asked their views on the proposal, respondents were more likely to comment that the county council should retain ownership of the sites and keep things as they are (71%), that people will lose their homes and be split up (23%) and that they felt there was no guarantee about what a private landlord could do, for example raising rents, evicting families or redeveloping the site for another use (18%). For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, they were more likely to comment that the county council should retain ownership of the sites and keep things as they are (87%) and that people will lose their homes and be split up (61%).
· If the proposal happened, respondents were most likely to say it would affect them directly in that they could be homeless and would be forced to live on the road (25%), not directly affected but that they believed the county council had a duty to provide safe sites (25%), and not directly but it would have an impact of Traveller families and the local community (22%). For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, almost all (97%) said it would affect them directly in that they could be homeless and would be forced to live on the road.
· If the sites were sold, respondents were most likely to comment there would need to be guarantees that new site owners maintain sites and not increase rents, evict families, redevelop the site as something else (29%), the impact on traveller families (including children) for the provisions for welfare, education, keeping family groups together would need to be considered (27%) and consideration of where current residents will be moved to and implications on their safety and impact on other communities (23%). For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, they were most likely to comment on the impact on traveller families (including children) for the provisions for welfare, education, keeping family groups together would need to be considered (61%).
· When asked about a potential buyer for a site, about three-quarters (78%) of respondents said a potential buyer should have an understanding of the Gypsy, Roma, Traveller (GRT) community and two-thirds (66%) said a potential buyer should have experience of running a Traveller site. For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, four-fifths (82%) said a potential buyer should have an understanding of the (GRT) community and three-quarters (74%) said a potential buyer should have experience of running a Traveller site.
· Considering what the council could do differently, respondents were most likely to mention that there should be alternative or better management of site and working with residents to reduce costs, improve services and be more efficient (68%). For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, four-fifths (82%) mentioned that there should be alternative or better management of site and working with residents to reduce costs, improve services and be more efficient.

1.2 [bookmark: _Toc15893310]Main findings – partner organisations
· Five respondents said they were responding about Mellishaw Park in Morecambe, with four responding about Altham near Accrington and three about Leighton Street in Preston.
· All six respondents disagreed with the proposal.
· When asked their views on the proposal, three respondents had concern for the loss of the sites and those who live on them, and three respondents said they were not cost effective.
· Two respondents mentioned that they thought people would be displaced and two respondents mentioned concern for the Traveller community's welfare.
· Three respondents said that selling the sites is not cost effective as it will have a knock-on effect to the local community.
· Four respondents said a potential buyer should have experience of running a Traveller site and four said a potential buyer should have an understanding of the Gypsy, Roma, Traveller community.
· When asked what the council could do differently, four respondents commented that Lancashire County Council should retain the sites.

1.3 [bookmark: _Toc15893311]Other responses to the consultation
· We received four emails/letters from organisations during the consultation period.
· One was from Lancaster City Council. The city council is keen to explore possible solutions with the county council for Mellishaw Park. They wish to continue to dialogue with the county council, with a view to the city council taking ownership of the site and either managing it directly or in a partnership with a social housing provider.
· One was from Xaverian Mission Spirituality Centre. The centre is appealing on behalf of the Travelling community and the Catholic Church to the county council to guarantee stability, inclusion and a dignified future to this section of our society. The potential impact that any decision could have on the Leighton Street site is detailed.
· One was from Morecambe Bay Clinical Commissioning Group. There are three areas of concern highlighted. Firstly, that there is evidence from other areas of the country that where the sale of other such sites has occurred, the new landlords increase the price of the rent or change the conditions of the rent agreement (eg no animals allowed), which then forces the travellers off the site. Secondly, this would leave many of the current residents homeless and therefore forced back onto the road; and in turn have a negative impact on health and wellbeing for all and diminished educational outcomes for the children, with increased risks around safeguarding. Thirdly, through the Poverty Truth Commission good relationships with this community have been established, and if these families move on from Mellishaw Park those relationships will be lost.
· One was received from Leighton Street Caravan Park. There is concern expressed about the impact that a change in site management could have on residents. There is particular concern mentioned for the Irish Traveller and Gypsy communities. It contains an expression of interest to take over the running of the site.

[bookmark: _Toc3377429][bookmark: _Toc15893312]

2. Introduction

Lancashire County Council, like many councils across the country, is going through financially challenging times. This is as a result of funding not keeping pace with the increasing demand and cost of services being delivered. We need to continue to look at ways of reducing costs to help balance the books for future years. This means that we have to consider changes to some of the services we currently provide, as we do not have the resources to continue to deliver what we have done in the past. These changes were considered by our county councillors and we are now looking to consult on what impact the proposals may have. 

Lancashire County Council's Traveller sites 
Lancashire County Council does not have a legal duty to provide Traveller sites. 
The county council has chosen to provide sites and currently owns three Traveller sites: Altham near Accrington, Mellishaw Park in Morecambe and Leighton Street in Preston. The residents, mainly families, pay rent for pitches that have a mixture of static or mobile caravans. At present there are 15 pitches at Altham, 19 pitches at Mellishaw Park and 14 pitches at Leighton Street. 

The day-to-day running of the sites is presently undertaken by the relevant district councils. The County Council sets a budget of approximately £131,000 per year to cover running costs and maintenance issues due to degradation, through age, use and vandalism. Lancashire County Council have no statutory responsibility to provide accommodation for Travellers.
Our proposal 
The council is considering whether it should continue to retain ownership of these sites. We do not have an alternative use for the sites and are now giving consideration to whether we should keep the sites or to sell them. 

If the decision is to sell the sites then the council would apply a condition to protect the sites for Travellers.
 
If the decision is to retain the sites then the council will consider how this can be achieved more cost effectively. The consultation will inform this option when reaching a final decision. As the district councils manage day-to-day operations – and as part of the consultation process – we are continuing discussions and will keep in contact with them. 

Timescales
3 December 2018 - Cabinet agreed to consult on proposals
December 2018 to March 2019 - onsite engagement with residents
7 May to 3 July 2019 - formal consultation
5 September 2019 - likely date of reporting the consultation outcomes to Cabinet
31 March 2020 - proposed implementation of the decision

[bookmark: _Toc506888364][bookmark: _Toc3377430][bookmark: _Toc15893313]

3. Methodology

For this consultation, we asked the residents, the public and our partners to give their views. Before the consultation began, letters were sent to all residents telling them of the consultation process. The three sites were each visited twice by county council staff, between 21 and 24 January and between 2 and 4 April. This was to tell residents about the forthcoming consultation, its dates and when council staff would be on site.

Council staff delivered the questionnaires to the caravans on the sites between 7 and 9 May. They explained the ways of taking part in the consultation, how to get additional questionnaires if needed, and helped to explain and fill in the questionnaire if required. Or they could contact the Advocacy Access on 0345 456 3210 or contact@advocacyaccess.org.uk.

Some residents spoke directly with council officers, and some residents wanted paper copies to complete in their own time. Those residents that were not available on the day were left information.  All residents were given a copy of the consultation questionnaire booklet, along with a return envelope, so that responses could be made. Residents were asked to let council staff know if other organisations should be invited to give feedback.

An electronic version of the consultation questionnaire was available online at www.lancashire.gov.uk.

The fieldwork ran for eight weeks, between 7 May to 3 July 2019. In total, 191 completed questionnaires were returned (35 paper questionnaire responses and 156 online questionnaire responses).

The service users/general public questionnaire covered two proposals: the first proposal was whether the council should continue to retain ownership of the sites and the second, whether to sell them.
 
If the decision is to sell the sites then the council would apply a condition to protect the sites for Travellers. If the decision is to retain the sites then the council will consider how this can be achieved more cost effectively. The results from the consultation will inform this option when reaching a final decision. 

The main section of this questionnaire included seven questions, which first asked respondents which site they were responding about. They were then asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the proposal to sell the three sites, and their views on the proposals and how the proposals would affect them, what a potential buyer of a site should have, and if they think there is anything else that we could do differently.

The remaining questions asked respondents for information about themselves. For example, if they are a deaf person or have a disability. This information is presented in appendix 1. For those respondents that indicated they were a resident at one of the three sites, the information respondents completed about themselves is shown in appendix 2.

The questionnaire for organisations firstly asked which site respondents which site they were responding about. They were then asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the proposals, their views on the proposal, how the proposals would affect their organisation, what a potential buyer of a site should have, and if they think there is anything else that we could do differently.

In this report respondents' responses to the open questions have been classified against a coding frame to quantify the qualitative data. Coding is the process of combining the issues, themes and ideas in qualitative open responses into a set of codes. The codes are given meaningful names that relate to the issue, so that during close reading of responses it can be seen when similar issues relate to a similar code. As the analysis process continues the coding frame is added to and refined as new issues are raised by respondents. All responses to open questions are then coded against the coding frame, and can be subsequently analysed as quantitative data. 

1 [bookmark: _Toc507754828][bookmark: _Toc514281689][bookmark: _Toc514406089][bookmark: _Toc515650169][bookmark: _Toc515740311][bookmark: _Toc515740405][bookmark: _Toc515968726][bookmark: _Toc515973061][bookmark: _Toc519601152][bookmark: _Toc519611004][bookmark: _Toc519611095][bookmark: _Toc519666820][bookmark: _Toc519675706][bookmark: _Toc522260993][bookmark: _Toc522603634][bookmark: _Toc522621319][bookmark: _Toc522621508][bookmark: _Toc3377431][bookmark: _Toc3377481][bookmark: _Toc3377525][bookmark: _Toc3377569][bookmark: _Toc3377594][bookmark: _Toc3377610][bookmark: _Toc3377667][bookmark: _Toc3377733][bookmark: _Toc3377782][bookmark: _Toc3385089][bookmark: _Toc3386273][bookmark: _Toc3386353][bookmark: _Toc3387005][bookmark: _Toc3387184][bookmark: _Toc3387514][bookmark: _Toc3388459][bookmark: _Toc3388625][bookmark: _Toc3388639][bookmark: _Toc3388745][bookmark: _Toc3471248][bookmark: _Toc3813776][bookmark: _Toc6301092][bookmark: _Toc6301264][bookmark: _Toc6303013][bookmark: _Toc6303136][bookmark: _Toc6303300][bookmark: _Toc6303434][bookmark: _Toc6303551][bookmark: _Toc6303618][bookmark: _Toc6303719][bookmark: _Toc6384119][bookmark: _Toc14161651][bookmark: _Toc14162125][bookmark: _Toc14162139][bookmark: _Toc14162303][bookmark: _Toc14162382][bookmark: _Toc14168593][bookmark: _Toc14863400][bookmark: _Toc15552777][bookmark: _Toc15552874][bookmark: _Toc15893093][bookmark: _Toc15893189][bookmark: _Toc15893314][bookmark: _Toc506888365][bookmark: _Toc3377433]
2 [bookmark: _Toc14162383][bookmark: _Toc14168594][bookmark: _Toc14863401][bookmark: _Toc15552778][bookmark: _Toc15552875][bookmark: _Toc15893094][bookmark: _Toc15893190][bookmark: _Toc15893315]
3 [bookmark: _Toc14162384][bookmark: _Toc14168595][bookmark: _Toc14863402][bookmark: _Toc15552779][bookmark: _Toc15552876][bookmark: _Toc15893095][bookmark: _Toc15893191][bookmark: _Toc15893316]
3.1 [bookmark: _Toc15893317]Limitations

The findings presented in this report are not representative of the views of people who live on the Traveller sites or close to them. Neither are they representative of the population of Lancashire. They should only be taken to reflect the views of people who were made aware of the consultation, and had the opportunity and felt compelled to respond. 

In charts or tables where responses do not add up to 100%, this is due to multiple responses or computer rounding. 







[bookmark: _Toc506888367][bookmark: _Toc3377434][bookmark: _Toc15893318]

4. Main findings – residents and general public

[bookmark: _Toc3377435][bookmark: _Toc15893319]4.1 Which site are you responding about?

Respondents were first asked which of Lancashire's traveller sites they were responding about. Almost two-thirds (63%) of respondents said they were responding about Mellishaw Park in Morecambe, and about two-in-five said they were responding about Leighton Street in Preston (42%) and Altham near Accrington (39%). 23% of respondents indicated that they were responding about all three sites.

For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, 16 said they were responding about Altham near Accrington, 14 about Mellishaw Park in Morecambe, and eight said they were responding about Leighton Street in Preston.

Chart 1 -  Which site are you responding about?

[image: ]

Base: all respondents (191)

[bookmark: _Toc15893320]4.2 Views on our proposal for the Traveller sites

Respondents were then asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with our proposal to sell the three sites. Around four-fifth (79%) of respondents disagreed with the proposal.

For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, almost nine-in-ten (86%) disagreed.

Chart 2 -  How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposal to sell the three sites? 



Base: all respondents (188)

Respondents were then asked for their views on our proposal to sell the three sites. Respondents were more likely to comment that the county council should retain ownership of the sites and keep things as they are (71%), that people will lose their homes and be split up (23%) and that they felt there was no guarantee about what a private landlord could do, for example raising rents, evicting families or redeveloping the site for another use (18%).

For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, they were more likely to comment that the county council should retain ownership of the sites and keep things as they are (87%) and that people will lose their homes and be split up (61%).


Chart 3 -  What are your views on our proposal to sell the three sites?


Base: all respondents (179)

Respondents were then asked, if this proposal happened, how it would affect them. Respondents were most likely to say it would affect them directly in that they could be homeless and would be forced to live on the road (25%), not directly affected, but that they believed the county council had a duty to provide safe sites (25%), and not directly, but it would have an impact of Traveller families and the local community (22%).

For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, almost all (97%) said it would affect them directly in that they could be homeless and would be forced to live on the road.




Chart 4 -  If this proposal happened, how would it affect you? 

Base: all respondents (166)

Respondents were then asked what we need to consider if the site they are responding to is sold. Respondents were most likely to comment there would need to be guarantees that new owners maintain sites and not increase rents, evict families, redevelop the site as something else (29%), the impact on traveller families (including children) for the provisions for welfare, education, keeping family groups together would need to be considered (27%) and consideration of where current residents will be moved to and implications on their safety and impact on other communities (23%).

For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, they were most likely to comment on the impact on traveller families (including children) for the provisions for welfare, education, keeping family groups together would need to be considered (61%), consideration of where current residents will be moved to and implications on their safety and impact on other communities (34%) and the implications of selling to a private owner (particularly another Traveller/Roma community member), which could cause conflict (34%).



Chart 5 -  If the site you are responding about is sold, what do we need to consider? 

Base: all respondents (164)


 
Respondents were then asked what a potential buyer should have if the site they are responding about is sold. About three-quarters (78%) of respondents said a potential buyer should have an understanding of the Gypsy, Roma, Traveller (GRT) community and two-thirds (66%) said a potential buyer should have experience of running a Traveller site.

In addition, half (48%) of respondents made a comment under the 'other' answer option about what a potential buyer should have. These comments are summarised below, with the number of respondents making each comment shown in brackets

· housing association or non-profit-making organisation with understanding of traveller culture (22)
· links with local community and retain current use (17)
· understand GRT culture and treat residents fairly and with respect (15)
· not sold to GRT but must understand culture and treat with respect (11)
· financial stability and continuity of use to maintain and improve current site (10)
· changes of use should benefit local community (5)

For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, four-fifths (82%) said a potential buyer should have an understanding of the (GRT) community and three-quarters (74%) said a potential buyer should have experience of running a Traveller site.




Chart 6 -  If the site you are responding about is sold, what should a potential buyer have?


[image: ]

Base: all respondents (191)
Finally, respondents were then asked what, if anything, we could do differently rather than selling the three sites. Respondents were most likely to mention that there should be alternative or better management of sites and working with residents to reduce costs, improve services and be more efficient (68%).

For those respondents indicating they were a resident on one of the three sites, four-fifths (82%) mentioned that there should be alternative or better management of site and working with residents to reduce costs, improve services and be more efficient.

Chart 7 -  What, if anything, could we do differently rather than selling the three sites? 



Base:  all respondents (157)


[bookmark: _Toc15893321][bookmark: _Toc14161654]

5. Main findings – partner organisations

Partner organisations were invited to respond to the consultation via a specific questionnaire. There were only six responses returned.

[bookmark: _Toc15893322]5.1 Which site are you responding about?

Respondents completing the partner organisation questionnaire were first asked which of Lancashire's traveller sites they were responding about. Five respondents said they were responding about Mellishaw Park in Morecambe, with four responding about Altham near Accrington and three about Leighton Street in Preston.

Table 1 - Which site are you responding about?
	 
	Count

	Altham near Accrington
	4

	Mellishaw Park in Morecambe
	5

	Leighton Street in Preston
	3


Base: all respondents (5)

[bookmark: _Toc15893323]5.2 Views on our proposal for the Traveller sites

Respondents were then asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with our proposal to sell the three sites. All six respondents disagreed with the proposal.

Table 2 - How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposal to sell the three sites?
	 
	Count

	Strongly agree
	0

	Tend to agree
	0

	Neither agree nor disagree
	0

	Tend to disagree
	2

	Strongly disagree
	4


           Base: all respondents (6)

Respondents were then asked for their views on our proposal to sell the three sites. Three respondents had concern for the loss of the sites and those who live on them, and three respondents said they were not cost effective.

Table 3 - What are your views on our proposal to sell the three sites?
	
	Count

	Concern for loss of sites and people who live on them
	3

	Not cost effective
	3

	Need more pitches not less and better facilities/maintenance
	2


               Base: all respondents (5)

Respondents were then asked, if this proposal happened, how it would affect their organisation. Two respondents mentioned that they thought people would be displaced and two respondents mentioned concern for the Traveller community's welfare.

Table 4 - If this proposal happened, how would it affect your organisation?
	
	Count

	People will be displaced
	2

	Concern for Traveller community welfare
	2

	Not cost effective
	1


               Base: all respondents (4)

Respondents were then asked what we need to consider if the site they are responding to is sold. Three respondents said that selling the sites is not cost effective as it will have a knock-on effect to the local community.

Table 5 - If the site you are responding about is sold, what do we need to consider?
	
	Count

	Not cost effective to be sold as it will have knock-on effect to local community
	3

	People will be displaced
	2

	Needs more information on the proposal
	2

	We want Lancashire County Council to own it
	1


               Base: all respondents (4)

Respondents were then asked what a potential buyer should have if the site they are responding about is sold. Four respondents said a potential buyer should have experience of running a Traveller site and four said a potential buyer should have an understanding of the Gypsy, Roma, Traveller community. 

Table 6 - If the site you are responding about is sold, what should a potential buyer have?
	
	Count

	Experience of running a Traveller site
	4

	Understanding of the Gypsy, Roma, Traveller community
	4

	Other
	2

	Don't know
	1


               Base: all respondents (5)



Finally, respondents were then asked what, if anything, we could do differently rather than selling the three sites. Four respondents commented that Lancashire County Council should retain the sites.

Table 7 - If the site you are responding about is sold, what should a potential buyer have?
	
	Count

	Lancashire County Council should retain the sites
	4

	Traveller community should be protected
	2

	New owners may be detrimental to the community
	1

	Residents/housing organisation should take over management
	1


               Base: all respondents (4)

[bookmark: _Toc15893324]

6. Other responses to the consultation

[bookmark: _Toc15893325]6.1 Lancaster City Council
Further to the consultation about the potential disposal of the Traveller sites in Lancashire, I am writing on behalf Lancaster City Council in relation to the Mellishaw site.

Lancaster City Council is keen to explore possible solutions with County which will result in a positive outcome for the residents and both councils as we recognise the potential distress and upset that major change and uncertainty could have on the residents of Mellishaw.

Our officers have started a dialogue with Lancashire County Council officers and wish to continue this over the coming weeks and months with a view to investigating whether there is a way the City Council could look to take ownership and either manage directly or in partnership with a social housing provider.

We hope we can work together to find a mutually agreeable solution for us all but, most importantly, for our residents on the site.

[bookmark: _Toc6303304][bookmark: _Toc15893326]6.1 Xaverian Mission Spirituality Centre
[bookmark: _Toc3377438]Allow me to introduce myself. I am XXXXXXXXXXXXXX, a Catholic Priest with the Xaverian Missionaries, residing at the Xaverian Mission Spirituality Centre on 169 Sharoe Green Lane, Fulwood. I am also the Provincial Superior of the Xaverian Missionaries in the UK.I have been in Preston, on and off, for 20 years now and am very familiar with the Catholic community in Lancashire and the other faith communities. Over the years I have been involved in various campaigns of social justice from the plight of the homeless to interfaith and race relations in the area.

It has recently been brought to my attention that the Travelling Community who have been based on the Leighton Street site are facing a period of uncertainty and rightly worried about their future due to changes which are being considered by Lancashire County Council. I am familiar with many of that community and aware that the present site hosts around 15 families, numbering about 200 people. Many of these people have been in Preston, on that site for some 35 years or so, and are worried that some of the proposed changes may well endanger their livelihood, raise the real possibility of being moved from their homes, destabilise the family nucleus and present an unnecessary burden on that community. The unrest could also contribute to the already present stereotypes and discrimination that the travelling community face daily. This would certainly destabilise the social cohesion that I know the Council have been working hard to promote in Preston.

Just today, 30/07/19 the Pope at a special mass for over 7,000 Travellers in the Vatican said that the Travellers were at the heart of the Church and not on the outside. He condemned all form of prejudice and discrimination and prayed for more inclusion for this community in our society and Church. https://www.independent.ie/irish-news

As far back as 2014 Pope Francis has been aware of the plight of the Travelling Community. "Regarding the situation of Gypsies across the world, it is ever more necessary to elaborate new approaches in the civil, cultural and social sphere, as indeed in the church's pastoral strategy, to take on the challenges that emerge from modern forms of persecution, oppression and, sometimes, slavery too….” https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/jun/05/pope-francis-defends-gypsies-vatican-address 

Pope Francis has hit out at prejudice against Gypsies, urging people to stem their suspicion and calling on authorities to help those "at the margins of society" find greater means of integration.

It is to this end that I am appealing on behalf of the Travelling Community and on behalf of the Catholic Church for the Council to guarantee stability, inclusion and a dignified future to this section of our society. It is all too easy in today’s world to ignore the voice of the weakest in order to promote the often selfish interests of the powerful. I pray that is never shapes policy, because the litmus test of a civilised society is how it looks after the most vulnerable.  

[bookmark: _Toc15893327]6.2 Morecambe Bay Clinical Commissioning Group
As the Director of Population Health for Morecambe Bay, with Bay Health and Care Partners, I am writing to add my concerns about the proposed sale of the Mellishaw Park, currently owned by Lancashire County Council and occupied by members of the Gypsy/Traveller community.

I will highlight my areas of concern and then make some recommendations in line with them.

My concerns about the sale of this site are as follows:

1) Although the sale of the site stipulates that the current residents will be able to stay on the site. There is an evidence base from other areas of the country that where the sale of other such sites has occurred, the new landlords increase the price of the rent or change the conditions of the rent agreement (e.g. no animals allowed) which then forces the travellers off the site.
2) This would leave many of the current residents homeless and therefore forced back onto the road. This will I turn have a negative impact on health and wellbeing for all and diminished educational outcomes for the children, with increased risks around safeguarding. Currently all members of this community have good links to local health services and schools and given the general poor educational and health outcomes for the traveller community as a whole, we have a duty of care to ensure these relationships are maintained.
3) Through the Poverty Truth Commission, we have established good relationships with this community, and we hope to build on this over the next few years to really establish improved physical and mental health and wellbeing for all. If these families move on from Mellishaw those relationships will be lost.

My recommendation would therefore be that the county council maintain ownership of the site and ensure the necessary upgrades to the facilities on the site are done in a timely manner or sign the site over to Lancaster City Council. If the site must be sold, I would implore the Council to sell only to a trusted housing association, who have a history of working with the Gypsy/Traveller community.

[bookmark: _Toc15893328]6.2 Leighton Street Caravan Park
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Table 8 - Are you…?
	 
	%

	A Lancashire resident
	81%

	A resident of the Traveller sites in Altham near Accrington, Mellishaw Park in Morecambe or Leighton Street in Preston
	20%

	A member of a voluntary or community organisation
	14%

	Other
	10%

	An employee of Lancashire County Council
	5%

	An elected member of a parish or town council in Lancashire
	4%

	An employee of a Lancashire district council
	2%

	An elected member of a Lancashire district council
	1%

	An elected member of Lancashire County Council
	1%


    Base: all respondents (191)

Table 9 - Are you…?
	 
	%

	Male
	30%

	Female
	57%

	Other
	3%

	Prefer not to say
	10%


   Base: all respondents (188)

Table 10 - What was your age last birthday?
	 
	%

	Under 16
	0%

	16-19
	1%

	20-34
	17%

	35-49
	25%

	50-64
	28%

	65-74
	16%

	75+
	3%

	Prefer not to say
	11%


Base: all respondents (190)


Table 11 - Are you a deaf person or do you have a disability?
	 
	%

	Yes
	20%

	No
	66%

	Prefer not to say
	14%


Base: all respondents (182)

Table 12 - Are there any children or young people in your household aged under 20?
	 
	%

	No, but expecting
	2%

	Yes, aged under 5
	14%

	Yes, aged 5-11
	17%

	Yes, aged 12-16
	17%

	Yes, aged 17-19
	10%

	No children aged under 20
	42%

	Prefer not to say
	12%


			   Base: all respondents (182)


Table 13 - Are there any disabled young people aged under 25 in your household?
	 
	%

	Yes
	9%

	No
	77%

	Prefer not to say
	14%


Base: all respondents (184)


Table 14 - Which best describes your ethnic background?
	
	%
	 
	%

	White
	
	Asian
	

	English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish, British
	57%
	Indian
	1%

	Irish
	3%
	Pakistani
	0%

	Gypsy Roma
	9%
	Bangladeshi
	0%

	Traveller of Irish heritage
	12%
	Chinese
	0%

	Any other Traveller background
	1%
	Any other Asian background
	0%

	Any other white background
	5%
	Black or Black British
	0%

	Mixed ethnic background
	
	African
	0%

	White and Black Caribbean
	1%
	Caribbean
	0%

	White and Black African
	0%
	Any other mixed ethnic background
	0%

	White and Asian
	1%
	Other ethnic group
	

	Any other mixed ethnic background
	2%
	Arab
	0%

	
	
	Any other ethnic background
	1%

	
	
	Prefer not to say
	9%


Base: all respondents (189)




[bookmark: _Toc15893330]Appendix 2 - Demographic breakdown – residents at the Traveller sites

Table 15 - Are you…?
	 
	%

	A resident of the Traveller sites in Altham near Accrington, Mellishaw Park in Morecambe or Leighton Street in Preston
	100%

	A Lancashire resident
	68%

	A member of a voluntary or community organisation
	5%

	An elected member of a parish or town council in Lancashire
	3%

	An employee of a Lancashire district council
	3%

	An employee of Lancashire County Council
	3%

	Other
	0%

	An elected member of a Lancashire district council
	0%

	An elected member of Lancashire County Council
	0%


    Base: all respondents (38)

Table 16 - Are you…?
	 
	%

	Male
	24%

	Female
	74%

	Other
	0%

	Prefer not to say
	3%


   Base: all respondents (38)

Table 17 - What was your age last birthday?
	 
	%

	Under 16
	0%

	16-19
	0%

	20-34
	32%

	35-49
	24%

	50-64
	29%

	65-74
	13%

	75+
	0%

	Prefer not to say
	11%


Base: all respondents (38)


Table 18 - Are you a deaf person or do you have a disability?
	 
	%

	Yes
	40%

	No
	60%

	Prefer not to say
	0%


Base: all respondents (35)


Table 19 - Are there any children or young people in your household aged under 20?
	 
	%

	No, but expecting
	0%

	Yes, aged under 5
	36%

	Yes, aged 5-11
	33%

	Yes, aged 12-16
	28%

	Yes, aged 17-19
	17%

	No children aged under 20
	28%

	Prefer not to say
	0%


			   Base: all respondents (36)


Table 20 - Are there any disabled young people aged under 25 in your household?
	 
	%

	Yes
	15%

	No
	85%

	Prefer not to say
	0%


Base: all respondents (34)


Table 21 - Which best describes your ethnic background?
	
	%
	 
	%

	White
	
	Asian
	

	English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish, British
	8%
	Indian
	0%

	Irish
	3%
	Pakistani
	0%

	Gypsy Roma
	39%
	Bangladeshi
	0%

	Traveller of Irish heritage
	45%
	Chinese
	0%

	Any other Traveller background
	5%
	Any other Asian background
	0%

	Any other white background
	0%
	Black or Black British
	0%

	Mixed ethnic background
	
	African
	0%

	White and Black Caribbean
	0%
	Caribbean
	0%

	White and Black African
	0%
	Any other mixed ethnic background
	0%

	White and Asian
	0%
	Other ethnic group
	

	Any other mixed ethnic background
	0%
	Arab
	0%

	
	
	Any other ethnic background
	0%

	
	
	Prefer not to say
	0%


Base: all respondents (38)


Strongly agree	

9.5744680851063843E-2	Tend to agree	
5.3191489361702128E-2	Neither agree nor disagree	
5.8510638297872342E-2	Tend to disagree	
6.9148936170212769E-2	Strongly disagree	
0.72340425531914898	


LCC should retain ownership of the sites (keep things as they are)	People will lose their homes, families will be split up	Can't guarantee what a private landlord will do (eg raise rents, evict families, redevelop as something else)	Negative impact on traveller families (including children)	Travellers are a vulnerable group and should be protected	Consider housing association/housing specialist managing the sites	Agree with proposal to sell sites	Try to reduce the cost of managing/running the sites instead of selling	Other	LCC has a legal obligation to provide sites for travellers/gypsies	Could increase problems for local community	More sites are needed not less	Sites must be run fairly	Any sale must ensure the site remain well maintained	0.70949720670391059	0.22905027932960895	0.17877094972067037	0.12849162011173185	0.11731843575418993	8.3798882681564241E-2	8.3798882681564241E-2	5.5865921787709494E-2	5.027932960893855E-2	2.2346368715083796E-2	2.2346368715083796E-2	1.6759776536312849E-2	5.586592178770949E-3	5.586592178770949E-3	


Directly – could be homeless, forced to live on road without access to health, employment and education, families spli	Not directly – believe LCC have a duty to provide safe sites for vulnerable groups. Should keep things as they are	Not directly – negative impact on traveller families (including children and elderly) and local surrounding community	No affect	Not directly – concerns it will cause travellers to resort to use unauthorised, subsequent disruption and damage	Directly – could cause conflict with authorities and other travellers	Not directly – tax payers money could be saved or put to better use	Not directly – concern for future use of sites if sold	Other	Reduce costs by residents maintaining sites and working with them to reduce costs	0.25301204819277107	0.24698795180722891	0.22289156626506024	0.13855421686746988	7.8313253012048195E-2	6.0240963855421686E-2	4.2168674698795178E-2	4.2168674698795178E-2	3.0120481927710843E-2	6.024096385542169E-3	


Guarantees that new owners maintain sites and not increase rents, evict families, redevelop the site as something else.	Impact on traveller families (including children) – provisions for welfare, education, keeping family groups together,	Where will current residents will be moved to and implications on their safety and impact on other communities	Implications of selling to a private owner (particularly another traveller/roma community) which could cause conflict. C	Only selling to statutory non-profit making housing provider to safeguard tenants and improve facilities	Not sell and keep as it is	Consider better/alternative uses for site	Other	Cost implications of finding alternative accommodation and services	Increase resident involvement in the maintenance of site and work with council to make more cost effective	Nothing – no legal requirement to provide	0.29268292682926828	0.26829268292682928	0.23170731707317074	0.17682926829268295	0.1402439024390244	9.7560975609756101E-2	7.926829268292683E-2	5.4878048780487812E-2	4.878048780487805E-2	4.878048780487805E-2	1.2195121951219513E-2	


Alternative/better management of site and working with residents to reduce costs, improve services and be more efficient	Increase rents and make sites cost effective	Nothing, keep as it is	Housing association/housing provider to take over management	Other	Replace with social housing or development to benefit general community	Close and sell	0.68152866242038213	0.19108280254777071	0.1464968152866242	5.7324840764331218E-2	3.1847133757961783E-2	3.1847133757961783E-2	3.1847133757961783E-2	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]• 3 •



image3.png
teighton streetin Preston | MMM >
Attham near Accrington | R 0%




image4.png
Understanding of the Gypsy, Roma, Traveller
community

Experience of running a Traveller site

Other

Not bothered

Don’tknow

]
| 3
| 3

48%

66%

78%




image5.png
Response to Traveller Sites Consultation 2019
‘WITHOUT PREJUDICE

TowhomilwncensinxegndmL.C.C.hxvinglocm“pmm.Mynnm:is_mdlhave
been the warden of Leighton St Caravan Site Preston for 24 years. I take pride and pleasure in the
‘way I have managed the site on behalf of Preston City il

The Preston Site is rated as one of the best managed sites in Lancashire if not the Country. All
successful sites in the Country have live on wardens. The running of a Caravan Site takes 24hour
supervision on evenings, weekends and bank holidays, when children are not at school. Most
problems and emergencies occur out of council working hours. From 5pm in the evening to 9am in
the moming, when most incidents arise wardens are on 24 hour call.

There are numerous sites wrecked and destroyed with unruly, violent behaviour and crime towards
residents and the general public and local businesses in immediate areas. This can happen under bad
'management.

For example take a look at Mellishaw Site in Lancaster City. It has been vandalised on regular
intervals. It has been a haven for all sorts of crime and unruly violent crime and illegal drugs in the
past — this is down to bad management due to part time caretakers. By city council and Gypsy
Travellers it was known as Dodge City.

About 4 years ago officials from Lancaster City Council came to visit our site on Leighton St,
Preston. They were amazed at how well kept and managed our site in Preston was. They asked for
advice how they should run their site in Lancaster Mellishaw. They took a set of our rules back with
them and they thanked me before they left. To my knowledge for the last three years it is the best it
had been.

Approximately 20-22 years ago a baby girl was sexually assaulted and murdered on the Metlishaw
Site Lancaster. It causes me great concern and stress to hear that L.C.C. officials are taking
Mellishaw Site in Lancaster’s example should be managed in the same way to their standard.
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It has also been brought to my attention by concerned parties of official stance that Lancaster City
Council has seeked advice of management gypsy sites in Carlisle that private manage these people
arc known throughout the travelling community for being racist against Irish travellers or any
Gypsies that are married into their families. I am concemed that this will not go down well with
Gypsy and Traveller Communities of Lancashire and Preston for the percentage in Preston is 85%
Irish and in Lancashire 45% Irish.

‘What is wrong with local advice, no need to go miles for it. I am concerned that on behalf of
Traveller Gypsy Community and local residents and businesses in the immediate area of Leighton St,
Preston. Therefore it is my opinion that someone of hidden motive is trying to mislead the hard
‘working honest L.C.C. officials.
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1 have lived in Prestonfj@)years. I have lived on the old site in London Rd, Preston. I've seen
firsthand what bad management and advice can cause. It took a lot of hard work to get Leighton St
site built by myself and a lot of other parties. It has been my home since it opened in 1987. My
children grew up on that site for twenty four years since 5/1/88, so therefore I hope you can
understand it is not just my job or income you are considering to take away from me it is also my
home and 3} years of my life.

So therefore [ hope yourselves understand why we feel so strongly as most of the residents grew up
on this site. T can understand councils need to cut spending; therefore I would like to make an offer to
take Leighton St Caravan Site over. I would pay all utility bills - water, electric and repairs etc out of
the rents that T would collect off residents at no cost to the council. In the way of a lease or contract.
Other councils have done this with long term wardens in the country and it is a success.

1f you would like to discuss the matter please contact me. 1 have good working relationships with
local community — business, university, council, police and traveller welfare education.
My references are to numerous City Council, L.C.C, M.P.
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