On Sunday evening at our full Committee Meeting, of all fifteen members, the following unanimous decisions were taken:
1. To promote the continuance of the loose alliance already in existence but widened to take in all Action/Residents Groups expressing an interest in preserving as much as possible of Lichfield District’s green land..

2. To make a case against the conception, formulation and direction of the proposed Alliance.
3. To counsel against the sending of any letter to individual Ward Councillors.

4. To promote actions which we believe to be more effective.
Rationale:

1. Continuance of loose alliance

1.1. Power rests with local groups, best positioned to argue their own case.

1.2. It provides an ideal forum for sharing ideas and ensuring that actions by individual Groups are complimentary and not contradictory.

1.3. Rolling venue and Chair involves all Groups fairly.
1.4. Many responses from individual Groups to LDC proposals will carry more weight than a single response from one organisation with questionable authority and credentials.

1.5. Issues such as disagreement over the wording of the letter to Councillors would not have arisen. If all Groups had agreed that they would lobby their own local Councillors, either by personal contact and discussion or by their own letter, that job could have been underway or completed. Members of the alliance could have produced draft letters for individual Groups to adapt as necessary or could have helped others with verbal lobbying.

2. Case against the proposed Alliance:
2.1. The inaugural meeting called to form the new Alliance was called by one organisation with no mandate from members of the existing alliance or reference to accepted practice. (There already existed the principle of rolling chair and venue).

2.2. That meeting was called with insufficient notice, agenda or request for nominations of officers.
2.3. It was conducted with little respect for accepted good practice and not minuted accurately.
2.4. Workload: Committee members of individual Groups are mostly very busy people and could be reluctant to serve on two committees. This could lead to ‘elected’ officers not being representative of the whole District.
2.5. With a fixed venue, Chairperson and ‘Elected’ Officers there is a very great danger of policy and action resting with one person or a very limited number of individuals. Proceedings to date serve to endorse this view.
2.6. Decisions taken by majority vote of the Committee, without reference back to individual Groups, might not represent majority view of the whole Alliance.

2.7. Without a proper, formal constitution an Alliance lends itself to domination by outspoken, domineering individuals.
2.8. The timescale has not allowed constituent organisations to consult the residents that they claim to represent on the benefits or otherwise of belonging to such an Alliance.
2.9. There is a great danger of an Alliance making exaggerated claims. Individual Groups are asked to consider how many members they have and how many people they can claim to represent.
3. Proposed letter to Councillors
3.1. We believe that, despite the effort and controversy generated, the letter will perform little useful function. It is designed as a quick fix and is unlikely to gain any worthwhile response.
3.2. A letter is easily dismissed, whereas a request for personal contact and discussion usually receives a positive reaction.

3.3.  Questions, which could be regarded as inflammatory, when in print, can be presented in discussion in a manner which would produce a worthwhile response.

3.4. Any reference to “conflict of interest” of the Council Leader it likely to lead to Councillors closing ranks in his defence. There is no conflict of interest in serving on two Local Government bodies. Many would see the dual representation as being in Lichfield’s interest. If, however, the Leader had a vision for the development of Lichfield that was not publicly known or shared by fellow Councillors there might be a case to be made but not one of conflict of interest.

3.5. Reference to Conservative Party policy suggests political bias.

4. To promote actions which we believe to be more effective

4.1. BAG lobbying of local Councillors and persuading many residents to attend a Burntwood Town Council Meeting helped to achieve a very rare event: A unanimous decision of the Council to oppose development on Burntwood’s green belt.

4.2. The 2000+ letters from Burntwood residents, facilitated by BAG, was a major factor in the Core Strategy being re-considered. Perhaps if other Groups had made a comparable effort they would not be in the position that they face now.
4.3. We believe that continued canvassing for support of residents and lobbying local Councillors is the only way of gaining any success.
4.4. The case for 3500 homes against the 8000 homes planned needs to be made from reference to existing LDC documentation.
4.5. A single letter from the Alliance or from each Group is unlikely to carry much weight. When it comes to the 6 week consultation period on the revised Core Strategy we must be ready to mobilise the response of residents. The advice of a planning expert may prove useful but numbers will be crucial.

4.6. There is no substitute for hard work. If we are to be successful we must get out and talk to people. 
