Minutes of a Public Meeting convened by Netherhampton Parish Council 
on 17th July 2019 at 6.30 pm

[bookmark: _GoBack]Present:
James Craddock (Chair)
Harriet Salt (Councillor)
Tara O’Callaghan (Councillor)
Georgie Lawson (Councillor)
Paul Cunningham (Councillor)
Ken Taylor
Sandie Smith
Chris Bazire
Paul Simmonds
Alison Simmonds
Sally Armitage
Susan Mawer
Elizabeth Gyngell
Colin Brazier
Ali Smithson
Mark Finlay

James Craddock welcomed all.
JC – meeting has been convened to discuss the Netherhampton Parish Council response to planning application 19/05824/OUT – to build 640 houses on the south side of Netherhampton Road.
Paul Cunningham outlined a draft response which the Parish Council was proposing sending.
Further comments were invited. Quidhampton residents present pointed out that the Travel Assessment supplied by the developer were probably invalid due to the omission of important local junctions.
Residents reiterated concerns about traffic, air quality in particular.
A show of hands was asked for. The meeting unanimously endorsed the proposed response. As follows:
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18th July 2019

At a public meeting convened by Netherhampton Parish Council and held on Weds 17th July, it was unanimously agreed to register an OBJECTION to Planning Application 19/05824/OUT, with the following comments.

General Points
1. Netherhampton Parish Council has previously made a considerable effort to put the opinion of residents before the Inspector appointed to review the Wiltshire Draft Housing Allocations that the proposed inclusion of site H3.1 Netherhampton Road in the Draft Housing Allocation is not justified or effective. 
Specifically, referring to Issue 5.3, that the likely impact of the proposed development upon:
v.  Strategic and local infrastructure including transport
vi. The efficient operation of the transport network, highway safety
vii. Air and water quality, noise pollution, odours, land stability, groundwater and flood risk
is such that the site should not be allocated.

That Inspector’s report has not yet been produced and it is therefore entirely premature for a planning application for this site to be considered.

2. It is especially premature, in our view, given that evidence continues to emerge that the projected requirement for housing in the Salisbury area is declining. 

For example, Appendix 5 of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review April 19 shows that estimates for the number of new houses required in the entire Salisbury Housing Market Area to 2036 are now 11% lower than the estimates on which the Draft Housing Allocation were based. A reduction of 670 dwellings.
_________________________

The specific proposed development 19/05824/OUT should not go ahead because of likely severe adverse impact on:

· Strategic and local infrastructure including transport
· The efficient operation of the transport network, highway safety
· Air and water quality, noise pollution, odours, land stability, groundwater and flood risk

Transport Network

Paragraph 109 of the NPPF) states that “development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe”. 

We believe that the impact of this development will indeed be severe

In the preamble to the Travel Assessment (para 2.7) the developer/ its advisors say the following: “It is commonly accepted that walking is the most important mode of travel at the local level and offers the greatest potential to replace short car trips, particularly under 2km.” 

This is a ludicrous assertion. It is not at all “commonly accepted” – quite the opposite in fact. There are no footpaths at all West of the site beyond the Cattle Market, and the majority of local residents would consider a walk of 2km given the current infrastructure a vastly inferior mode of transport. The vast majority of “local” facilities will continue to be accessed by car.

Thus, one of the base assumptions underlying how expected use of cars has been modelled by the developer and its advisors is clearly completely false.

Further, Wiltshire Council’s own comments in the Draft Housing Allocation Plan acknowledge, with regard to the proposed site, that …”future residents would most likely rely on private vehicles to access city centre services and facilities.” 

We would add to this, that given the almost total absence of local employment, residents will inevitably use cars to get to jobs to the north of the city and further afield. 

The 2018 Salisbury Transport Strategy Refresh makes provision for some new cycle routes into the city but has its head firmly in the sand when it comes to substantive measures to address the key issue of road capacity on the A3094 between Park Wall Junction (proposed “improvements” costed at £2,382) and The Harnham Gyratory (proposed remodelling costed pro forma at £1.23m including substantial design costs i.e. there is as yet no clear scheme). 

There is no clear plan at all for how these proposed measures would mitigate increased traffic.

Given that the section of the A3094 alongside the proposed site has had the highest rate of growth in traffic of Salisbury’s major roads over a 10-year period and that both junctions (Park Wall and Harnham) are already operating at close to capacity there is no reasonable basis for assuming that the measures mentioned in the Transport Strategy will provide useful mitigation of the severe impact of the proposed development on road traffic.

Salisbury has seen considerable development in recent years. Such transport and infrastructure strategy as exists contains no clear plan for improvements to cope with the resulting huge increases in traffic. It appears that the plan, such as it is, is to add housing incrementally around the outskirts and rely on an eventual infrastructure crisis to provide the political impetus for proper infrastructure improvements. 

We feel very strongly that this approach demonstrates a disastrous failure of political will and is precisely the wrong-way-round.

Our contention is that the studies referenced by by Bovis at a recent public consultation event regarding this site, drastically understate the number of journeys that the development will create. 

Using TRICS data the number of journeys that this development will create on a weekday between 8am and 9am is 730 (95 arrivals, 269 departures and 365 two-way). These numbers are considerably higher than those cited by the developer, but we believe ours are accurate. 

In conversation at the Public Consultation, the developer’s transport consultants admitted to considerable massaging of the TRICS data based on the assumption that the development will “eat its own smoke” if the employment land is occupied. Given that other employment land in the vicinity has lain vacant for ten years (and in fact recently given over the housing development i.e. the recently granted permission for 82 houses at the “Booker Site”) there are no grounds at all for making this assumption.

We believe that the Travel Assessment provided by the developer is invalid due to flawed calculations (and also, as reported by neighbouring parish councils, due to a failure to assess key junctions and routes that will be affected). Here is an illustration of how the traffic impact of this development is being underestimated:

In 2017 we organised for 20 cars to make the round trip between Park Wall and Harnham during the morning rush hour on a Tuesday. In total there were 72 single trips by our group along the route during the hour – that equates to slightly less than 10% of the TRICS projected increase arising from this development. 
The impact, as reported by local media, was immense. There were long tailbacks forming along Netherhampton Road, and average journey times between Park Wall and Harnham more than doubled. 

At AM peak times Harnham Gyratory already sees considerable queues during the AM and PM peak period. Park Wall routinely sees queues of 30 minutes or more during the PM peak period. The Travel Assessment provided by the developer states that there will be “no material impact” on the junctions at Park Wall and Harnham Gyratory. Anyone who lives and travels in the area will find this completely laughable. 

In summary, we believe 
· that the base assumptions underlying the Travel Assessment are badly flawed
· that the mitigations measures are insufficient and ill-defined
· that the methods used for assessing capacity and the traffic impact from the proposed development are inaccurate
· and, thus, that the likely impact of traffic from the new development is being significantly understated and will in fact qualify as “severe”.

Air and Water, Groundwater and Flood Risk

A similarly vague approach is evident when it comes to groundwater and flood risk. The river system close by Netherhampton operates very close to capacity. In extremely wet winters (such as 2014) numerous properties in Netherhampton Village can be inundated due to inadequate pumping facilities both in the immediate valley and further downstream. There are no specific mitigation measures planned that in any way reassure residents that the substantial impact of run off from a development of this size will be dealt with in order, to quote policy that ‘surface water management (…) achieves equivalent or less than current greenfield rates of run-off’. 
 
We have no figures for the likely CO2 impact of the new development, but logic suggests, given the traffic impact described above, that it too will be severe. There is no evidence of serious thought having been given to how this will be mitigated. 

Summary

We in Netherhampton are not being NIMBYs about this proposed development. Recently our residents have engaged constructively with a recent application to build 20+ units of mixed housing types in Netherhampton (an increase of 30% in our total dwellings) as it can broadly be accommodated by the existing infrastructure. 

Simply allowing more houses to be built on each consecutively available piece of agricultural land and then hoping like Mr McCawber that something will turn up and that the infrastructure impact will eventually somehow be dealt with is the very antithesis of a sane approach and represents a complete failure of the planning system. 

The inclusion of 2 Ha of employment land in the proposal is further evidence of muddled thinking. Employment land just along the Netherhampton Rd that has lain unused for 10 years was recently granted a change of use with permission to build 82 homes. Businesses are simply not interested in locating south of Salisbury. Thus, all new housing in the area will generate more congestion as people drive elsewhere for work; and it would be entirely unsurprising for the 2 Ha designation to eventually be given over for more housing, thus making the problem even worse.

We ask that this planning application is refused until there is a fully thought-through, costed and joined up plan to deal with its inevitably severe impact on local transport infrastructure, the efficient operation of the transport network, air quality, noise pollution and groundwater and flood risk.


On behalf of Netherhampton Parish Council

It was agreed that the response should be sent. 
PC to liaise with Quidhampton, Harnham and Salisbury CC, plus Jose Green to ensure that the application will be called in.

Meeting closed at 6.55pm




