Planning Policy Team

Chiltern District Council

King George V Avenue

Amersham 

Bucks

HP6 5BR

19 April 2010

Dear Sirs,

DRAFT CORE STRATEGY - CONSULTATION

I am writing to you on behalf of SENSE for Chalfont St Peter, an action group formed in Chalfont St Peter by residents concerned at the proposed planning blight which is potentially being perpetrated by Chiltern District Council (“CDC”). You may recall SENSE was previously active in campaigning successfully against proposals by the National Society for Epilepsy to redevelop its greenbelt site in Chalfont St Peter in 2006. We have already corresponded with you on this issue, yet you require us to do so again.

Specific Clauses of the DCS
Turning the letter:

1. Clause 12.1 of the Draft Core Strategy ("DCS") six hundred new dwellings between 2006 and March 2026 is far too many for Chalfont St Peter. The one large new site at the Holy Cross Covent site is not suitable for residential development and should not be allocated as such in the Strategy. Current planning policies CFS2 and R10 which are Saved Policies and should remain in force, protect the site at the Holy Cross. There is indeed an alternative user for the Holy Cross site as a land swap with the Middle School in Chalfont St Peter. There is no evidence that the current owners of the Holy Cross site have tried to find an alternative user as is the requirement in policy CSF2 – indeed the parents of the previous pupils at the school tried to buy the site for a new school and of course the Chalfont St Peter Middle School is heavily over subscribed, it has had to convert its kitchens into classrooms, has poor recreational facilities and sits in the middle of a residential area, clearly here are two viable alternative users for this site under it’s existing educational designation, why have they been ignored? The current owners have not explored seriously or at all the possibility for the continued use of the Holy Cross site as a school and as such it is inappropriate for housing development and should remain protected by the Saved Policies. These policies are perfectly good policies and have been used to protect Chalfont St Peter for many years from inappropriate development. There is no reason why they should now be disregarded as part of this new strategy.

2. Policy CS15 should be amended with a number of net new dwellings from Chalfont St Peter reduced to no more than 400, including 200 at Newlands Park and the remainder coming from Windfall sites as identified in the SHLAA. 

3. Please explain why the DCS takes no account of the general build which occurs throughout the villages and the District over a year? Our understanding is that some 200 houses across the villages in the District are built each year and yet you have disregarded them completely from the DCS. If these were added to the DCS there would be no need to build so many houses in Chalfont St Peter. Presumably the reason you have deliberately ignored these other houses is that it would not yield the number of affordable houses in the same way as building a large number of houses in two sites at Chalfont St Peter would yield? Even if that is the case what makes you believe Chalfont St Peter is a suitable village in which to build large volumes of high density, affordable housing?

4. The Parish Council at Chalfont St Peter has commissioned a local survey which is authoritative and has already been sent to you. It shows there is no demonstrable need for a care home in Chalfont St Peter, nor for the vast numbers of additional houses and in particular affordable houses. Why is this authoritative survey being ignored by CDC in the DCS? Surely as the most professionally run and authoritative survey in the District for many years, the results should be taken fully into account by CDC. 

5.  Any affordable housing in Chalfont St Peter should be in accordance with the needs of the local area such as a shared ownership type for key workers, local low income families etc.  Given that we understand the District has a shortage of affordable housing and that those with a greater social need may only be eligible for the kinds of social houses proposed we feel that this kind of development will result in an influx of residents that are currently not residents in Chalfont St Peter, who have a greater social need. It is a known fact that this kind of sudden influx can cause settlement problems within a community. Additionally we feel that the village does not have the infrastructure or sustainability for those with a greater social need particularly in such a high density development. Why is a village like Chalfont St Peter, with precious few facilities, deemed suitable for a large number of houses for persons with this kind of need and how is this justified in the core strategy? Surely this is misguided social engineering of the worst kind? 

6. Policy CS1 should be amended to more fairly distribute the number of houses across the District. It is apparent that the settlements of Amersham and Chesham have the greater amenities and transport facilities in the Chiltern District and together with Little Chalfont they have an underground station. The requirements to take cars off the roads and increase the use of public transport necessitate these areas to be considered for a more fair proportion of new houses to be built. 

7. Policy CS1 has been gerrymandered, Newlands Park is clearly within Chalfont St Peter.

8. In clause 12.4 of the DCS what is the evidence that the Newlands Park site is no longer required for educational purposes and no alternative user can be found? Again Policy CS2 and R10 surely protect this site? Any development of Newlands Park must be on the existing footprint with no loss of existing Green Belt or the openness of the Green Belt itself. Policy CS6 should specify the maximum of houses to be developed at Newlands Park as 200. The developer's website which currently owns Newlands Park indicates it will build up to 500 houses there. 

9. Clause 12.5 – we are in favour of Policy CS17 such that any development of the major developed site at the NSE in Chalfont St Peter should be for medical facilities or residential institutions such as a residential care or nursing home only. There must be no residential development on this site at any point and no loss of Green Belt and no increase in the existing build footprint.

10. CS26 should be amended to reduce the amount of affordable housing with 30% being the maximum on sites containing 15 dwellings or more. Even then CDC should apply conditions that only affordable housing put in Chalfont St Peter should, for example, be for key workers employed locally or shared ownership for local people. 

11. Policy CS29 should be amended to provide for the removal of the temporary permission for the privately owned and managed gypsy site in Roberts Lane, Chalfont St Peter (which was illegally established in the first place). This should not become a permanent site but should be re-allocated as Green Belt land.

General Concerns

1. We have a number of significant concerns about the way in which the DCS is apparently being implemented by CDC without proper adherence to its Adopted Local Plan policies and most significantly without proper consultation with the residents of Chiltern District. It is apparent that this current consultation is necessary because you badly mishandled the previous one. However even this current consultation is badly flawed as it gives residents no choices, and is also being carried out in breach of data protection principles. We understand you have had numerous complaints in this regard.

2. Please explain with full and proper reasons why option 3 from the 4 original CDC options has been selected for the DCS which places the largest possible and manifestly unfair and inappropriate burden on the village of Chalfont St Peter as opposed to any other area in the Chiltern District?

3. Please explain with full and proper reasons why it is felt appropriate to build 600 new dwellings in the village of Chalfont St Peter as opposed to a more sensible and considered expansion of existing urban areas with better facilities and infrastructure such as Amersham and Chesham? You will note that in terms of new dwellings Chalfont St Peter suffers greatly in the DCS. In option 2 the increased impact on each of Amersham and Chesham is considerably less significant than the impact on Chalfont St Peter.  

4. Please explain with full and proper reasons why you consider the village of Chalfont St Peter has the infrastructure to support another 600 new dwellings? Unlike Amersham and Chesham it does not have a tube station nor a railway station, it is not a town but a village, it does not have the urban infrastructure nor of course the other amenities enjoyed by Amersham and Chesham. On a commonsense basis it would appear obvious that the areas of Amersham and Chesham with their better infrastructures would be the places to take the majority of the new government planned development.

5. Please explain why the DCS shows a complete u-turn by CDC in many places to current CDC planning policy? For example, the Holy Cross/Grange site (“the Grange Site”) in Chalfont St Peter is currently designated in the Adopted Local Plan Policies as an educational establishment with a private open space yet CDC is prepared to change those policies to allow a ridiculous number of new dwellings to be built on that site without regard to the inevitable ruination of the village as a result. This extensive over-development will damage the precious resources of the village and irreparably destroy its history and character. Why has this u-turn taken place?  

6. Please explain why the option of building hundreds of high density dwellings on the Grange Site has been chosen rather than retaining that site for more open community use? It is currently an open space and protected under Saved Policies. Is it not the case that CDC has simply chosen that site as an easy option, without regard to the destruction to the village of Chalfont St Peter, to put 300 houses in the area? 

7. Assuming there has to be some development of the Grange Site, if it were retained as a school by way of a land swap with the Middle School with some housing of appropriate style and character, thus retaining the majority of the open space, the balance of the required housing  could  be better dispersed around the district. The requirement of the DCS is for only another 20 or so homes per year of the across the whole of Chiltern District. Commonsense would suggest that this would be a much more appropriate strategy for the Chiltern District as opposed to singling out Chalfont St Peter as an easy option by CDC for devastation. If the Middle School did relocate to the Grange Site, the old Middle School site, in the middle of a residential area, could of course be used for housing development and could be a “strategic housing site”. 

8. Sustainability. Current planning policy in Chiltern District requires new development to be sustainable. Clearly both Amersham and Chesham have large urban areas with better retail and business/employment opportunities and facilities and both have an underground station, a railway station and a full bus service. Chalfont St Peter on the other hand is anywhere between a 20 and 90 minute walk to Gerrards Cross railway station (itself not in Chalfont St Peter) with no proper bus service and thus a requirement for daily car use.  It also has very little employment/business opportunity.  Given the current CDC policy is to discourage the use of cars, why does CDC propose the greatest urban concentration should take place in an area where daily car use by the residents of these new dwellings is inevitable? Surely if a large number of affordable homes were built in Chalfont St Peter, the residents would most likely be those on low incomes who would be placed in an area with little or no local employment so they would have to commute to Amersham, Chesham, Slough, Uxbridge or London by car for at least part of every journey, assuming this was affordable, and assuming they have jobs in the first place. How does that make sense? 

9. Turning to dwelling density.  The proposed housing density set out in the DCS as far as Chalfont St Peter is concerned is totally out of keeping with current housing densities in the village and would represent a massive overdevelopment of the village.  Dwelling density for the village as a whole is 10 dwellings per hectare, whereas you are proposing 50 dwellings per hectare for the Grange Site.  A five times increase!

10. Traffic. Obviously, Chalfont St Peter does not have the road infrastructure to support such a massive overdevelopment as is proposed at the Grange Site.

11. Drainage/Sewerage. Chalfont St Peter already suffers considerably with bad drainage and sewerage problems in the village. The over development planned by the DCS is clearly not sustainable as far as the sewerage system is concerned. 

12. Please outline the results of the, albeit limited, consultation which CDC has already carried out on the DCS. Is it not the case that so called Option 3 which is the one CDC has adopted to date was not the most popular option? We understand that the Parish Council’s of both Amersham and Chesham have requested more development and more housing yet you have deliberately not chosen the option which provides for a targeted expansion of those areas?  Please provide full transparency on the results of the previous consultation and explain why those results have not been implemented. What is the point of having a consultation if its results are ignored. Please explain Carol Castle's comment in the CDC minutes to the effect that the response was so poor the results can be “ignored”? Was it not the case that CDC had already formed its own view and regards public consultation as an irritant to be ignored if it does not produce the results CDC desires?

13. Have you commissioned any research into the number of current residents of Chalfont St Peter who currently commute to find work in Slough, Uxbridge, Amersham, Chesham, High Wycombe or London? 

14. It is clear that the village of Chalfont St Peter does not want to see any further urbanisation or see the semi-rural character of the village ruined by this overdevelopment. Roads, parking and schools are already massively under pressure within Chalfont St Peter and there is no further capacity even with any section 106 agreements. The current outline planning application for the Holy Cross site shows significant traffic issues with visual splays at Lower Road not being capable of being achieved without the narrowing of the road which is unheard of in planning terms! The fact that the access along Gold Hill is purely for care home residents shows there is a problem with that access route as well. Indeed access is not acceptable and not possible for the numbers of cars suggested with this development. 

15. A local development framework requires an array of evidence based documents, please can you explain why CDC has decided that it does not need to issue the full set evidence as required by the Government’s LDF implementation guidelines. If we and an inspector are to believe the statements that are made in the DCS, we would need to be able to view the evidence that led you to these assumptions. Is it not the case that evidence gathering has been overlooked by CDC in favour of a personally biased distribution of housing in our district?

Finally we would point out that we are so concerned as to how badly the DCS is constructed in its present form, we believe the only alternative is for it to be scrapped and produced again, this time with proper consultation with residents and stakeholders, proper consideration of all the above issues in order to produce a more balanced, sensible and fair DCS. We have heard it said that if this DCS is abandoned it would leave CDC open to unscrupulous land developers but this is of course nonsense given that a number of Saved Policies are in place already and Green Belt protection is itself a Saved Policy; therefore there is no reason to believe this could be overturned.

We will not hesitate to make full representations before the Planning Inspector and continue to judicial review if necessary. In the meantime we look forward to your comments and your confirmation that our comments will be taken into account in the next stage of the DCS and placed before the Planning Committee and Planning Inspector should this flawed DCS document be allowed to proceed.

Yours sincerely,

Glyn Taylor

For and on behalf of SENSE4CSP
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