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                 26th March 2010

Dear Miss Castle

RE: PLANNING APPLICATION CH/2010/0293/OA 

THE GRANGE SITE CHALFONT ST PETER

I fervently oppose the above planning application and wish to lodge my objection on the following grounds:

Access

· The traffic assessment commissioned by Gerald Eve is fundamentally flawed. 
· This is an outline application. Therefore the projected increase in traffic movements is purely conjecture as the land use and number of dwellings is yet to be finally determined. It is premature to grant planning permission for access prior to a full application being submitted. 
· The model used to predict future traffic generation in Chalfont St Peter, uses data sourced from the 2001 census. This is nine years out of date and does not reflect the current traffic movements in the village.
· Information from the 2001 census was also used to estimate the means of transport residents will use to get to and from their place of work. This data is also out of date. Reference to a large proportion of residents using the train, does not reflect the fact that it is necessary to make a journey by car from the village in order to gain access to a station.
· The traffic survey carried out in January 2010 highlighted the existing peak time congestion at the Church Lane and Market Place junction (429 car movements). The proposed development would increase this considerably as it is the main route to the junior school.  
· Whilst I agree with the fact that the existing bus service could cope with an increased number of people using local routes, the service itself is wholly inadequate. Links to neighbouring towns are so infrequent; it does not allow residents to commute to and from their place of work by bus. Therefore a car journey is the only option. This has not been taken into account.
· The information in the traffic assessment regarding the transport links from Chalfont St Peter is inaccurate. The 305 terminates at Beaconsfield, therefore there is no direct bus route to High Wycombe and in particular Wycombe hospital. 
· The narrowing of Lower Road is dangerous and ill-conceived. Residents currently park on Lower Road, often resulting in traffic only being able to pass in one direction. A further decrease in the width of the road would be hazardous.
· The predicted increase in vehicle numbers using Lower Road does not take into account the large office complex recently completed on Chiltern Hill. The current building is phase one of a three phase proposal and could increase the number of vehicles using Lower Road by as much as 900 at peak times. 
· The proposed new access point on Gold Hill East is located at a particularly perilous junction. Additional vehicles entering and leaving the site at this point would exacerbate the congestion in Market Place and cause a risk to drivers and pedestrians.
· An additional access point on Gold Hill East would change the character of the village, as the planned pathways would alter the landscape of the common.
· The Village Design Statement demonstrates that many residents choose to live in Chalfont St Peter because of its character. A path and cycle track leading from the centre of the site and extending down the length of Market Place, will undoubtedly damage the character of the centre of the village. A pedestrian access next to the Budgens store would be much more acceptable.
· The traffic survey makes the assumption that there will be an additional 15 car movements at peak times as a result of the proposed community facility. There appears to be no evidence to support this figure, as the purpose of the community facility has yet to be determined. I suggest this figure is a gross underestimation, especially if community events are to be held on the site.

· Assumptions are made regarding which access point residents and people using the community facility will use. These figures are unsound as the traffic calming measures on the Gold Hill East access road will deter people from using this route. Also the destination of each vehicle will determine the route it leaves the site, rather than the position of the dwelling. It is likely that a greater number of people will need to gain access to the A413 and therefore the congestion on Lower Road will be compounded.
· It is perfectly reasonable to presume that 232 dwellings, with one only one car per household, will generate a 50% increase in vehicle movements at peak times. This will undoubtedly result in the centre of Chalfont ST Peter being gridlocked.
· It is clear that the access points in the planning application and the road structure around the site are totally inadequate for a development of this magnitude.
General Application
· The application is in breach of current planning policy. In particular saved policies R10 and CSF2. These remain in force as there have been no democratically agreed policies to replace them. Therefore this application is premature and should be rejected. 
· No alternative use for the current community facility and open space on the Grange site has been actively sort. There is popular demand for the site to be retained for educational use. The local overcrowded primary school commands expansion and the Grange site which contains an established school building would suit this purpose.
· ‘The Grange’ is part of the heritage of Chalfont St Peter and it would be a travesty to destroy this beautiful building. The building should be retained and an alternative use for this facility must be sort.
· Whilst it is agreed that the purchasing developer would contribute to the education infrastructure, the gesture would be futile. The demand for places in already oversubscribed local schools would be extensive and there is no room to expand the junior school on its existing site. It is likely that the money would be used to contribute towards the transportation of local children to outlying schools with vacant capacity. This would be totally unacceptable to council tax payers and be detrimental to the village.
· The density of the application by Gerald Eve is totally disproportionate and out of character with the rest of the village

· The proposed density of 34 dwellings per hectare is three times the current average density within the parish. Whist the Draft Core Strategy promotes high density housing, this is not yet policy. Therefore current policies relating to density should be applied.

· The consultation process adopted by Gerald Eve has been totally inadequate. The exhibition in the public library was only available for three days and due to the opening hours, access was extremely limited.

· Only residents with adjoining boundaries to the site received notification of the planning application. The impact of the proposed development will significantly affect a much wider audience; therefore the circulation of the consultation material should have been more extensive.
· Whilst County data identifies a rise in the aging population within the district, there is no evidence to prove that a large care home is required in Chalfont St Peter. The Village Design Statement identifies that there is a need for sheltered accommodation for the elderly, where residents can live by independent means. This type of accommodation would be welcomed, and if this application should proceed, I urge the planning committee to request that Gerald Eve reconsider the purpose of this facility. Alternatively there is a considerable need for a ‘nursing home’ or hospital within the village.

In light of the above points, it is abundantly clear that the planning application presented by Gerald Eve is seriously flawed and should be rejected by the Chiltern District Planning Committee. An alternative application containing a maximum of 120 dwellings, a primary school and a complex for elderly independent living should be sort.

Please kindly confirm receipt of this letter with an acknowledgement that my objections and counter-proposals have been registered.

Yours sincerely

Mrs Carole T Powell

