Our place in the future - Planning the future in Salisbury and south Wiltshire

Whiteparish Parish Council Response

1. We responded to the SDC Preferred Options Core Strategy (Black Book) in April 2008.   We note with concern and dismay the repetition in the ‘Officer Comments’ in the SDC Core Strategy – Methodology Output Report – Appendix 5; no attempt appears to have been made to judge each of our points on its own merits. The strength of feeling about the disregard for our views has been clearly demonstrated in public meetings in the village. You need to acknowledge the potential harm to the relationship between Whiteparish and, now SDC but, from April 2009 the Wiltshire Council, unless our comments are properly addressed.

2.
Apart from the need for consultation with the new Wiltshire Council, Questions 1 to 5 in the SDC Magazine Our Place in the Future, do not impinge directly on Whiteparish in the first five years (2006 to 2011). However, there is no question asked in the magazine concerning the ‘......likely longer term growth required to meet our future needs.....’ (for homes) see Page 12 Paragraph (e) and Page 13 Paragraph (g). Our responses to the ‘Black Book’ (Preferred Options Document) and to the SHLAA, made in April 2008, remain.   Please see the detailed comments at Annex A, but in essence:  

a.   We stress the principle in the Core Strategy (Black Book) Page 41 Paragraph 8.4:…’it is not sustainable to allow growth if that destroys the very qualities that make the place attractive in the first place…’

b.   While we accept the hierarchy of settlements that identifies Whiteparish as a ‘remoter main village’ that should attract only ‘incremental levels of growth … appropriate to meet community needs and to protect viability’ (Preferred Option Paragraph 62c), we refute the assertion that ‘Whiteparish is one of the more sustainable places to accommodate further growth’ (Topic Paper 2 Addendum – Housing, Page 42 Option 16).

3.
Under ‘Southern Area’ on Page 13 of the magazine Our Place in the Future, it is stated that ‘about 590 new homes’ will be needed (about 100 of which could be in Alderbury and Laverstock and about 200 could be in Downton, thus leaving about 290 to be spread between ‘Whiteparish, Morgans Vale and Woodfalls and the Winterslows, with smaller infill developments in the other villages’).    Given the proximity of Morgans Vale and Woodfalls to the NFNP, we are very concerned that a disproportionate balance of the 290 homes will be allocated to Whiteparish.   Our deduction is that Whiteparish could face the prospect of at least 75 (and could be over 100) additional homes over the period 2006 – 2026. Given that the number of homes (within the 30mph designated area of Whiteparish, some of which are outside the Housing Policy Boundary) is approximately 400, an increase of at least 19% is too much. This proportion would not accord with The Core Strategy, nor would it sit ‘...comfortably...’ in Whiteparish --- see Our Place in the Future, Page 12 Paragraph (e). This is further counter to the vision for the Southern Area at Core Strategy Preferred Options Paragraph 12.25 ‘Whiteparish will have evolved only modestly with limited infill growth sympathetic to its character.’ We supported the Preferred Option 7 hierarchy that included the category ‘Main Village’ (of which five were in the Southern Area). We now find that allocations are inequitably distributed.

4.
We understand that development of extra homes in Alderbury is to be limited to ‘around 50’, principally as a result of the Highways Agency concern at generating extra traffic on the A36. Exactly the same concern applies to Whiteparish (see Annex A Paragraph 1), and worse: when the A36 south of Whiteparish is closed (due to roadworks or accidents) all traffic is directed along the A27 through Whiteparish.   You state on Page 17 of the magazine that ‘the present condition of the roads is not a sustainable argument against necessary development’;  yet on Page 13, you state that ‘Alderbury is constrained by road capacity and will only be able to accommodate around 50 new homes'.   These statements are inconsistent.

5.
As suggested by SDC in April 2008, preparation of a Village Design Statement is in progress. Following some initial consultation with village residents, at this stage we believe that development of new homes in Whiteparish in the period 2006 - 2026 should:

a
Not exceed 50. We seek confirmation that this number includes all new homes completed since January 2006.

b
Be infill, not backfill.

c
Be sited along the A27.

d
Be three bedroom or smaller.

e
Not be in high density enclosed estates.

f
Include both affordable and sheltered housing.

6.
We make a general observation on the consultation process in the use of terminology. Definitions of words such as ‘facilities’, ‘services’, and ‘infrastructure’ require clarification. They are used loosely (and inconsistently) in the magazine – see Pages 8, 10, 12 etc. It would help also to distinguish between ‘infrastructure’ and ‘essential infrastructure’ – see Page 12. Is a school ‘infrastructure’, or ‘a service’? Are bus services ‘infrastructure’, or ‘a service’? See Page 16.   We also require clarification of the word ‘modest’ when applied to growth.

7.
In the list of infrastructure on Page 17, first paragraph, we ask that you include doctors’ surgeries.

8.
Conclusion.   Neither the Parish Council nor the many residents of Whiteparish who responded to the Core Strategy – Preferred Options (Black Book) believe that our and their comments have been properly considered. The figure of 590 new homes in Southern Area, and the disproportionate impact these proposals will have on the village of Whiteparish, particularly in view of its proximity to the NFNP, need to be re-assessed.   The possibility of a 19% increase in homes is far in excess of what Whiteparish residents are prepared to contemplate;  no more than 50 should be the target.   The Core Strategy principle of preserving what makes Whiteparish attractive is strongly supported and this could be achieved by planning for ‘limited infill growth sympathetic to its character’.
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Annex A to Whiteparish Parish Council Response to ‘Our place in the future – Planning the future in Salisbury and south Wiltshire

1. Whiteparish has evolved principally along the A27. What are no more than lanes, some so narrow that 2 vehicles cannot pass, lead broadly northwards and southwards off the A27; originally they connected the farms with the main road. The narrow width of the A27, through The Street, reflects the A27’s origins as a track able to take horse traffic. Large modern lorries can only just pass and the speed, weight and volume of traffic passing along the A27 is of continuing concern by those who live along it, for their safety, (and of their properties) health and quality of life. 

2. The village has a primary school, church, a village shop and Post Office, a surgery, three pubs, a recreation ground and a village hall. A focus or centre of the village has developed over time based on the principal cross roads in the village by the church, shop and Post Office, surgery, 2 pubs, recreation ground and where 2 bus routes through the village meet. In addition, most children attending the primary school and the pre-school in Common Road access them via the crossroads. The crossroads represents the heart of the village. The primary school, which has recently added a classroom to accommodate increasing numbers, is again at full capacity. Congestion (and thus safety) in Common Road outside the school, which is also at the junction with Clay Street, has been a growing concern for several years. We have sought solutions, but without success, with District and County Councils and Highways Department help. Any increase in school population or increase in development, with Common Road or Clay Street as access, would make congestion even worse. Further, the village shop is considered to be operating at maximum capacity; it occupies the ground floor of a private dwelling and ideally needs larger premises. 

3. Flowing from these issues of capacity is the concern that increasing population in the village will result in ‘overload’ on both the school and the shop. A consequence of that would be a need to find alternative sites for them and that in turn would lead to a destruction of the village focus. Such a result runs counter to the Core Strategy: 

i. Page 41 Paragraph 8.4 ‘it is not sustainable to allow growth if that destroys the very qualities that make the place attractive in the first place.’

ii. Page 46 Paragraph 8.14. The graph ‘Development in villages and smaller settlements’ shows strong support for limiting development ‘to that which is necessary to maintain existing services and facilities.’ These elements of the Core Strategy are firmly reflected in Topic Paper 3 Addendum – Settlement Strategy: 

iii. Page 9 Option 6 Question 6d ‘a very clear view was given (with nearly 95% agreement), that identity and character should be protected. It is clear that the feeling on this issue …… suggests that on the part of communities, this is a higher priority to them than the delivery of growth itself.’

iv. Page 10 Option 7 second paragraph and graph show that a large majority view supports ‘limited’ growth which is ‘necessary to maintain existing services and facilities.’ Conversely the graph also shows strong disagreement with ‘ more new development ….. to …. grow the villages ….’









4. Topic Paper 2 Addendum – Housing Page 42 Option 16 contains the site specific comment: 

‘Whiteparish is one of the more sustainable places to accommodate further growth.’ 

This is re-iterated at Page 58 in the section ‘Implications for the six community areas’ and also, of more concern to us, on Page 86 as a Preferred Option from Stakeholder Feedback. We challenge that finding and suspect that the source was prejudicial. Whiteparish has been defined as a ‘remoter main village’ and it should attract only ‘incremental levels of growth … appropriate to meet community needs and protect viability’, as stated in Preferred Option Paragraph 62 c. We ask that the assertion that Whiteparish is one of the more sustainable places is removed from the documentation.

5. Employment is the key to sustainability of our local economy and thence to the need for homes and the supporting infrastructure. Wiltshire Council is unlikely to be able to apply totalitarian policies of centralised business and accommodation developments. Employment, therefore, will be generated by the needs of the market and not by the diktat of the Council (witness the closure of the Mahle Unit at High Post announced in mid April). So until the certainty of lasting employment is clear, it is a somewhat fruitless exercise to plan where houses will be built. The purpose of the Core Strategy should be to state the principles and from them, based on a SHLAA, can be deduced the maximum number of sites that would be suitable for development.  

6. The number of houses being imposed on Salisbury District appears disproportionate to the ability of the District to absorb them.

