Sutton Benger Parish Council 

Sarah Britain 

50 High Street

Sutton Benger

Wiltshire

SN15 4RJ

February 2013
Dear,

Ref:   13/00011/FUL: Hazelwood Farm Redevelopment
	
	Proposed Redevelopment of Redundant Farm Buildings & Paddock to Provide Residential Development Comprising 21 Houses With Associated Gardens, Parking, Pumping Station, Drainage & Landscaping


With reference to the above, Sutton Benger Parish Council (SBPC) would like to be supportive of the re-development of this site but has a number of issues with plans in their current form. The development (and the geographically closeness of the Faccenda development) presents an immense impact to Sutton Benger (the Village); there are numerous concerns that need to be addressed first.
Ongoing consultation with the Village via the SBPC is therefore requested.  SBPC have been facilitating consultation with the Village through supporting a Parish Plan. A Parish Plan Questionnaire has recently been circulated (December 2012), with results to be analysed in February/March 2013).  As well, on 28 January 2013, SBPC hosted a drop-in session for villagers to inspect the plans for this development and for SBPC to solicit their comments.
The SBPC have twice invited Gleesons (the developer) to engage with the Parish Council but have had no response to date; this has not filled the Parish Council with confidence that they are willing to listen to local views and opinions. We would hope for more interaction and engagement in the future.
SBPC asks the Planning Department to view these plans holistically with the set from the Faccenda site.  Together these represent an increase of:

86 houses (a 25% increase on current housing stock),
25 ‘affordable housing’ properties,
Potentially 160 cars,
Potentially at least 130 children,

And a significant additional burden on water drainage/sewage and other services such as broadband.
The concerns/observations we wish to make are detailed below.  We ask that these be formally noted and addressed.

Our primary concerns cover traffic, flooding, affordable housing and the size and character of the site.
Highways/Traffic
SBPC is extremely concerned about the impact of motor traffic in and out of the site.  Seagry Road currently presents significant traffic problems for residents alongside this busy artery into the Village.  The road is narrow and there are no pavements, which create a safety hazard to children and families walking to the Church, the Primary School, the Recreation Field and the Village Hall. 

Many motorists continue to ignore the 30 speed limit zone.  Increasing the housing stock along this road will only increase the volume of traffic.  Also the turning from Seagry Road onto the B4069 (the High Street) is already dangerous with poor visibility of traffic coming into the Village from the east; this can only further worsen with this development.

Will formal pavements, crossing points like zebra crossings, pedestrian lights, or traffic lights be considered to ensure children, elderly or disabled people from the new development can cross Seagry Road safely, and from there, cross the main High Street to access the main amenities of the village?  Have other traffic calming measures been considered?

Seagry Road is also in a poor physical condition.  Concerns are raised that the impact of construction vehicles will only cause more damage. 

Cars and delivery vans are commonly parked along Seagry Road, accessing the main commercial and social sites along the road (the Hazelwood salon, the Flambé restaurant, and the Church).  It has been noted that the plans, especially for the affordable housing stock do not permit car parking spaces. SBPC is strongly concerned that this lack of car parking will only force more cars parked on Seagry Road.
Strong concern has been expressed regarding the drastic increase usage of Park Lane from both sites. It is a narrow residential lane and there isn’t a footpath on Park Lane itself. There is already a safety issue for pedestrians as the cars turn into Park Lane blind. Concern has also been expressed from a safety aspect of this throughput of the cyclists and pedestrians when they meet the main High Street at a point where the footpath is extremely narrow and where no doubt the majority will try to cross the B4069.

The lack of safe pedestrian walkways and cycle route access to and around the site does not support one of the developers stated objectives “Furthermore, and to encourage lower car usage, dwellings will be provided with clear routes to their rear gardens where cycle storage can be accommodated. This will not only help with promoting cycle use, but the development’s proximity to public transport nodes, will facilitate the use of public transport more widely. This will also assist in reducing air pollution”. In fact some roads as pointed out above are a danger to pedestrian access
SBPC requests for extensive review and consultation on the impact on footpaths highways and traffic and the anticipated Highways improvements required 
Flood Risk
These plans need to be viewed in context of the whole Village. There are very real concerns that the development (and the one at Faccenda) will additionally burden an already oversaturated drainage and foul sewage systems.

In December 2012, residents along the Seagry Road, because of flooding, incurred significant and very costly damage. There are known and regular sites of flooding at either end of the Village, which was, exasperated by traffic pushing floodwaters and creating a bow wave that damaged the homes. More traffic in and out of the area would make flooding problems worse.

Many Villagers are hugely concerned by the impact of these 21 houses on a known, existing flood plain.  We need reassurance that these concerns have been extensively investigated and will be resolved (possibilities include improving the Seagry Road bridge, adding suitable drainage infrastructure)

There is also a concern about the siting of the pumping station at the South of the brook. Flooding could mix with the foul water in the pumping station. 

Will the Planning Department ensure that a thorough assessment by a Land Drainage expert be carried out so that any drainage infrastructure can be installed to protect our Villagers from the devastating effects of flood damage?
Affordable Housing

The result of the last survey assessing the local demand for affordable housing in Sutton Benger showed a demand of 7.  The recent Sharplands site built outside the usual Village boundaries satisfied this. This number may not have been taken into account when the approval was made for this Hazelwood site application. 
The number of affordable houses planned for these two developments is well beyond the requirement for those with Sutton Benger connections.  These developments should not be seen as a means of meeting countywide demand because we do not have confidence that the Village can provide well for these families. While there are some amenities in the Village, like the Post Office and several pubs/restaurants, there are no shops and limited public transport facilities. 

We do not believe that currently available public transport meets the demands of local residents nor those requiring affordable housing.  For example, there is a lack of local buses that can get villagers to the Chippenham train station at times that suit normal commuting hours.  Without a local shop, there is a heavy reliance on cars in the village to access such amenities.  As well, there are few local job opportunities.
Services such as doctors and schools are already full or have limited places. If the Primary School is already at full capacity, is the Planning Department envisaging that the new Village children attend outlying village schools, like in Christian Malford or Seagry? This of course would cause its own issues of transportation.
SBPC appreciates that the most recent housing needs survey is out-of-date (2007, personal communication V Smith, Principal Development Officer 1.2.2013) but even with an expectation of increasing future needs, many Villagers question the underlying basis that the Village is a suitable place for a high percentage of affordable housing. However, SBPC is reassured that “the existing allocations policy will look to house local people with a connection to Sutton Benger in the first instance” (V Smith).  
Concerns are raised as to the sustainability of such a large number of affordable houses without the suitable infrastructure to make living in the Village on a low budget plausible or beneficial. 
Will the Planning Department reassess its affordable housing target for this site?
Size and Character of Site 
The council notes that the number of properties has been increased to 21 from the 18 (at the request of the council?) proposed at the time of the public consultation for this development. The SBPC feels this increase is not appropriate for a site of this size and location.
Concern has been expressed the over the design, styles and materials of the houses with a conservation areas and that they are not in keeping with the rest of the village. Particularly the design of the townhouses facing out towards Seagry Road these are not in keeping with other housing stock along the road, are too close together, and close to the road, totally at odds with a entrance to a rural community.

Also the proposed fence is also not in keeping with the surrounding properties Cotswold stone walls would be more in keeping with the local design.
Will the Planning Department reassess the density / layout / and character of the houses proposed to ensure it is in keeping the rest of the village 
Additional Concerns 

· Has an access pathway route between the Hazelwood site and the Faccenda site been formally adopted?  It is unclear from the submitted plans.  There may well be some advantages/disadvantages of such an access, the SBPC feels this merits further discussion now rather than at a later date. It would be inappropriate to have a pathway develop by stealth.

· S106 funding: SBPC asks that it be involved in deciding/ negotiating the details of how these monies could be spent, especially with respect to open space allocation and Highways improvements.  There is an existing social hub in the Village that would benefit by funding to improve its value to all Villagers.
The passing of the Localism Act 2011 is designed to give local communities more control over housing and planning decisions.  SBPC, therefore, request that the Planning Department engage with this community to ensure the new development meets our needs and provides for a sustainable future.
Yours sincerely

Sarah Britain
Sarah Britain

Clerk to Sutton Benger Parish Council 

On Behalf of Sutton Benger Parish Council

PAGE  
5

