SCOPE FOR OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED HARNHAM DEVELOPMENT
There are 4 headings under which we can comment.  They are:
Legal compliance

Justified

Effective

Consistent with national policy

LEGAL COMPLIANCE

There are 2 areas here where there may be some scope:

Picking up on a comment made at the meeting, it may be that the growth figures for both population and jobs have not been properly issued (signed off by the Secretary of State was the phrase used).  An email to Robert Key to help find out about this should be our first step – it would come better from our Chairman!

There is no Transport Strategy.           From the minutes of the 2nd Consultative group meeting on 3 Apr 08 Planners were made aware that “transportation is a major issue for the Core Strategy. At the meeting of the Group on 4 Jun 08, the Forward Planning Team Leader “explained that there are highways issues at Netherhampton Road” 
       The modelling needed to develop a transport strategy is running behind the rest of the work.  Para 8.7 of Topic Paper 17 states that The Strategy will be published in Decembet 2009 – after the main work has been approved.   With monumental complacency the same paragraph says “with respect to Salisbury the Transport Model has highlighted that although future growth will have an impact on the highway network, with a commitment to demand management interventions this strategy can be implemented and there are likely to be no insurmountable barriers to delivery”  Without any knowledge of what “demand interventions” mean to the ordinary people of Harnham this cannot be allowed         
JUSTIFIED

I think we will be hard pushed to argue that housing development cannot be justified.  That said, I think we should be prepared to try and negotiate down the number of 400 for Harnham. (This is about 10% of the total).  We have rather more scope to suggest that employment provision on the scale that is envisaged cannot be justified.

The Salibury Travel to Work Area (TTWA) has more development land than it needs.  The problem is that it is at Solstice Park.  The Strategy is based on developing Salisbury as an employment and retail centre.  (LDF Topic Paper Employment Land, agriculture, Farm Diversification and Forestry para 5.9).  The paper uses a perverse logic to suggest that because the facts do not fit the nice neat Strategy, a large area of agricultural land must concreted over close to the centre of Salisbury.  Actually, the area South of Netherhampton road is not all that close the centre of Salisbury – over 2 ½ miles by road – Solstice Park being 9 miles.  The same paper in an un-numbered paragraph headed Regional Context in its executive Summary says “he RSS also recognises that changes to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) will encourage greater diversification away from agricultural activities”  This does not reflect the views of the current SoS for Agriculture.
The scale of the development cannot be justified in the context of Harnham and Netherhampton.

The requirement for employment land in the Harnham area cannot be justified given the low occupancy rates in the existing sites.  This low occupancy has nothing to do with the current economic climate but has been the case for some time now.

There is no appetite for a move away from Churchfields to a site remote from the city centre.

EFFECTIVE

There are 4 areas where objections can be made under this heading:

Sound infrastructure delivery planning

Having no regulatory or national planning barriers to delivery

Delivery partners who are signed up

Coherence with strategies of neighbouring authorities

I think we have grounds to object under the first 2 headings

Sound Infrastructure delivery planning

 I think they have covered most of this – water/sewerage, education, Health, Fire and rescue, green infrastructure and Flooding.  What they have clearly failed to do is to address Transport properly.  With no transport strategy or plan and delivery based on “demand interventions” the document is particularly weak.
Regulatory or planning barriers
This is where the archaeology bit comes in.  They have done a survey of the whole South Wilts area, but I cannot find it on the website.  Their approach to this is to apply mitigation factors to each site.  Topic Paper 17 Infrastructure para 9.16 says for the harnham site “Archaeological investigations are undertaken prior to site allocations as currently undiscovered archaeology could be of sufficient importance to significantly affect developments on parts of the site.”  If we could show that there is sufficiently extensive archaeology already known about we might succeed in showing that the plan was ineffective and get it abandoned or significantly scaled back.
CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY

I very much doubt that we could argue a case on these grounds
