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	Dear Mr Duxbury
	


Re : Planning Application Number 08/00899/F
With reference to the above planning application.  I would like to raise a number of objections specifically to the Option 1 proposal contained within this application which would run very close to my home.  Accordingly I would be grateful if the following issues could be taken into account when it is considered by your committee.

My understanding is that the applicants already have outline permission (if not full permission) for additional access as detailed in option 3 of the same application.  In my view Option 3 is a much more appropriate solution and has many additional benefits for both the applicant and the local environs.  So my first objection to the Option 1 proposal would really be in the form of a question as to why the applicants are not pursuing this already agreed route?

My personal opinion is that the science park in itself is already bordering on overdevelopment for the local area so I would imagine that its impact, and that of any additional access, would have been taken into account when the original route was agreed by the council.  I feel that any change from these plans, in particular option 1, would constitute creeping urbanisation of a designated greenbelt area.  In essence if the development as a whole was agreed based on assumptions and agreements as to any additional access required, major revisions of those plans now would be inappropriate especially when those revisions in themselves will have a very real impact on local residents, wildlife and the general character of the surrounding areas.  

In consideration of option 1 I would comment specifically as follows :
Green Belt

The site is well within designated green belt land.  My understanding is that this means that any development should not be permitted.  I also understand that the preservation of Greenbelt land has been given particular weight in the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2011, which I would wholly support.  As I’m sure you already know, greenbelt designation specifically sets out to preserve areas of open countryside and seeks to avoid the coalescence of settlements.  Option 1 would drive a road right through the middle of an open agricultural field which currently separates my property and that of my neighbour from the new housing development, completed a few years ago.  My feeling is that this would ultimately encourage further applications for development of this field which may then seek to use the precedent set by this application.  This would then push housing further across the greenbelt area and join our properties with those of the housing development.  In the interim it would render a large portion of what is currently an active agricultural field useless and severely scar the view of landscape for miles around.
Inconsistent development
The Oxfordshire structure plan cites the preservation of greenbelt land as important to “preserve the special character and landscape setting of Oxford”.  The building of a road right through the middle of an open field would be both aesthetically and operationally inappropriate.  The resultant noise, light and air pollution would significantly reduce the quality of life for local residents, who after all chose to live in the area because of its rural nature.  Whilst I can accept that development is a reality of life these days, the building of a single purpose road in such an area would be disregarding the whole ethos behind the establishment of greenbelt designation.  To be blunt it would be an eyesore and of no real benefit to the local area.  Its only function would be to allow access to the science park which I personally do not feel is something that is of such vital importance as to warrant the destruction of a long standing and historically peaceful rural scene, especially as such access can easily be provided elsewhere.  This is underlined by the fact that permission for alternative and greatly less obtrusive access has already been granted as detailed in option 3.  
Traffic and road safety
There a numerous issues surrounding the practicality of the proposal from a road planning point of view.  In my view the following problems present themselves.

1. Sandy Lane is already an established thoroughfare with fairly high usage considering the size of the road.  Due to the recent increase in residential use, there are a large number of traffic movements along the road in both directions.  It is also an established and well used ‘short cut’ to and from Kidlington from the main A44.  The proposal is for a crossroad to be used to join the new road to the existing access road to the science park and for the priority to be changed to give priority to traffic using the new road.  This in my view would be disastrous.  Traffic that has been used to using Sandy Lane in its present incarnation would suddenly have to deal with traffic flow crossing the lane in the knowledge that it has priority.  I accept that there would need to be a period of re-training local drivers and that signage and road markings would give warning of the change, however in my view there are likely to be many serious accidents on this junction at least in the early years after the change.  I don’t feel that the potential for injury and even death that this may cause is worth what may be gained by the science park by the improved access, especially when there are other more appropriate alternatives.
2. The junction with the A44 would also be a major undertaking.  Initially road works would cause traffic chaos on the A44 which already gets extremely congested during rush hour.  Even after the works are completed there will be a further hindrance to traffic flow on both sides of a double dual carriageway introduced by the traffic lights between two roundabouts already quite close together.  I appreciate that often such measures are regarded as ‘traffic calming’ however I feel that in these circumstances the short distance between the two roundabouts is a sufficient obstacle to traffic flow and any further traffic control between them will simply lead to further congestion on an already busy road.  This in turn will potentially lead to further accidents and increased noise and pollution on this road.  As the science park has some involvement in issues of pollution control this would be a rather ironic outcome to their proposals.  Finally I note on the plans that the traffic lights that are proposed would not control the traffic across its entire length.  This introduces the possibility of some motorists using parts of the established road layout to avoid the traffic lights and thereby would make the whole exercise both pointless and dangerous.  Overall I feel this gives an indication that these proposals are badly thought out and have not been made after a proper in depth assessment of the local priorities.
3. There is some mention of a cycle route within the plans for route 1.  As a cyclist myself I would very much support the improvement of cycle ways in the area.  However I am mystified as to why the current new pathway that has been constructed by the science park is not better publicised and used.  It would be a simple matter for this already established pathway to be extended along the rest of Sandy Lane up to the junction with the A44 and the existing cycle routes there in both directions.  In the context of the current proposals, I would like to ask why this has not been considered and suggest that this should be made a priority for the science park whatever the outcome of this proposal.  This would give a simple and already part built solution to improved cycle access which, given the university’s commitment to green issues, would be something I would imagine they would be keen to promote.

4. There is some postulation in the proposal that the road would have benefits for users other than those associated with the science park.  I would suggest that use by anyone else would be minimal especially as most of the areas that require access are at the Sandy Lane roundabout end.  People travelling from Kidlington and the other end of Sandy Lane would have to take a considerable detour to use the new road so would be unlikely to do so.  I therefore think it extremely unlikely that the route would be used by the majority of people other than those who work at the science park, and even they may eventually find it more trouble than using Sandy Lane.  Firstly access to the houses at the top of Sandy Lane would still be more easily reached from the Sandy Lane roundabout (especially if you were travelling from the direction of Woodstock) and this would also apply to customers of the garden centre.  Those travelling from Oxford may use the new road although this will involve crossing the dual carriageway via the traffic light system and so would require them to wait if the lights were against them.  I feel that practice they would be more likely to simply carry on along the A44 and use the Sandy Lane roundabout, this would be even more probable as I would imagine that any signage for the turnoff for the new road would prominently promote the science park.  Most people who are not visiting the science park would probably not use it for that reason.  In essence this road would be little used except by those encouraged to do so by the science park.  As I understand this would eventually be a publically adopted road, with the cost of maintenance and upkeep met by the local council, I feel this would be an inappropriate use of council tax payers money to providing a road that would be of very little benefit to them.
The merits of option 3
As stated at the outset of this letter my views are that the already granted permission for option 3 of this proposal would be of far more merit, being the answer to nearly all of the objections to route 1. 
Whilst I know it is still just inside the greenbelt, it skirts the edge rather than going straight through the middle of it as option 1 would do.  I am still of the view that development on greenbelt land should be avoided, however as this option has already been previously agreed I accept that there is a requirement of additional access for the science park.  As the park is already established in a greenbelt area, any additional access to it will have to have some further impact on greenbelt land.  The alternatives are to disallow all proposals that use greenbelt or pragmatically accept those that do the least damage.  My view is that if any of the proposed options are to be approved, only option 3 fulfils those criteria  for the following reasons:

1. It is shorter, meaning it would be easier and quicker to construct and would produce less pollution.

2. It requires less in the way of traffic control onto the A44 and what would be required would be both more appropriate to traffic flow and would provide some traffic calming in an area where it would be more useful.
3. It runs along the existing field boundaries and close to existing development.
4. It would provide a more unobtrusive route into the science park and so would have less impact on the local environment

5. The originally agreed proposal would require the closure of the Sandy Lane entrance to the science park which I believe would have a positive impact on traffic flow and road safety in Sandy Lane, in contrast to option 1 which would have a negative one for the reasons given above.

In the final analysis I believe that if any additional access is to be granted to the science park it should be option 3 as this was the proposal agreed at the time the science park was first granted planning permission.  If this is be changed now, the university needs to show an overwhelming imperative for this.  Any change should also be of a proportionate nature and should not have a much greater impact on the local environment than the original plan.  My view is that there is no advantage to option 1 over that of option 3.  Quite the reverse is true in fact, with option 3 still representing by far the most appropriate solution if any additional or new access were to be allowed.  

Whilst I am not advocating that any of the options should be granted permission, I would hope that all the issues raised above and the many others that will have been forwarded to you will be taken into account, particularly in connection with the proposals put forward under option 1 of this application.
Yours sincerely
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