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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Phase 1 of the business park at Bicester Gateway represents economic growth that is deliverable now.  The proposals for approximately 161,166 sq ft (14,972 sq m) of B1(a) business and B1(b) high tech space and a hotel of up to 149 bedrooms will deliver approximately 550 new jobs on 3.80 hectares.

Bicester Gateway is allocated for development by Policy Bicester 10 of the Cherwell Local Plan adopted in July 2015.  The proposals comprise sustainable development and are consistent with Policy PSD1 of the Local Plan.  The hotel element has been subject to sequential testing and the combined reports of Ramidus Consulting and Savills confirm that Bicester Gateway is a sequentially appropriate site which therefore accords with the approach required by Policy SLE2 of the development plan – ie town centres first, but not a town centre only approach for appropriate development (that has passed the sequential test).  In particular, a hotel will provide much sought after amenities for employees on the business park and, because of this, it will prove to be a major locational advantage and draw for high tech, high quality companies wishing to move to Bicester.  All of the competing business parks in Oxfordshire (plus Silverstone Circuit, which has three hotels planned) offer hotel accommodation as part of the mix – eg Oxford Business Park, Oxford Science Park and Milton Park.  Bicester Gateway needs to offer investors and employers comparable facilities as part of the managed business environment.
Our proposals for Phase 1 come with no significant or demonstrable adverse impacts, including with regard to landscape, ecology, heritage, highways, flooding and engineering matters.  The Design & Access Statement prepared by UMC Architects addresses the design and place shaping principles set out in Policy Bicester 10, so far as they are applicable to an outline application and Phase 1, and where criteria in this policy have not been addressed these can be conditioned.

In short, our proposals for Phase 1 of Bicester Gateway are consistent with the relevant policies in the development plan and, as per Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act and paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework, planning permission should be issued without delay.  We request that planning permission is granted within the 13 week statutory period.  This will enable us to start on site in the first half of 2017.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.01 Phase 1 of Bicester Gateway comprises approximately 161,166 sq ft (14,972 sq m) of B1(a) business and B1(b) high tech space and a hotel of up to 149 bedrooms on 3.80 hectares.  This is more fully described in UMC Architect’s Design & Access Statement that accompanies this planning application.  A Site Plan is included in the Appendix to this Planning Statement.
1.02 At this stage, prior to the identification of specific occupiers, we cannot be certain on the precise mix of uses within the B1 Use Class.  However, we have assumed predominantly B1(a), with some ancillary B1(b); noting that Phase 2 is more suited to larger format business space, including production (ie B1(c), possibly B2).  Based on our experience, we believe an average job density of 1:30 sq m is a reasonable target for ‘high tech’, acknowledging that the range is wide, from 1:18 for B1(a) on a business park, 1:40-60 for B1(b), and 1:47  sq m for B2/B1(c).  We have assumed 500 B Class jobs.  Adding in 50 jobs for the hotel (Ramidus, Section 3.2) generates around 550 jobs for Phase 1, depending on the space requirements of each occupier and the final mix of B1 uses.  

1.03 The proposals for Phase 1 have been subject to a formal request to the District Council to adopt a Screening Opinion under Regulation 5 of the Town & County Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (as amended).  The District Council’s letter of 1 September 2016 confirms that the proposed development does not amount to EIA development and so this planning application does not need to be accompanied by an Environmental Statement.

1.04 In terms of site constraints and possible adverse impacts, the following topics are covered in the various technical studies submitted with this application, précised in Section 3 of this Planning Statement:

a. Ecology

b. Trees

c. Landscape and visual impact
d. Heritage

e. Transportation
f. Flood risk assessment
g. The site does not comprise agricultural land and has not been productive for many years.    
h. Jobs and the sequential test

i. Tourism

j. Place-making

1.05 These technical studies have had due regard for the wider Policy Bicester 10 allocation and were agreed as part of our pre-application discussions.  We can confirm that Phase 1 does not fetter the development of the rest of the allocation, Phase 2.  On the contrary, an early start on site with Phase 1 will have a very beneficial effect in attracting jobs and economic growth and, thereby, delivering probably the single most important aspiration of the Bicester Town Master Plan – local jobs, for local people, helping to redress the daily commute and ‘brain drain’ of local skills to Oxford. 

1.06 The site has an existing, direct access on to Wendlebury Road, with capacity in the new roundabout on the A41 and new spur, ie Vendee Drive.  Phase 1 benefits from excellent accessibility to the new Park & Ride and, with some improvements delivered as part of our Section 106 package, there is also excellent accessibility to bus routes on the A41 and cycle and footways north and south.  Bicester town centre is c2 km away and the retail amenities of Bicester Avenue are within 400m.  The submission by Peter Brett Associates covers these and other transportation matters in much more detail and includes proposals for a Framework Travel Plan.
Vision
1.07 Bicester Gateway will accommodate high growth, high-tech companies moving from Stage 1 (innovative and business formation) in Oxford to undertake Stages 2 (‘first growth’) and 3 (production and services for the ‘mass market’) in Bicester.  In time, Bicester Gateway (and the town generally) will attract more innovation, but this takes time to build and is dependent on a wide milieu of criteria, including education and skills, but also the services, amenities, retail and cultural offer.  Our proposed hotel is part of this milieu.  Typical unit sizes for B1 will range from 1,500 sq m (a single floor, but designed to be capable of further subdivision to 250 sq m) to 5,000 sq m for Phase 1, probably substantially larger for Phase 2.  Bicester Gateway, being the side of the town closest to the M40 (London and Birmingham) and A34 (Oxford and Science Vale) is ideally placed to accommodate Stages 2 and 3 business growth.  The key is to attract major ‘job attractors’ from the region (notably Oxford), as a way of rebalancing where people live and work.  Educational assets are also important.  These economic factors are especially relevant to Oxford’s request for the wider city region to provide for its shortfall of c15,000 houses: the district could reasonably request economic collaboration with the City Council and Universities as a quid pro quo.  Accordingly, we would be delighted to work with Cherwell’s Economic Development Team to target such relocations to Bicester.
1.08 In this vein, we would envisage that Bicester, especially with its new Town Master Plan, will now attract large scale investors and Stage 3 growth (‘mass production’).  But as well as a positive, innovative milieu, success is firmly dependent on a proactive, engaged and ongoing response from the District and County Councils – ie partnership working, to target major inward investors at the regional and national level and to build the ‘offer’ and sense of place to ensure companies looking at Oxford also look to (and settle on) Bicester as the preferred location for growth.

1.09 The objective is to make a start on site in the first half of 2017 with infrastructure and the hotel, and possibly a business space pre-let, to demonstrate to investors and prospective employers that Bicester Gateway, and indeed the whole town, is ‘open for business’; with land available to address the lack of suitable, deliverable employment sites on the congested and environmentally constrained immediate outskirts of Oxford.
The Proposals

1.10 The description of development for planning purposes is as follows:

Phase 1 of the proposed new business park (“Bicester Gateway”) comprising up to 14,972 sq m (Gross Internal Area) of B1 employment based buildings, plus a hotel (up to 149 bedrooms), with associated infrastructure, car parking and marketing boards.
The Developers

1.11 Bloombridge was established in 2009 and specialises in the acquisition, planning and development of mixed use development projects.  In their six years together at Arlington Securites (now Goodman), Richard Cutler and Bruce Usher developed a close and well-structured working relationship in their respective roles as Strategy, Acquisitions & Planning Director and Development Director.   They worked together on projects such as Oxford Business Park, the Northern Gateway (Peartree), Harwell Science & Innovation Campus and, further a field, Colworth Science Park (Unilever), Uxbridge Business Park (eg Amgen and Bristol Myers Squibb), Hatfield Business Park (eg the Eisai Campus), Filton Aerodrome, Gloucester Business Park and Aztec West (Bristol).

1.12 Bloombridge is engaged on projects in East London and Abu Dhabi, and in growth sectors such as motor sport, technology, medicine and high performance engineering (e.g Silverstone and McLaren).  
1.13 In addition to Bicester Gateway, Bloombridge LLP is partnering with Hill Street Holdings on the promotion of Oxford Technology Park, in the Oxford Green Belt, recently consented by Cherwell as a Departure application.
Terms of Reference

1.14 This Planning Statement sets out the case in support of Bicester Gateway.  We have taken an approach that favours brevity over exhaustive detail because much of our case has been discussed over a long period with Cherwell District Council and other key stakeholders, such as Oxfordshire County Council, Bicester Town Council (we were heavily involved with WYG on the Town Master Plan) and the likely commercial occupiers demanding the sort of business space and easy connectivity that Bicester can provide.  All the policy arguments were reviewed in our preceding four years of work on the Cherwell Local Plan, including appearances at the Examination in Public (and a Statement of Common Ground on Bicester Gateway), and we have also spent since November 2015 in pre-application discussions with the Development Management Team at the District Council.  In short, we do not believe the principle of development is disputed.
1.15 We therefore include analysis in this Planning Statement under the following headings:

· Planning policy

· Other material considerations

· Community Involvement

1.16 Our conclusions, in Section 6, draw from the above and confirm that planning permission for Phase 1 of Bicester Gateway ought to be granted as a matter of urgency.

Further Information

1.17 For further information on Bicester Gateway, please contact the applicant:

	Richard Cutler

Bloombridge LLP

4th Floor
Venture House
27 - 29 Glasshouse Street
London
W1B 5DF
T: +44(0) 203 086 7950
M: +44(0) 7771 968 227

E: richard@bloombridge.com

	


2. PLANNING POLICY
2.01 Bicester Gateway was originally proposed by Bloombridge for inclusion in the draft Cherwell Local Plan some four years ago.  The business park will make a valuable contribution to the very widely supported case for economic growth in Bicester, being an essential part of the County and regional strategy for continued growth in and around Oxford.  A key element is to bring jobs to Bicester (given the skills present in the town) to help Oxfordshire move to a more sustainable model by mitigating commuting from Bicester into Oxford, by delivering growth in Bicester in line with the ‘Knowledge Spine’ and helping to provide sites for large scale employment away from the environmentally sensitive immediate fringes of Oxford.  This long-held strategy, part of the ‘Country Towns’ policy originally proposed some 30 years ago by the Oxfordshire Structure Plan, is delivering growth and is now possibly approaching a point of inflexion as a result of the business and investor interest sparked by the clarity and certainty offered by the Bicester Town Master Plan.  As well as being good for Bicester, by making the town a more sustainable place to live, there are wider advantages to the sub-region; with growth in Bicester helping to relieve the transport, environmental (Green Belt) and economic pressure on Oxford.  In particular, the availability of land for large scale inward investors in Bicester will help avoid future disappointments such as the recent loss of the Astra Zeneca enquiry to Cambridge.  There are also national interest arguments, as exemplified by the Garden Town status awarded to Bicester.  In short, and put another way, if growth cannot be delivered in Bicester then the ramifications at the national, regional, county and local level are very serious indeed.
2.02 With this background in mind, the starting point at the district level is the Cherwell Local Plan, adopted on 20 July 2015, where Policy PSD1 proposes a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  There is no question that our planning application for Phase 1 accords with Policy PSD1 and its underlying principles.  This policy states:

“When considering development proposals the Council will take a proactive approach to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National Planning Policy Framework.  The Council will always work proactively with applicants to jointly find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.

Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (or other parts of the statutory Development Plan) will be approved without delay unless material considerations indicate otherwise.”

2.03 At the site specific level, our application is supported by Policy Bicester 10, which proposes B1 business uses (high tech knowledge industries) at Bicester Gateway with an accompanying long list of design and place shaping principles (addressed fully in UMC’s Design & Access Statement).  Given we are proposing that our planning application is development plan compliant, it is worth dwelling on three issues relating to Bicester 10 that, through examination, confirm that we can rely on this policy and the development plan generally (per Section 38(6)): 

1. The Inclusion of a hotel in the business park mix
2. No net loss of employment or employment land associated with the hotel
3.  The precise requirements of Bicester 10 in relation to phasing and the development area generally (it is stated as 18 hectares gross in the plan).
2.04 Dealing firstly with the principle of a hotel as part of Phase 1.  A hotel is not specifically listed as one of the uses in Bicester 10.  This is not fatal to policy compliance because the District Council can either take the view that the amenities a hotel offers is an implicit part of a high quality business park or a ‘sequential test’ can be undertaken to prove that Bicester Gateway is a sequentially appropriate location for a hotel in accordance with Policy SLE2, sitting alongside offices (which are also categorized in Annex 2 of the NPPF as a main town centre use).  Either way, it is informative to consider the background to the policy formulation process to understand that a hotel has always been an acceptable part of the proposed mix.  There are two material pieces of information, comprising (a) the Statement of Common Ground, dated 3 December 2014, which we agreed with Cherwell District Council in the lead up to the Examination and (b) the Inspector’s Report on the Local Plan Examination in Public (“EIP”), May 2015.  These provide evidence on what was agreed at the Examination but, as the final version of the plan was collated by Cherwell District Council, two omissions appear to have been made in relation to Policy Bicester 10.  Firstly, the policy does not refer to a hotel, despite this being agreed and, secondly, the Proposals Map excludes the bottom left corner of the site, despite the inclusion of this land being set out as a modification (SHMM 76), as shown in Appendix 2.
2.05 The Statement of Common Ground (“SOCG”) reviews the case for including a hotel in the business park mix.  It summarizes four years of engagement on the policy process.  The key evidential points, extracted from the SOCG, comprise:
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2.06 The SOCG meant that Bloombridge did not have to pursue our objections to the draft Local Plan at the EIP thereby removing the need to pursue a modification direct with the Inspector.  Put another way, relying on the SOCG, we withdrew our right to be heard.  Helpfully, on Policy Bicester 10, the Inspector’s Report concludes:

“156.For soundness and consistency with other parts of the plan, policy wording changes are necessary to add references to the safeguarding of land for future highway improvements to routes around Bicester, improved walking and cycling links, the provision of a natural wetland buffer between the site and adjacent nature reserve, amongst other things, and taking full account of the flood risk assessment for the site, including that no built development will be permitted in flood zone 3b (MMs 82-84). Subject to the above modifications, the policy is sound and the scheme viable and deliverable, with mitigation measures for the protection of Alchester Roman Town SAM to the south. In addition, the Council proposes to amend the Policies Map to facilitate the development of a hotel on the site frontage as a part of the overall scheme.”  [Our emphasis]

2.07 It is clear from the above that the Policy Team at Cherwell considered the hotel and B1 mix for Bicester Gateway to comprise sustainable development.  That is the ‘golden thread’ running through plan-making, as proposed by paragraph 14 of the NPPF.  The Inspector clearly agreed.  We do not consider that the failure to modify the plan, as agreed, and as recommended by the Inspector, materially changes the decision basis.  A hotel was supported in 2014 by Cherwell and it was accepted as sound and sustainable by the Local Plan Inspector.  It was sustainable then and it remains sustainable now.  It is a vital part of the mix that attracts companies to a high quality, successful business park, as evidenced in the report by Ramidus Consulting submitted with this application.
2.08 Unlike many first or second generation business parks developed in the 1980s and 90s, our objective is to deliver a significant part of the ‘amenities’ for employees at Bicester Gateway upfront – ie the hotel.  Other high quality business parks, such as Oxford Business Park and Milton Park, provided their hotels retrospectively.  The Silverstone Master Plan provides for two business parks and three hotels.  Based on our professional and business experience, we are clear that providing the hotel upfront will help drive the take up of employment space by making Bicester Gateway an attractive and enjoyable place to work.  These (and other) evidential points show consistency with the principles of Policy Bicester 10, and consistency with the genesis of the policy, even though a hotel is not specified in the precise wording of the policy.  Put another way, Bicester 10 does not rule out a hotel (that would be a difficult conclusion for the District Council to draw given the SOCG and paragraph 156 of the Inspector’s Report) but equally it does not rule in a hotel.  We therefore have to look at other policies in the Plan and set these alongside the positivity and presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in the overarching Policy PSD1.
2.09 Policy SLE2 is the key policy.  This states: 

“Policy SLE 2: Securing Dynamic Town Centres
Retail and other ‘Main Town Centre Uses’ will be directed towards the town

centres of Banbury and Bicester and the village centre of Kidlington in

accordance with Policies Bicester 5, Banbury 7 and Kidlington 2. The Council

will apply the sequential test as set out in the NPPF as follows:

· Proposals for retail and other Main Town Centre Uses not in these town

centres should be in ‘edge of centre’ locations. Only if suitable sites are

not available in edge of centre locations should out of centre sites be

considered.

· When considering edge of centre and out of centre proposals, preference

will be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre.

· The Council will consider if the proposals satisfy the sequential test and if

they are likely to have a significant adverse impact on one or more of the

factors in the NPPF.

· All proposals should comply with Policy SLE4.”
2.10 Our planning submission includes a ‘sequential test’ by Savills.  This sits alongside the Ramidus Report that sets out the evidence and provides an expert opinion on the competition facing Bicester Gateway and what this site therefore needs to offer in order to attract inward investment.  The Savills Report concludes that our application on Phase 1 of Bicester Gateway passes the ‘sequential test’ and no impact assessment is necessary, thereby satisfying the key criteria in Policy SLE2.  A hotel is also consistent with Policy SLE3, which supports proposals for new tourism facilities in sustainable locations.  In short, a hotel is an appropriate use on Bicester Gateway in policy terms; and the benefits in attracting inward investment to the business park comprise material considerations that build on this supportive policy framework.  Put another way, and at worst, the inclusion of a hotel in the mix causes no harm or significant or demonstrable adverse impacts.
2.11 With a hotel being acceptable in principle in policy terms, the second of the issues we need to draw out from the evidence is that is there would be no net loss of employment or employment land associated with the hotel.  Policy SLE1 is relevant here as it requires the applicant to demonstrate that the proposal would not have the effect of limiting the amount of land available for employment.  There are two points in this regard:

1. Job Generation

The report by Ramidus Consulting demonstrates (at page 10) that a hotel generates about half the employment density of high tech (50 jobs versus 75 to 100).  However, because a hotel offers twice the site coverage (ie ground plus four storeys rather than just two) the job generation is indistinguishable.
2. No Loss of Employment Land

Given the job generation evidence and the fact that the hotel is proposed in a sequentially appropriate location, any loss of employment land concerns are academic.  However, because the adopted Local Plan did not carry forward the amendment to the Proposals Map agreed with the Inspector (see Appendix 2) we are able to offer an additional c1.39 hectares of employment land, which more than compensates for the loss of allocated employment land for the hotel (see Appendix 3).  Hence, there is no loss of employment land.
2.12 We conclude that our planning application is consistent with Policy SLE1 of the Local Plan.

2.13 Turning now to the third issue listed at paragraph 2.03 above, it is clear on the face of Policy Bicester 10 that site constraints may reduce the jobs created and the net development area.  With regard to Phase 2, for example, it is clear from the key site specific design and place shaping principles listed in the policy that the development area will be reduced by the flood plain in the eastern parts of the site, with no built development located in Flood Zone 3b.  We are taking a measured approach with regard to Phase 2, and have chosen to expedite Phase 1 which, based on the evidence submitted with this application, is clear of any significant adverse impacts, including flood risk.  There is nothing in Policy Bicester 10 which requires the whole 18 hectares (gross) to come forward together.  However, our submission has been formulated on a very careful basis to ensure that Phase 2 is not prejudiced in any way (on the contrary).  As explained above, we have optimized the potential of Phase 1, but also taken account of Phase 2, including in the Transport Assessment and in the Master Plan, where the building layouts, setbacks, landscaping and infrastructure works have been designed to provide for Phase 2.
2.14 Lastly on the development plan, it is worth dwelling on Policy SLE4.  Again, our application is consistent with this part of the development plan.  Being opposite the new Park & Ride means that Bicester Gateway will facilitate the use of sustainable modes of transport to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling.  Further details of our proposals are set out in the Transport Statement prepared by Peter Brett Associates.
Conclusion
2.15 Our proposals, comprising Phase 1 of the plans for Bicester Gateway set out in Policy Bicester 10, are plainly compliant with this policy.  We have conclusively addressed the three issues raised during pre-application discussions.  Our proposals comprise sustainable development (Policy PSD1), and the sequential test work undertaken by Ramidus and Savills confirms that Phase 1 is an appropriate location for a hotel and business space, therefore being compliant with the approach required by Policy SLE2.  So far as Policy SLE3 is relevant, our application is consistent with that, and our Transport Statement confirms compliance with Policy SLE4.  

2.16 We have demonstrated in this section that our planning application is consistent with the development plan and we therefore seek to rely on Section 38(6).  Planning permission should be granted without delay.  

2.17 Paragraph 187 of the NPPF states that:

“Local planning authorities should look for solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every level should seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible.”
2.18 We first opened pre-application discussions with Cherwell District Council on 27 November 2015.  Further detailed discussions followed, and this application is therefore submitted within a positive context.  We appreciate the pre-application efforts of officers.

2.19 Section 3 of this Planning Statement now sets out the other material considerations relevant to our application to prove that there are no significant of demonstrable adverse impacts and that there are no material considerations that would suggest anything other than the approval of planning permission (with further details covered by condition).

3.
OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS
3.01 We do not consider it necessary to provide exhaustive detail on all possible material planning considerations because all material concerns have been identified and addressed through the pre-application process and in the accompanying technical studies.  Aside from the principle of development and policy compliance, which is addressed in Section 2 of this statement, we therefore summarize the ‘other material considerations’ as follows:
1. Ecology
This is fully addressed in the report by Ecology Solutions.  This concludes, on the evidence of the ecological surveys undertaken, that the application site is not considered to be of particularly high intrinsic interest from an ecology and nature conservation perspective.  The design of the proposed development and the implementation of mitigation measures will ensure that there are no adverse effects on any designated sites or protected species as a result of the development of the application site (Phase 1).
2. Trees

CBA have mapped all trees on site by means of an arboricultural impact assessment.  All necessary constraints have been picked up in UMC’s master planning work and the Design & Access Statement.
3. Landscape & Visual Impact

This is fully addressed in Cordle Design’s work.  The visual impact is assessed as ‘slightly adverse’, capable of mitigation.  The landscape impact is also assessed as ‘slightly adverse’ and the conclusions here need to be read in conjunction with the work by Cotswold Archaeology where the conclusion is that there is no visual connection with the Scheduled Ancient Monument to the south.  There are no other sensitive receptors or landscape policy constraints in the vicinity.
4. Heritage

The assessment undertaken by Cotswold Archaeology identified no overriding constraints that would preclude the development of Phase 1.  The conclusions of the Heritage Desk-Based Assessment were supplemented by geophysics and trial trenching on site as part of a written scheme of investigation agreed with the County Archaeologist.  The master plan was amended in November 2016 to provide for a ‘no foundations’ approach in the south east corner of the site, thereby allowing for preservation in situ of the finds in this location.  The remainder of Phase 1 is clear of archaeology (subject to a watching brief).
5. Transport
This is fully addressed in PBA’s Transport Statement, which has been put together with input from Oxfordshire County Highways.  The site is highly accessible, and we are proposing to deliver walking, cycling and bus improvements as part of Phase 1.
6. Flood Risk & Drainage
The application is supported by an up to date Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy prepared by Brian Hamill Associates.  Phase 1 is in Flood Zone 1, with a negligible 1:1000 risk of flooding.  The Drainage Strategy explains our approach to maintaining off site flows and run off at current levels.
7. Agricultural Land
The land is not part of an agricultural holding and it has not been productive for many years.  We agreed as part of our pre-application discussions that an agricultural land quality report and farm viability assessment would not be needed for the allocated land.  Whilst part of our application site includes land not within the Policy Bicester 10 allocation, it is plain that c1.39 hectares of land cannot support viable agriculture to any material degree, nor would this be practical next to a new business park on an important gateway to Bicester.  The loss of c1.39 hectares of non-productive ‘agricultural’ land is not a significant adverse impact and is not a constraint that would count towards any reasonable case for refusing planning permission.
8. Economic Development & the Sequential Test
The report by Ramidus Consulting provides an extensive sequential test.  Ramidus also set out the very strong economic case for the proposed development - supporting Bicester as a growth area, relieving the daily ‘brain drain’ to Oxford, and providing space for large scale employment that, to date, is not available on the fringes of Oxford, given the Green Belt, floodplain and heritage constraints in particular.  This report explains how the hotel is a vital part of a high quality business park (all the competing parks have at least one hotel), and how this acts to attract investment by offering the right sort of environment to do business (ie a great place to work).  This is especially relevant given the changing nature of work, particularly flexibility.
A report by Savills sets the ‘sequential test’ evidence in the tight framework provided by planning guidance and law and concludes that Bicester Gateway is a sequentially acceptable site for a hotel and business park that accords with the development plan. 

The case for a hotel at Bicester Gateway is grounded in the business benefits it offers.  In particular, as explained by Ramidus, the ability to deliver a viable ‘amenity offer’ as part of Phase 1 is a rare attribute, which will help drive the take up of business space.  Normally, amenities on a business park need to be heavily subsidized because they can only trade for a brief period before work, at lunch time, and a brief period after work.  This is not enough to create a viable business and, hence, typically business parks are characterized by low quality amenities and an unattractive business environment for employers and employees.  This does not have to be the case at Bicester Gateway.

9. Tourism
In addition to the clear business benefits during the working week, the hotel at Bicester Gateway will also be open at week-ends and, therefore, able to make a contribution to tourism in Oxfordshire.  The need has been established for many years, as explained in the Ramidus Report.  For example, page 41 of the Tourism Development Action Plan 2015 – 2020 identifies “significant potential for hotel development in Bicester, including a 3/4 star level, as the town’s economy expands and new business parks are developed, and in  terms of capitalizing on the potential demand for overnight leisure, group tour and incentive travel stays related to Bicester Village”.  The report continues: “While town centre hotel development is desirable to contribute to vitality…. there are few (if any) other hotel sites in the town centre…..  There is a need to adopt a much more flexible approach in Bicester to allow hotel proposals in such out-of-town locations to be progressed”.
10. Place-making
The Design & Access Statement prepared by UMC Architects addresses all of the criteria listed in Policy Bicester 10 (so far as they are relevant to Phase 1) and sets out an exciting vision for a high quality business park, with an exciting but respectful approach to landscape design.

3.02 None of the above considerations raise matters that would warrant the refusal of planning permission or which cannot be dealt with by means of planning conditions.  On the contrary, the case for granting planning permission is very strong indeed.
3.03 We conclude that our application is consistent with the development plan (Section 2 of this Planning Statement) and there are no material considerations (Section 3) that would point towards any other decision than an approval of planning permission, subject to conditions and a Section 106.  

4.
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
4.01 We have a long track record of being an active stakeholder in the formulation of planning policy for Oxfordshire, especially in the context of economic development given our interests in Oxford Technology Park and our former roles as Directors of Arlington Securities (now Goodman), the owners of Oxford Business Park.  With this in mind, this Statement of Community Involvement does not set out every contact or meeting with every stakeholder over the years, but provides more than sufficient detail for Cherwell to be satisfied that we have engaged appropriately with the local community and relevant stakeholders.

4.02 We have been actively involved in the preparation of the Cherwell Local Plan and we appeared at the Examination in Public in June and December 2014.  We were also part of the stakeholder group for WYG’s Bicester Town Master Plan and we were on the Advisory Panel for SQW’s Oxfordshire Innovation Engine report, October 2013.
4.02 In the lead up to the submission of this planning application we presented to the following Parish Councils:

· Bicester Town Council (12 September 2016)

· Ambrosden Parish Council (15 September 2016)

· Wendlebury Parish Council (15 September and  6 October 2016)

· Chesterton Parish Council (4 October 2016)

4.03 Highways was raised as the main topic of discussion, particularly with Chesterton and Wendlebury; indeed, the second meeting with Wendlebury was designed specifically to ‘brain storm’ ideas for mitigating traffic through the village.  We explained that, based on our traffic surveys, approximately 14 cars from our Phase 1 might be expected to head south on Wendlebury Road in the peak hour.  That is one car every four minutes.  Leaving aside whether this is significant or not, the key point is that we can use the Framework Travel Plan to direct and manage the travel to work patterns of employees away from ‘rat runs’ through the villages.  In addition, the Travel Plan Manager will be given responsibility for liaising with local stakeholders, including the Parish Councils.
4.04 We have taken an open and proactive approach to community engagement and believe that we have taken all reasonable efforts to explain our proposals for Bicester Gateway.  We will continue to monitor local opinion and we will respond to any matters raised through the public consultation on our planning application.

5.
DECISION BASIS (THE ‘PLANNING BALANCE’)

5.01 The decision basis for the District Council is set out at paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework:

“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision taking.

For decision-taking this means:

· Approving development proposals that accord with  the development plan without delay; and

· Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting permission unless:

· Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or

· Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted [the Footnote gives a range of protected sites, including National Parks, Local Green Spaces and SSSIs]”

5.02 In short, this puts a positive emphasis on decision-taking or, put another way, “local authorities should look for solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every level should seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible” (paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF).  This is consistent with the Government’s wider growth agenda and its efforts to promote economic growth.  Bicester is firmly established as one of the four principal growth areas in Oxfordshire (as one of the ‘Country Towns’) but, as evidenced by the lack of B1 take up at Bicester Business Park, growth cannot be guaranteed, nor is it as simple as allocating land in the hope that employment will come.

5.03 We consider that, in light of the decision basis in paragraph 14 (above), our planning application should be approved because it is in accordance with the development plan, including the following policies:

· Policy PSD1

· Policy SLE1

· Policy SLE2

· Policy SLE3

· Policy SLE4

· Policy Bicester 10

5.04 These policies underscore the principle of development.  Other policies include various development control criteria, which are fully addressed by the various technical studies and reports submitted with this application.  Our proposals plainly accord with the development plan (as a whole) and, therefore, the decision basis provided by paragraph 14 (and Section 38(6)) applies.  Our proposals comprise sustainable development and ought to be permitted without delay. 

5.05 Putting aside the development plan, as a complementary and alternative decision basis, we are clear that the adverse impacts associated with granting our planning application would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF and Local Plan taken as a whole.  The economic benefits, in particular, are obvious and very significant.
5.06 In terms of the detail, there are no ecology, tree, landscape and visual, heritage, transportation, FRA, drainage, agricultural land, economic development, tourism or place-making considerations that would point to any other decision than an approval.  On the contrary, these considerations all provide support for our proposals.  We cannot see any material impacts, certainly none which cannot be mitigated or controlled by planning conditions and legal obligations in a Section 106 (or Section 278) Agreement.  

Section 106
5.07 The following matters can be covered in legal agreements: 
a.   Phased footway and cycleway improvements in the vicinity of Bicester Gateway.

b.   A new pedestrian crossing of the A41 north of the Vendee Drive roundabout.

c.   A new bus stop southbound to complement the bus stop on the opposite side of the carriageway.
d. A Site Wide Travel Plan.

e. Highway improvements around Vendee Drive and the site access.
5.08 We have recently signed the Section 106 for Oxford Technology Park so we are fully familiar with the processes at Oxfordshire County Council.  We would like to open discussions on detailed Heads of Terms for the Section 106 straight away.

The Planning Balance

5.09 In terms of paragraph 14 of the NPPF, Bicester Gateway accords with the development plan, in particular Policies PDS1, SLE2 and Bicester Policy 10.  This high quality business park will target knowledge economy (B1) jobs, and Phase 1 has been carefully designed to optimize the potential of the park.  Economic growth in Bicester is exceptionally important for the sub-region, especially as a means of siting jobs close to where many of the Oxford-centric workers live in order to help reduce commuting up and down the A34 and bring the economic benefits of growth to the town.  The economic, higher education and tourism strategies are very clear that Bicester is (and needs to be) a growth area.  Bicester Gateway is an important part of that and Bloombridge has a leading track record and unrivalled expertise in the delivery of high quality business parks.
5.10 In the unlikely event that the development plan is not considered supportive or is absent, silent or contradictory on our planning application (which it is not), we are clear, as per paragraph 14 of the NPPF, that there are no adverse impacts that would significantly outweigh the benefits; and there are no specific policies (listed in Footnote 9 of paragraph 14) that would indicate development should be restricted (eg the Green Belt, and AONB that are so dominant elsewhere in Oxfordshire).  

5.11 We conclude that the planning balance is very firmly in favour of granting planning permission.  There are no reasonable grounds for refusal.

6. CONCLUSION
6.01 Bicester Gateway is an allocated site and our proposals for Phase 1 are consistent with the development plan, namely the Cherwell Local Plan (adopted July 2015) Policies PSD1, SLE2 and Bicester Policy 10.  The principle of development was agreed with Cherwell in the Statement of Common Ground signed before the Examination in Public in December 2014.  The Local Plan Inspector agreed with our strategy for Phase 1.

6.02 The need for economic growth in Bicester has been a long held ambition (and need) of the sub-region for more than 30 years.  Phase 1 of Bicester Gateway, on its merits, provides an exceptionally valuable contribution and this planning application therefore marks a very important step towards realizing this ambition.
6.03 The technical studies submitted with this application identify no significant or demonstrable adverse impacts; none that could not be addressed through the Section 106 and conditions and none that would merit the refusal of permission.  
6.04 We consider that the need for Bicester Gateway is not simply established it is, in fact, an urgent and pressing need.  We would therefore request that planning permission is granted within the statutory 13 week period.
APPENDIX 1: SITE PLAN
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A full size (to scale) version of this plan is included within the Design & Access Statement.
APPENDIX 2: SHMM76 EXTRACT FROM THE LOCAL PLAN PROPOSALS MAP
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APPENDIX 3: INDICATIVE PHASING PLANS (AREAS APPROXIMATE)
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