
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 13/01056/OUT
Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 2:20 PM on 30 Jul 2013 from Mr Roger Shipway.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	South Lodge Fringford Road Caversfield Bicester OX27 8TH 

	Proposal:
	OUTLINE - Up to 200 residential units, access, amenity space and associated works 

	Case Officer:
	Rebecca Horley 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr Roger Shipway

	Email:
	

	Address:
	Aries Fringford Road, Caversfield, Oxfordshire OX27 8TH


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	Neighbour

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	In addition to my first comment, I wish to add further comments on the documentation supplied, adding further to the reason why the application should be refused: I would also like to comment on some of the documents attached to the application: Residential Travel Plan It is appreciated no OCC Highways comments are yet in the system, but I trust the following comment on the developers RTP show that as it stands the application should be refused 1. There are a number of inaccuracies: i. 3.1.6 states that the southern side of Skimmingdish Lane “hosts a large driver training facility”. This is incorrect and the site of the old DCTA is now the residential development known as the Garden Quarter. On this basis any conclusions by the report have not been made using the true facts of the development’s location. ii. 3.1.11 and 3.1.12 indicates Buckingham Road and Banbury Road are both subject to 30mph limits. This is not correct. iii. 4.9 states the cycle/footway is on the northern side of the A4095, when in fact it on the southern side. iv. 5.1.3 and 5.3.5 dismisses these stops as irrelevant. The A4421 south bound bus stop DOES have a shelter and seating (though not yet an electrical connection). Both stops are well used by residents to access service X5 direct to Oxford (avoiding a change in Bicester) and stops to Cambridge (including Buckingham, Milton Keynes and Bedford). The development will add to this usage and it essential that safer crossing across the eastern end of Skimmingdish Lane and movement across the VERY busy A4421 is provided. v. 5.3.4. The bus stop is for use of USAF children transport to and from their school, and is on USAF/MOD property. It is fairly obvious that the applicant has assumed it is for local village transport which is not correct. Perhaps the service provider (now changed) should have been consulted. 2 3.1.7 states the road to the south of the site is unnamed. In actual fact locally it is known as Aunt Emm’s Lane. It is also signed as not suitable for HGVs, though this does not appear to stop lorries and buses using the road. The plan admits that this road is used as a “rat-run” to avoid the Fringford Road/A4095 junction. The access to Fringford Road is not at a 90 degree angle resulting in a very difficult turn out, especially for USAF LH drive vehicles. There have been a number of accidents over the years, mostly car damage, but a very serious one occurred some years ago resulting in the road being closed for some time while the Fire Services had to cut open a car to allow the occupants to be medically dealt with. The other access point off the Banbury Road is also not ideal, in so far if cars are waiting to leave the road, the access is blocked to all but the smallest vehicles. Without major widening of the Lane and the re working of the junctions adding more vehicles from this development only aggravates the problem. The cost of this work must be paid for by Cala, and must be in addition to, rather than within any usual S106 agreement. Without this undertaking outline plans should be refused. 3. Nowhere in the travel plan does it actually state the increase in vehicular movements as a result of the development, but only states that attempts will be made to reduce the impact by 4% from the normal. Without knowledge of actual movements I assume that 200 houses occupied by 400 adults using their individual cars for 75% of their journeys at least twice a day will result in an extra 600 car movements in and out of the village per day just for work and school travel. Since this is usually condensed into 2 hours at the beginning and end of the day we are talking of one extra vehicle every 12 seconds. On top of that will be travel for social purposes. The present road infrastructure is not capable of sustaining this volume. No mention has been made of the effect of Cherwood House on the statistics and calculations, both in respect of non-car owning residents and travel to work arrangements of employees. Without this data it is likely the statistics are skewed and therefore any conclusions drawn from them have to be suspect. 4. The Plan states that new residents will be provided with personal alarms and local transport season tickets to encourage them to walk and use public transport. This is an admission by Cala that this site is not suitable for their proposed development. If the current facilities are not good enough then the developer should withdraw the plan, or agree to undertake work to make it so. It is imperative that the underlying cause is dealt with. Based on all of the above it is obvious that the Residential Travel Plan has been constructed without an understanding of local issues, and as such is sufficient grounds for refusal. 


