From: PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk [mailto:PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 02 April 2013 21:51
To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 13/00321/OUT
Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 9:51 PM on 02 Apr 2013 from Mr Robert Kinchin-Smith.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	Land Including OS7400, 5257, 4976, 2661, And 5257 South Of Salt Way Adj To Bloxham Road Banbury 

	Proposal:
	OUTLINE - 1000 dwellings together with a local centre including retail (A1), financial services (A2), restaurants (A3-A5), up to a combined total floorspace of 1000m2, employment space (B1) up to a total floorspace of 5000m2 with the B1(a) office component limited to a maximum of 2,500m2, associated car parking, a community primary school (including space for community uses (D1) and assembly and leisure uses (D2)), green infrastructure including formal and informal open space, amenity space, retained hedgerows, structural landscaping, supporting infrastructure (including gas, electricity, sewerage, water, telecommunications), sustainable urban drainage systems, new connection to the A361 Bloxham Road, pedestrian and cycling connections to the surrounding footpath and cycle network and any necessary demolition and ground remodelling 

	Case Officer:
	Laura Bailey 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr Robert Kinchin-Smith

	Email:
	

	Address:
	24 Springfield Avenue, Banbury, Oxfordshire OX16 9HT


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	General Public

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	Views of the Banbury Civic Society on the Proposed Development at Salt Way, Banbury (13/00321/OUT) I write for and on behalf of the Banbury Civic Society. we object to this application, as it breaks the long-established principle, upheld at previous Inquiries, that Banbury should not extend beyond Salt Way and the town’s natural bowl. The appeal site, and its proposed extensions, forms part of a larger site on both sides of the A361 that has been repeatedly put forward by the land-owner(s) or third-parties whenever the various iterations of Cherwell’s development plan have come forward since the (adopted) Cherwell Local Plan 1996: viz. the still-born Cherwell Local Plan 2011, the Cherwell Core Strategy and now the emerging Cherwell Local Plan and Banbury Masterplan. The applicants are now trying to force the site again by seeking to exploit the NPPF and its ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ in the absence of an up-to-date development plan. This is notwithstanding that the site has been rejected every time it has been proposed previously; by the public, by the Planning Inspectorate (at appeal), by Cherwell’s officers and its elected members. On every occasion sites south of Salt Way have been found to be damaging and unsustainable, in terms of distance to the station, motorway and major employment (necessitating cross-town journeys in each case), impact on public amenity (Banbury Fringe Circular Walk, Bodicote Circular Walk, Salt Way nature trail and National Cycle Network), impact on heritage (Salt Way, Listed buildings, archaeology and historic landscape) and impact on the landscape, countryside and visual amenity. Whilst it is to be regretted that Cherwell does not yet enjoy an up to date development plan, some sixteen years spent consulting over various local plan iterations has got us to a point where there is a broad consensus between the public and the policy-makers about how Banbury should develop and how (and where) it can most beneficially grow. If this aggressive, speculative application is permitted, against all public opinion and all existing and emerging policy, it will open a Pandora’s box of follow-on applications, potentially up to the 2895 homes hoped for by the applicant and Barwood. This would leave the emerging Local Plan and Banbury Masterplan in absolute tatters and make a complete mockery of the years of hard work and democratic consultation that have led up to them. We acknowledge the lack of an up-to-date development plan. We acknowledge the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ contained in the NPPF. We acknowledge the need for more homes, particularly affordable homes. Those things being taken as read, there are far more sustainable sites already identified for those homes that are needed. The appeal proposal is unwanted and is inherently unsustainable. Permitting it would fly in the face of Localism and democratic process. We would thus urge the Council to refuse this application. Yours sincerely Rob Kinchin-Smith (Acting Chairman, Banbury Civic Society) 


