Objection to planning application 20/02453/F
There are many well documented and substantive issues in submissions by other objectors.
It seems to me that CDC is confronted not only by these but by a lack of joined -up thinking
across different authorities and departments resulting in competing and perhaps
incompatible demands in various Plans over time.
The submission by Peter Frampton, document 040920-10364, (4/9/20) presents the trail of
historical planning permissions for land use, especially in relation to OCC’s MW.0090/14 and
OCC MW 0076/16 and the current application, revealing that - if I understand it correctly the permission of change of use for the Stone Cutter Yard was elevated to Class B2
whereby planning permission does not restrict development on the site to stone cutting only.
What happened to conditions for re-instatement : were there none?
He claims that there is a perfect fit between the permission at HGQ , existing employment
land and the benefit of permission for class B2 development; well away from significant
building and that the provisions of the planning permission do not restrict the form of B2
development. His conclusion is that the site has the benefit of full, legal planning permission
for class B2 on an existing site, ready for Cherwell to ‘focus on’ employment development
(Policy SLE1) in Banbury, Bicester & Kidlington and including rural areas. So here at HGQ
we have a committed employment site that is presently vacant when employment
development appears to be the dominant policy provision in the Cherwell Core Strategy? We
are made aware of previous legal precedents lest challenge is a temptation.
We learn here too, that the move by CERTAS is prompted by the incompatability of their
current business location with the Canalside residential development; ‘some industry may be
more difficult to locate alongside new homes ‘… ‘away from residential uses and amenities’
and that moving to HGQ will allow also for the expansion of a more efficient operation,
productivity will be improved for the company by this investment, that they are expected to
locate on land allocated for development and that this application falls within the right of a
‘flexible approach’ by the Council.
In 5.2 on Highway Safety, we are given parameters on the number of fuel trucks per week,
per day, as well as night time deliveries by super tankers, Mon-Sat., and of hours of
operation. We’re assured that this traffic will be confined to A roads and will have negligible
impact on the local highway network and the villages surrounding them. (After all,
permission can be refused ‘if there is unacceptable impact on highway safety and if the
residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe’). We can usefully contrast
these numbers of vehicle trips with previously granted permissions for heavy road traffic.
In 5.29 he claims that the proposed development will not have a significant impact on
residential amenity or offer unacceptable disturbance to the residential community because
the operation of the site is considered acceptable from noise and air quality perspectives.
So, no adverse impact, thus complying with the requirements of NPPF and the Cherwell
Local Plan.
In his conclusion to section 6, he claims simply ’this is seeking planning permission for
employment generating development on a committed employment site which has an extant
planning permission for Class B2 development: it is compliant with Policy SLE1 and the
proposals are consistent with other relevant policies in the Development Plan.’ Additionally,
CERTAS will contribute to the local economy and maintain existing employment. We also
learn that the building might provide for 34 personnel and still be compliant with Policy SLE4.
How does all of that match up with reality?

