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1.0
INTRODUCTION 

1.1
This document supplements the “College Fields, Banbury, Outline Planning Application”; which comprises the Planning Statement, and Environmental Statement Volumes 1 and 2, which was submitted, and registered by Cherwell District Council (CDC) on the 4th July 2005. 

1.2
The document follows guidance outlined in Part V, 19, (1) of the ‘Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England & Wales) Regulations 1999’, and in accordance with those regulations is referred to as “Further information” to the College Fields Environmental Statement. The document should therefore be read in conjunction with the submitted application documents.
 

1.3
Consultation responses have been received by CDC on the Planning Application during the determination period. CDC have analysed the responses and on the 19th September 2005 they wrote to the applicants seeking clarification on a number of issues. A copy of the letter dated 19th September 2005 is attached in Appendix 1. 

1.4
For clarity, each of the issues raised within CDCs letter of the 19th September is quoted, followed by the applicants response, in terms of further clarifying information. Any additional text and amendments to the submitted Outline Planning Application documents are shown highlighted and underlined.


PLANNING APPLICATION

1.6
“1;
Please provide copies of both the Assessment plan and indicative masterplan at a scale of 1:2500”.

1.7
The Assessment Plan and Concept Masterplan are presented within Environmental Statement Volume 1, Figures 4 and 5 respectively at a scale of 1:5000. The Concept Masterplan and Assessment Plan have been updated to reflect comments from CDC. The definitive Concept Masterplan is therefore JJG.B.002 rev E, and the updated Assessment Plan 1644/P/103/D. Copies of these plans are attached as requested and have been enlarged to a scale of 1:2500 within Appendix 2 of this report.


1.8
“2;
The Application is for 1087 (sic) dwellings. This is more than the figure identified in the Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan 2011. Please provide a justification for the higher number of dwellings proposed so that this matter can be considered further.
1.9
The Outline Planning Application is for the provision of up to 1070 dwellings.

1.10
It is accepted that the NSCLP identifies the site as being able to accommodate 950 dwellings in the period to 2011, however in preparing the Outline Planning Application and associated Urban Design Framework the applicants concluded that in making the best use of land (as required by paragraph 57 and 58 of PPG 3), 1070 dwellings could be accommodated within the development parcels allocated in the NSCLP. 

1.11
The Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 has now been adopted. The new Structure Plan requires a housing provision of about 3700 dwellings over the period of 2001-2016. Therfore whilst the scale of housing provision included within the planning application seeks a higher number that is within the NSCLP, the scale of provision is in keeping with the adopted Structure Plan requirement for the town. Accordingly the applicants are satisfied that the application is in line with the development plan for Banbury. However if CDC want to phase the additional 120 dwellings such that they could not be implemented until post 2011, the applicants would be content with such an approach.

1.11
 “3;
 Please confirm the position with regard to the canal basin. Has this opportunity been explored or marketed?. What are the implications for the existing drainage that runs in this location?.

1.12
It is considered that any marketing of the canal basin is premature in advance of a resolution to grant permission by the CDC.  Once that decision is taken the applicants  will agree a strategy with CDC, which involves the effective marketing of the site details of which will be set out in the Section 106 Agreement. Drainage matters are discussed fully in section 8.0.


1.13
“ 4;
There are a number of errors in the naming of schools. Within the Planning Statement at 5.12 Blessed George Napier School is refereed to as on Chatsworth Drive when it is not. Banbury School and north Oxfordshire College are described as the same distance from the site, which is clearly not the case. “
1.14 
This is noted. Paragraph 5.12 of the Planning Statement is corrected with new amended text shown highlighted in red. Paragraph 5.12 should therefore read;


5.12
J.J. Gallagher Ltd. and Hallam Land Management Ltd. have agreed with Oxfordshire County Council as Education Authority to provide one new primary school within the new neighbourhood.   The school will be constructed during the Plan period, to 2011.   The nearest existing primary schools are the Bishop Loveday CE School situated on White Post Road, Bodicote (1km from the southern site (AREA B) but 1.5km from the northern site (AREA A), the Grange Primary School off Avocet Way, Cherwell Heights (1.50 km from AREA B and 0.90 km from (AREA A) and St. John’s (Catholic) Primary School also off Avocet Way (1.50km from AREA B and 0.90km from AREA A).  The nearest secondary schools are Banbury School and Blessed George Napier (Catholic) School about 2.3km from AREA B site and 2.2km from AREA A.  The above are approximate walking distances to the schools from the centre of the two development areas and are based on the most direct footway/footpath routes available.  It is noted that the George Napier School is closer to the two sites than the Banbury School.  

1.15
“ 5;
The application is unclear about what is proposed in the way of retail uses and employment uses. The application describes uses as being proposed over retail uses. It also identifies the floor area of B1 proposed but describes this as on the first floor over ground floor retail uses or as small office units. The concept masterplan simply identifies areas for retail and employment. Please clarify how it is intended that the retail and employment floor space will be provided i.e. size and location of units and identification demand.”

1.16
The provision and occupancy of retail and employment units will be market led.  It is difficult at this stage to be precise about the retail floorspace.   The applicants would therefore look to agree with CDC an upper limit, to be conditioned as a part of the permission.   For employment, provisionally the applicants are working on the creation of 2,200 sq.m. of B1 floorspace on a 0.8 ha site within/adjacent to the centre as shown on the Concept Masterplan.  The scale of the retail provision and other uses is set out in paragraph. 6.15 (i) of the Planning Statement.

1.17
For clarity Paragraph 6.18 of the Planning Statement should therefore read: 

6.18
About 200 jobs will be provided within the neighbour-hood centre and in offices adjacent to the residential areas in the southern part of the site.  It is envisaged that some 2,200 sqm of office floorspace will be constructed on 0.8 ha of land in and adjacent to the neighbourhood centre, as shown on the Concept Masterplan.  Some 140 jobs at an employment density of 16 sqm per workspace will be provided in this way.  The remaining jobs (60) will be within the retail, public house, school and the medical centre.
1.18
“ 6;
The Planning Statement makes reference to providing play areas in accordance with the Councils policy. It would appear from the indicative layout that the proposal would not meet this standard.

1.19
The submitted Concept Masterplan identified within the Community Park two Local Equipped Areas of Childrens Play (LEAPS), and one Multi Use Games Area (MUGA). These are based on standards identified from the National Playing Fields Association and Sport England. 

1.20
An additional LEAP is included on the edge of the Community Park adjacent to AREA B, and is shown on the revised Concept Masterplan (Appendix 2).  

1.21
“ 7;
The Planning Statement makes reference to enhanced footpath links to the Oxford Canal Walk, Jurrasic Way and Banbury Town Centre and to the provision of a new towpath along the west bank of the canal to provide pedestrian links to Banbury.

1.22
This is noted. These are shown on the updated Concept Masterplan (Appendix 2)

1.23
“ 8;
The North Oxfordshire PCT Partnership has now identified a need for site that could accommodate a building of 320m2” 

1.24
Paragraph 2.8 Bullet point 4 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 states that the College Fields development will provide the provision of community facilities, to include land for a Primary Health Care Facility. This is shown on the Concept Masterplan (Appendix 2). Paragraph 6.15 iii of the Planning Statement and Paragraph 4.42 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 have been amended to reflect the needs of the North Oxfordshire PCT Partnership. 

1.25
Paragraph 6.15 iii of the Planning Statement should therefore read;


6.15 
Within the southern development area a range of neighbourhood uses and services will be focussed on an area of civic space and along the main access road into the site from Oxford Road.


The principal land uses within this area are shown on Plan 2 and comprise.

    
(i)
Retail.    It is considered that a local shop or group of shops will be incorporated within the areas shown on Plan 2 to provide a small supermarket and/or a group of smaller shop units, for the sale of general groceries, newspapers/magazines, to meet the day to day needs of the local residents.  There may also be a hairdressers, pharmacy and sub-post office.  It is envisaged that all retail uses will be on the ground floor with residential over.

                       (ii)
A building for community use, and a site for a separate place of worship if required. 

              
(iii)
Primary Health Care Facilities are required by the North Oxfordshire PCT Partnership and a site to accommodate a health centre of 320 sqm as requested by the Trust is shown on the Concept Masterplan.

(iv)
Employment – see para 6.18 below   

1.26
Paragraph 4.42 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 should therefore read:

4.42
The Cherwell Vale Primary Healthcare Trust advise that the Hightown Surgery is operating at or near capacity. They advise that the population generated by the application proposals will support a new local practice. A site is identified within AREA B to provide for the construction of surgery premises.  The Trust have advised that a building in the order of 320 sqm will be required and this can be accommodated on the site.

2.0
PLANNING STATEMENT- SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL

2.1
“1;
The identification of the site area as being an Area of High Landscape Value in the adopted Cherwell Local Plan is missed.

2.2
This is noted. The Planning Statement Sustainability Audit is amended with additional text, and is presented in full in Appendix 3. However, it must be noted that the Area of High Landscape Value hugs the built up fringe of the urban area of the town to the north, west and south, with the only significant excluded area being to the east of the river valley in the vicinity of the sewage treatment works.

2.3
Planning Policy Statement 7 (PPS 7) advocates the use of Landscape Character Assessments to be used as a tool to provide sufficient protection for valued landscapes, without the need for rigid local designations, which may restrict sustainable development. Paragraph 25 states; “Local landscape designations should only be maintained, or exceptionally, extended where it can be clearly shown that criteria-based planning policies cannot provide the necessary protection”..

2.4
Oxfordshire County Councils; “Oxfordshire Wildlife and Landscape Study (OWLS)”, provides a comprehensive landscape character assessment of the County. The site, and land south of Banbury, is defined within two landscape types; “Upstanding Village Farmlands”, and “Farmland Slopes and Valley Sides”. The key landscape recommendations of safeguarding and enhancing landscape character are met by the  development proposals.

2.5
“ 2;
The statement that “coalescence” is not considered an issue appears perverse. It was identified by the Inspector as an issue for the land in considering the allocations in the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and is significant concern of local people.” 

2.6 This is noted. The Planning Statement Sustainability Audit is amended with additional text, and is presented in full in Appendix 3.

2.7
“ 3;
The existing swing bridges are fixed in an open position and therefore do not provide footpath access to the towpath as stated.” 

2.8
It is the applicants intention to secure the re-use of the swing bridges through the installation of a mechanical motor installation to facilitate able bodied and disabled pedestrian traffic across the canal, it is proposed to implement a scheme to automate the existing lifting bridge structures, which will ensure that the canal remains navigable when not being used by pedestrians. 
2.9
A small cabinet containing a geared motor and control installation will be built beside each structure, together with a post on each bank with switches controlling the up and down movement of the structures.  The existing structures will also have the parapets upgraded for safety reasons. The detailed design of these features will be of the upmost importance in order to respect the setting and appearance of the listed structures. 
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT VOLUME 1 AND 2

3.0 SCOPING OPINION CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

3.1
“The scoping opinion sought consideration of construction impacts and these have not clearly or consistently been addressed throughout the Environmental Statement. Where they have been considered for example as part of the ecological resources reference is simply made to best practice being used to mitigate the effects but it is not clear what best practice is to be or how it will be delivered and monitored.”

3.2
All construction impacts are capable of being resolved and minimised. Following approval to grant, the applicants will provide a “Construction Environmental Management Plan”(CEMP). This will be developed in conjunction with the local Environmental Health Department and provide an appropriate code of practice to be followed during construction works. 

4.0
SOCIO – ECONOMIC ISSUES

4.1
“Reference is made to the lack of space available in existing primary schools in the area and the provision on site of a new school, but it is not clear what provision will be made for children prior to the new primary school being available. This is an area of considerable concern.

4.2
The applicants have been advised by the County Council that in order to accommodate the pupils generated by the initial occupying households, temporary classrooms will need to be considered in the initial years, located at the nearest Primary Schools to the site.  These are Bishop Loveday CE School (Bodicote) and the Grange Primary School (Cherwell Heights).  Until the application is approved and more details of the construction programme for the primary school and the housing are known, the County Council are not in a position to consider how many temporary classrooms may be required and their location.  The County Council would also take into account the forecast pupil numbers for those schools at that time.  Broadly it is anticipated that a maximum of two classrooms will be needed on the basis that the Primary School on the site is opened at or around the time when the 200th home is completed.  The applicants wish to ensure that the school is opened as soon as practicable, having regard to the need to have a viable pupil roll arising from the development at the time the school opens. Timing will be negotiated through the S106 negotiations.

4.3
Paragraph 4.28 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 includes additional text and should therefore read:

4.28
Within AREA B there will be a site of 2.09 ha for a new Primary School and associated playing fields.  This will accommodate the demand generated by the proposed development.  It would also provide some places to accommodate the forecast levels of demand which exceed capacity at the adjoining schools.  The school will be developed during the early phases of the scheme.  In the interim period before the completion of the school the pupils generated by the occupying households of the earliest phases of the development will be accommodated at the nearby primary schools where capacity will be increased by the construction of temporary classrooms.

4.4
“The chapter makes reference to the provision of land for a community hall and also to the facility being available. Reference elsewhere refers to a place of worship. There is clearly a difference and the Environmental statement should be clear about what is proposed. This also applies to the provision of other facilities such as the surgery site.

4.5
This is noted. Paragraph 4.31 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 has been amended in order to clarify the position. Paragraphs 4.32 should therefore read;  

4.31
The existing nearby community facilities at Bodicote and at Cherwell Heights are unlikely in terms of their size and location to be considered appropriate to meet the likely demands arising from the population growth of the new development at College Fields.   In line with Policy H.10 (v) provision will be made for land for a Community Hall, and a place of worship within AREA B.  The Community Hall will provide a venue for a place of worship and in addition land will be available for a dedicated place of worship to built should the Community wish to acquire the same. The facility will be available for use by existing residents in southern Banbury where there is only one Community Hall available to serve residents in the Easington and Calthorpe Wards.  

4.6
A parallel amendment is made to Paragraph 6.15 iii of the Planning Statement (see paragraph 1.25 above)

4.7
“Statements relating to pitch provision are inaccurate. The land identified in the Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan 2011 to the north of Banbury Rugby Club was not to meet the existing shortfall in pitch provision but was identified as the preferred location of pitches to serve the proposed development. Pitches provided as part of the Hanwell Fields development are being provided to meet the needs of that development and not to address the pitch shortfall.

4.8 The reference to Hanwell Fields in the text of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 has been deleted. Paragraph 4.38 should therefore read:

4.28
Additional provision to meet the assessed shortfall in Banbury, which the Cherwell Recreational Open Space Assessment refers to, will be addressed by the Council and will include options such as, the introduction of community uses at the playing fields of Blessed George Napier School, the increased use of facilities at Bodicote Park and the use of the land adjacent to Bodicote Park as allocated in the NSCLP.

4.9
CDC report of 2001 (Cherwell District Rural Areas and Banbury Town Outdoor Sports, Childrens Play Areas and other Recreational Open Space Assessment) at paragraph 7.6 makes reference to measures to rectify the shortfall in football pitches in Banbury, which include:

· new football pitches as part of the Hanwell Fields development

· the possible conversion of rugby football pitches at Bodicote Park

· the introduction of the community use of pitches at Blessed George Napier School

· additional pitches as part of the Bankside (College Fields) development

4.10
This same report post dates the 2001 First Deposit Draft of the Local Plan and does not specifically refer to the allocation of the land adjacent to Bodicote Park for sports pitch provision associated with Bankside (College Fields)

4.11
Detailed discussions with CDC about the provision and location of sports pitches to meet the demands emanating from College Fields, concluded that they could be located in the area of open land between Bankside (road) and AREA B.  

4.12
This would serve to safeguard the “Bodicote Gap” ,whilst, at the same time, re-enforcing a link between Banbury and the new development.  This location for the sports facilities is also more readily accessible to the Cherwell Heights area of Banbury, and their use will, in part, address the under-provision of such facilities in the town, as referred to in the above noted report. A cross section through the Formal Sports Provision is included in Appendix 4.

4.13
Amendments have been made to the text of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 in order to clarify matters. Paragraphs 4.37 and 4.38 should therefore read:

4.37
The NSCLP allocates land to the south of College Fields and to the north of Banbury Rugby (Policy R1) (Land adjacent to Bodicote Park).  This proposal does not however form part of the application, and is outside the application site.
4.38
Additional provision to meet the assessed shortfall in Banbury, which the Cherwell Recreational Open Space Assessment refers to, will be addressed by the Council and will include options such as, the introduction of community uses at the playing fields of Blessed George Napier School, the increased use of facilities at Bodicote Park and the use of the land adjacent to Bodicote Park as allocated in the NSCLP.
4.14
“The assumptions behind the suggested number of jobs created should be provided”.

4.15
The observation as to the number of jobs derives from Appendix 4 of the Local Plan.  How these will be accommodated is set out in amendments to paragraphs 4.46 and 4.47 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 and Paragraph 6.18 of the Planning Statement.

4.16
Paragraph 4.46 and 4.47 should read:

4.46 
Within the development some 2.200 sq.m of employment floorspace (B1 uses only) will be incorporated.  It is envisaged that this will provide for about 140 additional jobs, and will be located within AREA B, based on a density of 16 sqm per employee.

4.47
Other employment opportunities will be available within the retail proposals in the Public House, the Primary School and at the new local primary healthcare facilities.  Overall it is estimated that 200 jobs will be provided within the development.
4.17
Paragraph 6.18 of the Planning Statement should read:

6.18
About 200 jobs will be provided within the neighbour-hood centre and in offices adjacent to the residential areas in the southern part of the site.  It is envisaged that some 2,200 sqm of office floorspace will be constructed on 0.8 ha of land in and adjacent to the neighbourhood centre, as shown on the Concept Masterplan.  Some 140 jobs at an employment density of 16 sqm per workspace will be provided in this way.  The remaining jobs (60) will be within the retail, public house, school and the medical centre.

5.0
LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL RESOURCES

5.1
“Cross sections through the valley indicating the height of proposed buildings and the impact of the mitigation measures provided would assist in demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation.”

5.2
This is noted. Additional Illustrative Cross sections are presented in Appendix 4. This demonstrates the landscape mitigation proposals, showing the screening effects achieved by the existing topography, and existing and proposed planting.

5.3
“The assessment makes relatively little reference to the visual impact of Area A. Reference is made to ‘structural perimeter planting’ being provided around Area A but plans only show planting to the boundary with the canal. No reference is made to the impact of the proposed canal basin.”

5.4
Potential visual impacts arising from the development, to include AREA A, have been assessed. An illustrative cross section from the Cherwell Valley across AREA A is included in Appendix 4 to demonstrate the landscape mitigation proposals. 

5.5
The Assessment Plan (Appendix 2) shows perimeter structural landscape planting along the western edge of AREA A.  

5.6
The landscape impact of the Canal Basin has been assessed as part of the development proposed along the canal corridor. To clarify matters, Paragraph 5.109 should read:

5.109
Clearly proposed built development on the plateau and abutting the Canal to include the Canal Basin will result in a high magnitude of landscape change over a localised area.  However, the creation of a high quality mixed use development set within a well landscape setting, to include the Community Park, will ultimately be beneficial to the locality and landscape. 

5.7
The visual impact of the development to include the enhancements along the canal and the Canal Basin has been assessed within Paragraph 5.122-5.124 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1.   Paragraph 5.124 which concerns the representative viewpoint from the Oxford Canal towpath and bridges has been amended and should read:

5.124
Structural perimeter planting would be designed around AREA A, filtering the built development. As a consequence of Viewpoints G’s location some initial views would be afforded of built development to include the Canal Basin as the viewer moves northward. These would however, be seen against the backdrop of Cherwell Heights, and would be heavily filtered by new planting.  Overall, a mix of open grassland, hedgerows, tree planting and woodland blocks would progressively enhance the visual scene. The areas landscape character and biodiversity would be positively enhanced. Impact would be negligible adverse.

5.8
“Construction work is described as being carried out in accordance with best practice to minimise any impact but it is not clear what this is or how it would be maintained.”

5.9
All construction impacts are capable of being resolved and minimised. Following approval to grant, the applicants will provide a “Construction Environmental Management Plan” (CEMP). This will be developed in conjunction with the local Environmental Health Department and provide an appropriate code of practice to be followed during construction works. 

5.10
“Considerable reliance is placed on a new landscape structure, particularly within the proposed park, in mitigation of the impact of the development. However, it is not clear what is to be provided or how or when this would be provided, how long it would take to be effective.”

5.11
Additional information is provided by an Illustrative Landscape Mitigation Strategy, which is presented in Appendix 4. This shows in more detail the Community Park’s mitigation landscape of woodland, hedgerow and open space provision. Typical species mixes are shown.  As illustrated by the cross sections the existing topography provides effective screening of the development. This is further reinforced by the new structural planting. The mitigation proposals show effective planting at year 5 and at year 15.

6.0
ECOLGOGICAL RESOURCES

6.1
“The Environment Agency has raised concerns about the failure to identify springs and a pond in Area A and the retention of buffer zones around water courses. Again details of their comments have been forwarded to you. What steps are being taken to address these concern?”

6.2
Comments made by the Environment Agency (EA) regarding the presence of ponds and springs within the site have been withdrawn, following discussion with the applicants.  The EA have accepted that no springs or ponds occur within 900m of the site, that were not identified within the Environmental Statement Volume 1. The EA have informed the applicants that a letter is to be forwarded to CDC on this matter, withdrawing their comment. 

6.3
“Inadequate information is provided regarding the proposed hedgerows and trees on the site particularly with regard to the criteria contained in the Hedgerow regulations. No clear justification is provided for the removal of hedgerows and the location of hedgerows to be removed are not clearly illustrated.”

6.4
This is noted. Paragraph 6.10 of the Environmental Statement is amended and should read:

6.10
An assessment all trees within the site was undertaken to identify all trees in the review area with a girth of greater than 15cm d.b.h. and record intrinsic features, the presence of microhabitats, associated features and fauna which all may enhance the trees value to wildlife.  The following was noted:-

· State of development

· Diameter at breast height, approximate height and canopy spread

· State of health in terms of crown density, leaf colour and presence/signs of rot

· Presence of epiphytes or symbionts

· Presence and size of cavities
6.5
The results of this survey are provided in Appendix 5: Table 1.  No significant over-mature specimens were identified within the site, which are of enhanced value due to the dependence of a number of saproxylic species on such trees.

6.6
No mature or semi-mature trees are to be removed as a result of the development and impacts are therefore not considered to be significant.  Furthermore, as all trees are located within retained hedgerows, which will be protected by a minimum 10m wide green corridor during and following construction, no significant impacts are likely to arise as a result of the development.

6.7
Hedgerows were carefully surveyed to determine if any hedgerows within the site met the criteria of an “important” hedgerow as determined by the Hedgerow Regulations (1997) (Statutory Instrument 1160).  The regulations specify in detail how the criteria are met, which can be on archaeological or wildlife grounds.  A brief summary of the regulations is included within Appendix 5.

6.8
The result of the survey is presented in Appendix 5: Table 2. The table should be read in conjunction with the Phase 1 Habitat Plan (Figure 1, Appendix 6, Environmental Statement Volume 2.)

6.9
A total of 10 hedgerows meet the criteria of an important hedgerow under the Wildlife Criteria of the Hedgerow Regulations.  The nature conservation value of hedges is considered to be high generally within the site boundary. The retention of hedgerows was an important component of the masterplanning process. All retained hedgerows are shown on the Assessment Plan (Appendix 2)

6.10
Paragraph 6.73 of the Environmental Statement volume 1 is amended and should read:

6.73
Habitat fragmentation may impact on local fauna and flora, which currently use the site or may colonise from adjacent areas through linear features or suitable habitat.   However, this impact is limited due to the retention of the majority of hedgerows within the development layout and the intensively managed and disturbed nature of much of the site.  The overall majority of hedgerows are to be retained intact and the development is located adjacent to existing residential areas, no more than minor to insignificant impacts can be expected.   The disruption will be caused by severance of hedgerows by internal access roads. This includes a minor loss of hedgerows H2, H4, H14, H17, H20, and the loss of H19, which is a relatively recent hedge separating a horse paddock from the adjacent arable field. This does not meet the criteria of an “important” hedgerow under the hedgrow regulations, and the loss is not considered of signifcant adverse impact. (see Figure 1, Appendix 6, Environmental Statement Volume 2) .  

6.11
In mitigation, significant additional hedgerow, woodland and tree planting is proposed within the 35.51 ha of the Community Park. Existing hedgerows within AREA A and B will be reinforced by new hedgerow and or tree planting. Following approval to grant, the design and management of these hedgerows and woodland would be further detailed within the Design Code.

6.12
“The Environmental Statement makes reference to further survey work relating to bats and bird surveys. Details of the survey work to be carried out is required and details of when the results of survey work will be available. Details of the badger survey work and mitigation measures are required.”

6.13
With regard to further survey work, the site has been visited on three occasions for the purpose of the breeding birds survey. This followed the methodology used by the British Trust for Ornithology  (BTO) Breeding Bird Survey 1994.  On each visit, all birds exhibiting breeding behaviour were noted along with their location.  Each survey visit lasted approximately six hours and was undertaken in the morning (5:00 to 12:00am) when territorial behaviour is more apparent.  All surveys were undertaken on days selected for low wind-speed and dry weather.

6.14
Including the survey work identified within the Environmental Statement a total of 34 bird species were observed within the site, 33 of which are confirmed or considered as probable/possible breeding species.  No species identified are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) or considered as rare species in the country, although corn bunting is considered as a rare species in Oxfordshire by the Oxfordshire Ornithological Society.  Appendix 5: Table 3 provides a summary of the survey information.

6.15
The number of species recorded in an area is a simple measure of diversity that can indicate its importance at each season of the year.  Fuller (1980) gives the following breeding diversity criteria: National importance 85+ breeding species, Regional 84 – 70, County 69 – 50 and Local 49 – 25.  

6.16
Of the species recorded in Table 3 those species found on the BoCC Red list and included as priority UK or Cherwell BAP species are regarded as having the greatest nature conservation value, and included corn bunting, linnet, skylark song thrush and yellowhammer.  Additional red list species also included starling and house sparrow.  As red list species, these are species whose breeding population has decreased or whose breeding range has contracted by 50% or more in the last 25 years.

6.17
A further eight species occur on the BoCC Amber list: dunnock, house martin, kestrel, mistle thrush, snow bunting, swallow and yellow wagtail.  All apart from snow bunting, which given the time of year must be an escape, are considered as likely breeding species.

6.18
With 33 potential breeding species the site is considered to be of local importance to breeding birds and does not therefore support an outstanding breeding bird assemblage.

6.19
Further information on Badger Surveys has been produced and is presented within a separate accompanying Appendix 7.  This has been issued to CDC, and on request it can be forwarded to bona fide organisations. 

6.20
With regard to the potential impact on bats, no bat roosts will be lost as a result of the development.  Some losses of hedgerow vegetation occur, due to the internal street network. These are likely to lead to a localised loss of 10-13m lengths.  The impact on bat corridors arising as a result of this loss is not considered to be significant, as most bats will readily cross gaps of this nature.  Additional planting within the Community Park will provide increased corridor and foraging habitat, and with the sympathetic management of existing hedgerows, greatly improve available habitat within the site, which is currently dominated by arable land, of no value to bats.  

6.21
“It is unclear to what extent the proposed canal basin has been taken into account in the consideration of ecological resources.”

6.22
The proposed canal basin may increase boat traffic on the canal and subsequently increase the disturbance of the associated canal habitat both within the site and elsewhere within the wider area.  However, any increase in boat traffic is unlikely to be significant because of the size of the basin, and the rural location of the basin and canal.  Nevertheless, some localised impact from an increase in suspended silt due to the manoeuvring of boats may occur. This would be compensated for by the provision of secluded wetland features within the Community Park.  These would provide small areas of open water, which could be utilised by any displaced wildlife. 

6.23
The impact from the loss of existing canal bank would be minimal due to the existing majority of the canal bank being sheet- piled.  However, dependant on the detailed design of the basin, coir rolls pre-planted with a range of marginal and emergent species, will be used to enhance nature conservation value of the basin edge. These would prove to be attractive to a range of species which are currently limited by a lack of habitat.

6.26
In the description of the development, paragraph 2.8 bullet point 7 is amended, and should read;

2.8  (bullet point 7)

· Community Park (38.51ha) located within the defined ‘valley slope’, between the built areas A and B. This will include safeguarded hedgerows/vegetation, and new structural woodland/hedgerow planting, detention basins, swales, pond/wetland areas, areas of recreational open space and footway/cycleway provision. 

. 

7.0
       HERITAGE & ARCHAEOLOGY

7.1
“I have forwarded copies of the County Archaeologists comments and those of English Heritage. Can you confirm what steps, if any are being taken to address this issue?”

7.2
The proposed application site has now been subject to archaeological trial trenching.

7.3
A written scheme of investigation has been agreed for archaeological trial trenching with the archaeological advisor to Cherwell District Council, Oxfordshire County Council archaeology service, based on their brief. Fieldwork was completed in September 2005 by Foundations Archaeology. The document is presented within Appendix 8.

7.4
A total of fifty 50 metre long trenches were excavated in areas of the wider site directly affected by the development proposals. The trenches were randomly located as the earlier survey work and desk top assessment as part of the Environmental Statement had not indicated any particular features to focus the trial trenching on. 

7.5
Very limited archaeological remains were revealed by the trial trenching. Although vestiges of ridge and furrow were recorded in a large number of the trenches, this evidence confirmed the alignment of ridge and furrow picked up by the geophysical survey. Remains were restricted to the bases of the furrows and this medieval or post-medieval activity would have harmed any earlier deposits. The remains would rate as of negligible archaeological significance. Very limited evidence for activity in the wider area, in the form of medieval and later pottery sherds and one stone arrowhead, were recorded, although such finds are widespread and the level of recovery was below the average for such an area.

7.6
One trench, in the south eastern corner of the site, was found to contain limited archaeological remains, with a single ditch and two gullies revealed. Roman pottery sherds within these features confirmed their date. However, two further contingency trenches were excavated to define the extent of these remains where the development proposals would effect them, and no continuation of the remains, was found. Given the limited extent and density of these remains, they would rate as of local significance only. The trial trenching has confirmed that only one area of archaeological remains would be affected by the proposals. 

7.7
The findings of further archaeological evaluation confirm that the unmitigated effect of the development proposals rates as a minor adverse impact. Given the completion of archaeological investigation in advance of construction, where Roman features have been revealed, the proposals will have a negligible effect on archaeology and cultural heritage.   

8.0
      GEOLOGY, HYDROLOGY, HYDROGEOLOGY & DRAINAGE

8.1
“It is stated that connection to the Spital Farm Sewerage pumping station would require an off site pumping main and a connection 700 metres in length. The impact of this has not been assessed. There is an indication that other alternatives may be available but no details of these are provided. The location of the proposed canal basin and the impact on existing and proposed drainage connections has not been identified.

8.2
The following provides an update on the Foul Drainage section of Chapter 8, Environmental Statement Volume 1. Paragraphs 8.77 and 8.78 should be deleted and replaced with the following;

8.77
Thames Water have been appointed to appraise the viability of discharging water to the existing foul water pumping main crossing the site, which transfers flows from their Adderbury Pumping Station to the Spittal Farm Sewage Treatment Works (STW).  The assessment concludes that it is feasible to break into the existing main as it crosses the site and construct a new pumping station to convey new and existing flows to the STW, via the existing pumping main.  
8.78
It is therefore proposed, subject to final detailed assessments, to construct a new pumping station adjacent to the existing pumped main and close to the proposed canal basin.  A standard best practice approach is to create a below ground chamber which will be built to intercept flows on the existing system and collect those from the new development.  Below ground pumps will then pump flows into the existing main, to the west of the canal, and convey foul water to the STW.  A small above ground cabinet will be necessary for the pumping station control equipment, together with a hardstanding for service vehicles.  A below ground storage tank will also be provided for the purposes of emergency storage in the event of pump failure. The drainage installation will be constructed to divert existing flows around the perimeter of the proposed canal basin without the need to complete any reconstruction works either within or to the east of the canal.  
8.1
“Foundation design is referred to but further investigation is identified as necessary to confirm deeper foundations are not necessary. The investigation should have been carried out or the impacts of the need for deeper foundations considered. “
8.2
Published geology for the site suggests the presence of Liasic Clays bedrock.  No drift deposits are identified.  This information is supported by recent intrusive investigations completed by the applicants consultants (CPM), and Corsair Environmental which generally recorded a natural stratum of;  “…mottled orange brown and grey slightly sandy clay …”, at normal founding level.  

8.3
While foundation specific insitu strength tests were not completed during the investigation, general guidance suggests a typical bearing capacity in the range of 75 – 150kN/m2 for such material.  This is consistent with the likely deployment of conventional strip foundations for housing and pad foundations for low rise commercial structures.

8.4
A full and detailed site investigation will be completed prior to detailed design to inform the final foundation requirements. 

8.5
A Preliminary Phase II Intrusive Geoenvironmental Investigation has also been completed by Corsair Environmental on the land identified by CDC as potentially being the former receptor of canal dredging material.   A total of eighteen trial pits were excavated across the land, to a maximum depth of the 5m, with the materials described and logged in accordance with BS5930:1999.  Samples were taken from each investigatory location, with selected material being tested for a suite of common contaminants typical to tipped sites. 
8.6
Made ground was identified across the area reported to have received deposited materials. The material could generally be described as grass over soft to firm light brown, gravely and slightly cobbly clay.  The gravel and cobbles within the soils are course brick, concrete, sandstone and flint with occasional fragments of glass and plastic.  No canal dredgings were identified and the deposited materials are essentially a matrix of builder’s rubble and clay sub-soil.

8.7
The thickness of made ground was proven at all locations and ranged from 0.7m – 4.0m.  Natural topsoil and sub-soil underlies the made ground, being the pre-deposition strata.  No made ground was identified outside the area reported to have received deposited materials.

8.8
A preliminary Tier 1 appraisal has been completed on chemical test results from the soil strata, employing appropriate determinant screening concentrations. The deposited materials are generally found to be inert, although isolated background levels of heavy metals and PAH are identified.  

8.9 No significant environmental risks are presented by the substantially inert deposited materials, which are also competent for the construction of built development. However, the background sources of contamination, identified by the investigation are a potential hazard to receptors such as site occupiers and workers, controlled waters, flora, fauna and physical infrastructure.  Accordingly, it is important that a proposed means of reclamation is implemented to ensure that no environmental impact results from the development.

8.10 Various methods are available to deal with the contamination, to either remove the source or break the pathway to the identified receptor at risk.  This may involve soil (and potential ground water) removal or treatment, isolation techniques such as capping or means of monitored natural attenuation.

8.11 The proposed means of mitigation is to remove the unacceptably contaminated materials from the land to a licensed off-site reception facility.  This controlled facility will be licensed to take such waste by the regulatory bodies and be designed to ensure that environmental impacts resulting from the permanent storage of contaminated materials is acceptable and not significant.  Materials remaining on site will be below the appropriate screening criteria for acceptable levels of contamination and hence reduce the potential environmental impact present in the baseline condition.

8.12 When removing the contaminated materials from the site, soils will be dampened down, to restrict dust emissions, and then excavated for immediate placement in covered vehicles and transport to the reception site.  Working methods will be employed in accordance with current guidance to ensure that construction related impacts are not significant.

8.13 Prior to implementation a reclamation method statement will be agreed with the regulatory bodies.  The proposed investigation will employ a risk based approach to the assessment of the potential risks by way of a source, pathway receptor model, to inform the final details in reclaiming this area of the site.

8.14 It may be concluded that removal of unacceptably contaminated material from the site will result in a positive environmental benefit.

9.0
NOISE

9.1
“The Environmental Statement has not quantified the likely construction impacts on sensitive receptors. Further information should also be provided to demonstrate that no quantifiable impacts will occur from the location of employment uses close to existing residential properties.”
9.2
The Environmental Statement Volume 1 includes, in paragraphs 10.34 to 10.47, an extensive discussion on the potential impact of construction noise and the limits that will apply in respect of its control.  This approach was adopted because :

· No detailed information on the construction schedule and activity is available at this stage in the project and no quantitative assessment of the noise impacts can therefore be undertaken.

· It is sensible to set limits that will be applied to the eventual construction noise which take account of the prevailing ambient noise levels.   In this way the potential environmental impact can be limited to an extent that suits the specific character of the site.

· Normal site control measures would be adequate in these circumstances and could be covered by Conditions.

9.3
The employment uses are characterised by a B1 (office) proposed development within/
adjacent to the neighbourhood centre and uses in the centre that generate jobs.   These uses are not noisy in character and any noise generated will be confined to the building concerned.  Noise from retail and the other uses in the centre will be no different to that already experienced on similar mixed use areas, which are considered to be compatible with residential in land use planning terms.

.

10.0
SERVICES INFRASTRUCTURE & WASTE

10.1
“Reference is made to the use of sustainable construction techniques, sustainable development measures and a holistic approach to building and site design and yet it is not clear how these will be implemented or what they would achieve. Methods for ensuring delivery of these should be identified.”

10.2
The use of non-renewable energy in the construction and operation of any development is an issue of national or indeed global consideration and not one that should be addressed by this study.  New homes, offices and the like need energy to provide light, heat and power for the occupiers regardless of their location.  The assessment is therefore not to determine whether the development impacts on the local, national or global environment as a result of the energy used, but rather to consider and measure whether resources are being used in an efficient manner.

10.3
In mitigation of the potential impact of the development, it is proposed to develop residential and ancillary buildings that are efficient in the way that they use energy, both in construction and operation.

10.4
From a constructional viewpoint, the use of recycled building materials will be encouraged wherever possible.  This is likely to principally take the form of recycled aggregates for use in concrete, road surfacing and the like.  This not only reduces demand on virgin construction materials and lowers waste, but also lowers the embodied heat energy in construction activities.  Encouraging increased off-site prefabrication of standard building elements such as partition walls, cassette floor sections and timber roof trusses will also bring about efficiencies that reduce embodied energy and lead to more sustainable construction.

10.5
Once in operation, measures to reduce the demands on energy supplies will ensure that the development places less demand on resources than typically found in similar properties.  For example, modern built development places a lesser demand on heat energy due to improved thermal performance of the building fabric and high efficiency heating systems.  All housing on the site, with the exception of multi-storey development, will have gas fired heating, which is more sustainable than electric, oil or coal fired heating.  The general layout and design of building units can also impact on energy demands and careful consideration of such at the detailed design stage will, for example, reduce the need for accommodation lighting.

10.6
The UK currently uses in excess of 20 billion litres of water every day and demands on water resources are predicted to rise.  Nonetheless, the potential for significant improvements in efficiency with the corresponding reduction in supply demands exist in both commercial and domestic property.  Demands across the site will be reduced by the installation of measures such as low flow showers, sprinkler taps, low/dual flush toilets, water efficient white goods (where provided) and the like.  Water supplies will also be controlled with the widespread installation of meters, which discourage the use of potable water for garden irrigation, car washing and other such non-essential household usage.  The use of rainwater harvesting systems may also be employed, where practicably viable, which can result in a 30-40% reduction in water supply alone.

10.7
Following grant of approval, further information on sustainable construction and design will be addressed within a Design Code.

11.0
CUMULATIVE IMPACT

11.1
“It is not clear how impacts have been assessed or whether the cumulative effect of minor impacts have been considered. The approach should be made clear.”

11.2
The methodology for the developments Cumulative Impact and Effect as outlined within Chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1 is described below:


11.3
Cumulative impact and effect arises as a result of a number of different factors and combined changes. These generally fall into three categories;

· The cumulative effects arising from the combination of the different environmental topics as outlined in the Environmental Statement.

· Cumulative effects arising from a range of developments, occurring at different locations or over a period of time. Separately, such individual projects may not create an unacceptable degree of adverse impact but collectively the results may potentially be significant.
· Cumulative effects caused by the proposed development in conjunction with other developments that occurred in the past, present or are likely to occur in the foreseeable future.
11.4
As identified in the second point above, cumulative or combined effects are those that are likely to arise when the development is considered in relation to other foreseeable developments either located in the immediate vicinity or that have a relationship with a similar environmental resource.  Individually the impact of a development may be of minor magnitude but when combined with the impact from other developments could increase the overall significance of an effect on an environmental resource.  

11.5
The results of this process enable the local planning authority to ensure that this and future developments are mutually compatible and remain within the environmental capacity of the area considered.  

11.6
Impact assessment of specific environmental topics and the cumulative impact is based on the predicted change to take place to the existing condition of the environment as a result of the proposed development. Significance of cumulative impact is a judgement based on;

· The context in which the impact is likely to occur

· Intensity or severity of the impact 

· Importance to the community/consultees of the resulting effect.

11.7  Paragraph 14.29 and 14.30 is amended and should read;

14.29
In the above table each environmental topic is individually assessed in terms of the predicted impact that would result from the development proposals. The significance of this impact is then assessed.  It can be see that none of the individual impacts were assessed as being of major negative significance, whilst some, such as ecological resources, will ultimately result in a beneficial effect. 

14.30
Overall, in conclusion, the resulting effect of the cumulative impact arising from College Fields will bring collective beneficial effects, generated by a well designed sustainable urban extension.

12.0 URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK

12.1
A design meeting with CDC was held on the 27th September 2005 to discuss the design issues referred to in the letter of the 19th September 2005. Agreed alterations and additional text has been included within the Urban Design Framework, which is attached in Appendix 6. For ease the document is included in full with additional text highlighted. 
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