Dear Andrew
I have extracted questions from the OTCH correspondence to which no adequate or intelligible answers can be found in the Report.
 
1.         Why does the recommendation to approve the application reject the advice of the Council’s Head of Planning Policy that the site is allocated for ‘enabling development’ under policy H2?  Advice entirely consistent with the principle that a policy must mean what it says, and with the Inspector’s finding that the allocation is ‘limited to that necessary’ to secure the 3 objectives set out in H2. The para 7.12 of the Report just says that the arguments about enabling development are not to be fully rehearsed.  That leaves the above questions unanswered.  If the Head of Policy is right then perhaps this is a flaw in the Appeal Decision as suggested by the next unanswered question...  
2.         It is right that findings in the 2010 appeal decision are material considerations but why hasn’t  the Council given weight to the many flaws in that decision?  If the Report had explored and not avoided this issue there might have been an answer to the next question
3.         What exactly is the planning obligation being placed on the owners to fund the conservation of the Cold War heritage interest as referred to in H2? And is the scale of this contribution reasonable given that CDC is being asked to grant permissions creating a value several times the £24m received by the MoD as the Peace Dividend in 2007?
The OTCH correspondence raised the following suggestions to which there is no response in the Report.
4.         Why does CDC not use this opportunity to secure a routing agreement to limit the impact of the 100s of lorry and van movements across the historic airfield? And to secure a level of public access far greater than that approved on appeal and which is not simply at the whim of the current or future owners? And relocate all new housing to the south of Camp Road where people would want to live? And to require the feasibility studies recommended by the Structure Plan Panel in 2005?
We are surprised that you seem to believe that we could find the reasoning in the Report as a whole even if not  in the "Summary of Reasons" which addresses these important questions that should underlie the recommendation and decision. 
Regards
Daniel Scharf for OTCH
On 28 March 2011 11:45, Andrew Lewis <Andrew.Lewis@cherwell-dc.gov.uk> wrote:

Daniel
 
I am surprised if you think anything is missing you have not already told us which would, of course, have been most helpful.
 
Thank you for your note which will be added to the file.
 
Regards
 
Andrew Lewis Senior Planning Officer  Development Control and Major Developments Planning, Housing and Economy Cherwell District Council Telephone (direct line): 01295 221813  Andrew.Lewis@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk
From: Pause Forthought [mailto:pause.forthought@gmail.com] 

Sent: 25 March 2011 16:28

To: Andrew Lewis

Cc: Paul Silver; FRANK DIXON

Subject: Upper Heyford

Dear Mr Lewis
I attach the presentation made to committee as a document which in theory was taken into account in making the decision.  I have never thought that the public should be allowed to speak at committees.  The CDC system asks the speaker to sign up to a number of conditions but as far as I could see, not the most important one, that they do not raise any issue/argument which has not already been made in writing before the officer report is prepared. 
Given that the duty to provide reasons for approvals was introduced specifically so that interested parties could understand the recommendation/decision, and the committee presentation summarised the questions of particular interest to OTCH, you might like to consider whether the committee report and summary of reasons discharges that legal duty? If you believe that any of the questions are immaterial and do not therefore require an answer, then please say so and we can consider whether material considerations were absent from the committee's consideration of the application.
Regards
Daniel Scharf
