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	Subject:
	10/01780/HYBRID 

Development of Exemplar phase of NW Bicester Eco Town to secure full planning permission for 394 residential units and an energy centre (up to 400 square metres), means of access, car parking, landscape, amenity space and service infrastructure and outline permission for a nursery of up to 350 square metres (use class D1), a community centre of up to 350 square metres (sui generis), 3 retail units of up to 770 square metres (including but not exclusively a convenience store, a post office and a pharmacy (use class A1)), an Eco-Business Centre of up to 1,800 square metres (use class B1), office accommodation of up to 1,100 square metres (use class B1), an Eco-Pub of up to 190 square metres (use class A4), and a primary school site measuring up to 1.34 hectares with access and layout to be determined. All such development shall accord with the Application Plans and Development Parameters Schedule.   


Thank you for consulting with us on the revised documents regarding the above application.  We have the following comments on the revised documents.  In the time available we have not been able to review the revisions to these documents extensively and our further comments below should be read in conjunction with our previous comments (dated 07 March 2011). 

As highlighted in our previous comments, the Council has committed support for the concept of an Eco-town in NW Bicester through various Executive decisions since 2009 when the site was put forward by the Council as an alternative to the Weston Otmoor proposed site (which was included in the Government’s initial shortlist of potential eco-towns, April 2008), which the Council strongly opposed.

General Comments
As previously noted, there are several general comments which relate to the planning application and supporting information.  There is a general lack of clarity, consistency and detail within and between documents.  The means and the mechanisms by which a range of factors will be addressed and/or delivered is often simply deferred to external agencies and organisations with no information on who, how or when those factors will be addressed or delivered.  
Planning Policy Review

Not resubmitted (but please see planning policy comments related to other documents below). 
Comments specific to other revised documents/aspects:

Housing
The Council is in the process of developing an evidence base to identify a local housing target in view of the expectation that the legislation regarding the preparation of Regional Spatial Strategies will in time be repealed.  However, the South East Plan currently remains part of the Development Plan.  Nevertheless, a report on emerging work presented to the Executive on 07 March 2011 considered that a figure of approximately 12,750 households may be able to be justified in terms of meeting potential need in the district.  This remains a sizeable figure, requiring the consideration of strategic sites as envisaged by the Council’s emerging Core Strategy.  Modelling for Oxfordshire’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2007) which was based on the draft housing target for the South East Plan of 11,800 dw and demonstrated that such level of provision would likely result in housing shortfalls.

Between 2006 and 2010, there were 2,172 housing completions. A further 6,289 dwellings have been identified as deliverable and developable sites (including 400 for the Phase 1 Eco-Town site) in the Annual Monitoring Report 2010 and a further 250 with housing potential (a total of 8711).  On this basis there is a current residual requirement of 4,689 in meeting South East Plan requirements or 5,089 if the exemplar site is deducted from current supply.  The development of some 3,000 homes at North West Bicester by 2026 could assist in meeting the overall South East Plan housing distribution for the district.   

Furthermore, the current residual requirement is such that the development of the North West Bicester eco-town could assist in meeting the level of housing growth identified in the emerging evidence and the SHMA.  The current residual requirement for Bicester 2,393 (2,793 without the exemplar) is less than the 3,000 homes proposed by 2026, but a local adjustment to the South East Plan to increase growth at Bicester is being proposed through the emerging Core Strategy and would be in keeping with the general direction of the South-East Plan’s sub-regional strategy for Central Oxfordshire.

5 Year Housing Land Supply and Phasing

Paragraphs 3.5 to 3.6 of the Addendum Supporting Statement refer to the inclusion of the site in the district’s identification of the supply of deliverable housing land and the ‘acceptance of a shortfall’.

Housing delivery projections in the 2010 AMR (as amended in February 2011)  show that the district presently has a 5.7 year supply of deliverable sites for the five year period 2011-2016 (rising from 4.9 years for the period 2010-2015 and including the Phase 1 Eco-Town site).  On this basis, at this time it is considered that there is not a shortfall in the district’s supply of deliverable sites.  Any material conclusions on housing land supply emerging from on-going appeals at Chesterton, Adderbury and at Talisman Road, Bicester will need to be considered in due course.

Without prejudice to consideration of the application, the Phase 1 Eco-Town site has been included as a deliverable site in the district’s 5 year housing land supply (see the 2010 AMR).  This is in itself carries no weight.  Nevertheless, if the site was ultimately shown not to be deliverable, it would need to be removed from the district’s current assessment of deliverable sites.  Under current circumstances, this would mean that the district would not be able to demonstrate a 5 year land supply for the period 2010 to 2015.  However, the district would continue to have a 5 year land supply for the 5 year period beginning in April 2011 (2011-2016).  Under current circumstances, this would mean that the district would have a 5.1 year supply for the period 2011 to 2016, an acceptable but more marginal position.  A refusal of permission on a detailed matter may not in itself alter the assessment of the site as being deliverable in principle.

Size and Type of Housing

Officer concerns were expressed on the original submission about the mix of housing.  It has now been clarified that 393 homes are proposed rather than 394 resulting in one less 2 bedroomed unit.  Otherwise, it is understood that the mix of housing is unchanged.  It is noted that the mix and type for the affordable housing component has been agreed with the Strategic Housing team.  The guideline mix of housing suggested by policy H6 of the Draft Core Strategy relates to all housing in the interests of meeting future household needs to 2026.  It is accepted that the Draft Core Strategy has very limited weight, that it will be subject to further work and that draft policy H6 is based on future household needs without taking into account the profile of Bicester’s existing housing stock.  Nevertheless, in the absence of information about how the wider eco-town will meet changing household needs, there remain concerns about the proposed mix for the Phase 1 application without further justification.  The Draft Core Strategy envisages that the North West Bicester development will be the only new strategic site for meeting Bicester’s needs to 2026.  It is therefore particularly important that household needs as well as demand are being addressed.

A marketing report (Stubbings Property Marketing) has been submitted in support of the revised submission.  This includes information on the total number of sales of apartments, terraced housing, semi-detached and detached housing each year from 2005-2010.  It also highlights the numbers of each type of dwelling presently on the market by the number of bedrooms.  The report states that there “has been low demand in the area for apartments”, “a strong demand for standard sized two and three bedroom housing, which is the main housing stock in the area” and that “The mix should be heavily weighted on 2,3, and 4 bedroomed homes, due to the trend within the town over some years”.

However, there is some concern that this simple trend based analysis, may not be sufficient to justify the proposed mix housing in the context of delivering a major eco-town development that aims to meet a new vision for the town and its longer term housing needs.  There is a lack of information in the report as to whether the type of sales between 2005 and 2010 were significantly affected by the particularly low level of supply over those years or by the economic conditions from 2007 onwards.  Over the five-year period 2005-2010, only 220 new homes were provided in Bicester (new build, conversions and changes of use) and with the completion of the last urban extension in 2004/5, not a single dwelling was completed on a major greenfield site.  Previously, between 1996 and 2004 annual completions averaged 249.  Furthermore, the report does not consider how household profile and demand may change over the build-time of the whole development and may be influenced by the eco-town itself.  PPS3 (para’ 23) advises that developers “should bring forward proposals for market housing which reflect demand and the profile of households requiring market housing, in order to sustain mixed communities” (emphasis added).  

On the basis of information considered so far, it is considered that the proposals for a smaller percentage of 1 and 2 bed’ flats, a much smaller percentage of 2 bed’ houses, a much higher percentage of 3+ bed properties and no 3 bed’ flats, in comparison to Draft Core Strategy Policy H6, warrant further justification or some amendment.  Part of any justification may include a clear understanding of how the whole site will provide a satisfactory mix of housing.  For example, discussions on providing extra care housing on the wider site are taking place which is to be welcomed.  Please also refer to our comments on the Planning Statement below.  
Housing Density

The revised submission refers to ‘Masterplan drawing 1046(sk)032’ and states that this demonstrates proposed densities ranging from 30 to 50 dwellings per hectare.  However, we understand that this drawing presently remains in draft form and that based on the latest drawings, the average density is calculated to be approximately 29 dph.  This would remain a relatively low figure and is lower than densities achieved in best practice sustainable urban extensions.  We are aware that discussions are at this time continuing on design issues and on the calculation of net residential density.  As the Phase 1 application is being brought forward ahead of the wider eco-town, and as the wider scheme involves a significant greenfield land-take, it is particularly important that the application demonstrates that efficient use of land would be made.  It may be helpful for a specific design explanation on this issue to be provided, perhaps with brief comparative analysis with other highly sustainable schemes of similar scale, either from the UK or elsewhere.  Please also refer to our comments on the Masterplan report relating to density
Planning Statement

The applicants have submitted an ‘Addendum Planning Statement’ which focuses on the following issues:

· Procedural matters

· Policy considerations

· Officer Advice

· Committee consideration (Report to Planning Committee March 2011)

· S106 Matters

It should be read in addition to the Planning Statement submitted with the original submission, which remains valid except where superseded by this Statement.

· Procedural matters

No Planning Policy comments

· Policy considerations

Previous comments relating to the policy context/review still apply.  Also see previous comments on the Planning Statement.

· Officer advice

No policy comments – this section relates to the changes made to the design, layout and Design & Access Statement.  It also discusses the changes made to other technical documents which are commented upon elsewhere in our additional planning policy comments (Energy Strategy, Economic Strategy, etc).  It also discusses some documents which do not appear to have been resubmitted including the Community Governance Strategy.  Our initial comments highlighted that the Community Governance Strategy did not appear to accord with the requirements of the PPS regarding the need for applications to be accompanied by long term governance structures with detail provided on the proposed financial, management and legal structures.  The Addendum explains that further detailed discussions are continuing on this document as well as the Implementation Strategy; since no new detailed information has yet been provided our initial comments still apply.

· Committee consideration (Report to Planning Committee March 2011)

No planning policy comments

· Housing mix

The housing mix set out in the Addendum Planning Statement has changed only very slightly from the original application (a decrease of 0.1% 2 beds and an increase of 0.1% 3 beds).  The housing mix is still very different to the mix proposed in Draft Core Strategy policy H6.  The Addendum Planning Statement highlights the little weight to be attached to the Draft Core Strategy.  However our original comments noted that although the policies currently have little weight, they are based on up to date evidence.  It is considered that the Exemplar scheme should seek to demonstrate best practice, informed by as current evidence as possible.  The Addendum explains that the housing mix of the affordable units has been determined in discussion with CDC’s Housing Department; as such they will be able to advise further on the acceptability of the proposed mix set out in the Addendum.  The housing mix of the private sale units has been chosen to meet the needs and requirements of A2Dominion in response to the current market trends.  As evidence, a Marketing Report undertaken by Stubbings Property Marketing has been provided, which discusses past trends in house sales in the area, per house size.  However, projecting past sales into the future is not necessarily a comprehensive indicator of demand.

· S106 Matters

No planning policy comments

Design and Access Statement
· Page 18 shows the master plan for the whole Eco-Town but this diagram is unclear and it is difficult to see where the Phase 1 site fits in to the overall area.  

· Without a comprehensive master plan it is difficult to see how the eco-town will work as a whole. At present the exemplar appears to be a separate entity- especially given there appears to be no information about phasing and timing of the rest of the eco-town (although this may be stated in other documents). 

· The distribution of housing types are unclear- a map of the distribution was provided for the previous design (layout 5) but not for the revised one (layout 6). If we could understand the distribution of the units it would help to understand the scale/massing of the proposal 

· No information provided on the density.

· The statement makes reference to a ‘mosaic of green roofs’ on various buildings inc on private roofs- none of the house types shown have green roofs.  (See also our comments on Green Infrastructure.)

· The details of the four different house types seem primarily focused on the appearance and roof orientation. Although important, should the statement provide more information on the sustainability performance of the houses and also how the units would relate to each other and to the street. 

Masterplan Report  (further comments to those made on this document previously)

Page 7 shows the RAF Bicester airfield as part of the urban area, although in reality this comprises a large open greenspace.  The continued openness of this space is supported by the Council in the Planning Brief prepared by the Council in 2009.  In addition to being shaded as urban on page 7 of the Masterplan Report, this area is also not shaded to show the significant green space within the airfield, although greenspace is shown for other parts of the town.  

Page 18 refers to the Core Strategy Search Area.  As highlighted in our previous comments the Draft Core Strategy does not include a Search Area.  The Draft Core Strategy does include a proposed site allocation at North West Bicester.

Page 21 notes that ‘It will be possible to store bicycles in a place that is totally convenient in all dwellings and with secure fixings if outside which helps to remove any perception of barriers to cycling.’   It is not clear whether any details have been provided of how these spaces will be provided to this standard in dwellings.  It is also unclear how the provision of such storage spaces, if they can be delivered, will help to remove any barriers to cycling which are primarily affected by safety, perceived safety, convenience and attractiveness of routes.  

Page 21 refers to the creation of ‘work hubs’.  It is not clear whether any details have been provided as to what these are or how the Research and Innovation Centre will be delivered? 

The land use budget on page 23 of the Masterplan Report identifies an area of 147.7 ha for residential use.  Based on the site area of 366.1 ha, this equates to a net residential density for the Eco-Town of 40.6 dw/ha, assuming a 50% reduction for gross housing to net housing conversion.   Whilst the Design and Conservation Team will be better placed to comment on whether this is an appropriate overall density for the Eco-Town, this suggests that the overall density indicated may be considered to be too high or that the land use budget may be underestimating the area of land required to deliver the identified number of units.   

Page 41 refers to all of the buildings achieving CSH Level 5 and Zero Carbon yet several paragraphs later the reference is less clear in referring to buildings aiming to exceed current national minimum standards and achieving carbon reductions of 70% relative to Building Regulations.  

The first sentence under the sub heading ‘Eco lifestyle changes’ is unclear in what or how it will deliver:

‘Clear visual statement of eco design, who moves in, what eco-businesses we can attract, the all round excitement of the place, and most importantly, we need this buzz and eco-atmosphere to help with the success of any behaviour change initiatives.’ 

The reference to the estates management opportunity is also unclear in what or how this ‘opportunity’ will deliver.  The subsequent list of infrastructure and community facilities and services includes ‘Employing a ‘Green Caretaker’ who’s job description includes delivery of all these services’.  Given the number and breadth of services and infrastructure in the list it would seem unrealistic for one person to deliver all these services, and it is not clear if the list is in itself exhaustive in this context. .   

It is unclear in this and the other documents that have been submitted where the boundaries of the housing parcels will be in relation to the highways.  In particular, are the parcels to be divided down the centre line of the streets, which can result in a lack of design coherence between the frontages on opposing sides of the street and greater complexity in terms of the parties that are involved in implementing the street and it’s service infrastructure, or do they encompass the frontages on both sides of the streets?  

Economic Strategy

The revised Economic Strategy proposes 430 jobs associated with the Exemplar phase, a reduction of 35 from the original Economic Strategy.

Summary of changes to job totals:

‘Old’ total = 465
Increase of +5 jobs at Eco Business centre – together with new information provided on estimated job densities

Increase of +25 in Additional Office Provision – together with new information provided on estimated job densities 

Decrease of -10 at Primary School – now excluded from calculations due to ongoing discussions over school funding

Decrease of -55 within ‘Homeworking’ – now based on lower average figures for home working, and with an increased reduction to allow for double counting

Decrease of -20 within ‘Construction’ – reduced to reflect some employment of ‘non local’ construction workers

Increase of +20 ‘Population Derived’ jobs – now includes 20 jobs created in offsite employment in ‘growth sectors’ for which the eco development will provide a source of demand (for example environmental goods and services)
‘New’ total = 430

The revised Economic Strategy excludes altogether the additional jobs referred to (but excluded out of the original total of 465) relating to the ‘eco factory’ and ‘retrofitting’ activities.  However it does still discuss measures to be taken to support the growth of existing businesses, attract inward investment, form new businesses, particularly in the ‘eco economy’.

Overall the revised Economic Strategy still shows the Exemplar as creating more than 1 job per dwelling, which therefore exceeds the standards required by the PPS, the ‘Eco Bicester – One Shared Vision’ document (and reflected in Draft Core Strategy policy NWB1).

A number of our comments on the initial Economic Strategy regarding the assumptions made in the calculations have now been explained in more detail, which is welcomed, and the estimates revised downwards accordingly, with the following exceptions:
· The ‘population derived’ job creation is still based on a standard multiplier of 0.4 rather than the HCA’s suggestion of 0.15

· It is still unclear whether the ‘population derived jobs’ relate to jobs created in the wider, national economy or the locality (i.e. Cherwell)

· Construction jobs are still being included within the job creation figures, whereas they are usually considered to be temporary jobs.  Their submitted Economic Strategy states that they are considered to be permanent because building out the long term Masterplan will provide ongoing job opportunities for a period of 20 years or more.  However:

· Although 20 years may be permanent in terms of the employment of an individual, it cannot be considered to be permanent in terms of the lifespan of the development

· this application and Economic Strategy relate to the Exemplar phase specifically

· there is a risk that these jobs will be ‘double counted’ if, when the application for the Masterplan is submitted, they are also counted as jobs created as part of the wider scheme.

Overall however, there is more detail and justification in the revised Economic Strategy particularly on the key actions required in order to deliver the aims of the strategy.

Economic Baseline, excluding Population (no comments were made on this document previously)

This document contains a range of data used to inform the revised Economic Strategy.  We have no comments to make other than to welcome its discussion of the District’s new Draft Economic Development Strategy because ‘it is important that any wider strategy for North West Bicester fits with the issues it identifies, the ambitions it sets out, and the wider plans for Bicester as a whole’ (Economic Baseline para 8.1).

Sustainability Statement & Energy Strategy

Our previous comments highlighted how the Sustainability Statement states that the dwellings will be constructed to Code Level 5 (Level 6 relative to energy efficiency measures), and this exceeded the PPS target and meets the target set out in the Eco Bicester One Shared Vision document.   There is no change to this proposed level so no further comments are made.  Overall it is considered that the Energy Strategy is much clearer in the energy solutions chosen for the Exemplar site, and why.  It is noted that the Sustainability Statement still states that the opportunity to use ‘appropriate allowable solutions’ to fully meet the carbon reductions target has not been fully appraised as final guidance is still awaited from Government.  The document states that BREEAM Excellent will be the target for all non residential buildings; how does this equate to the Government’s intention for all non residential buildings to be ‘zero carbon’ by 2019?

Sustainable Waste and Resources Plan (specifically with regards to CSH)

Accords with the Code for Sustainable Homes Pre Assessment originally submitted; no further comments

Assimilation Strategy

Not resubmitted; our original comments still apply

Eco Town Requirements

No separate document

Description of Development Parameters

Not resubmitted, no revised land use budget (Masterplan Report not resubmitted either); our original comments still apply particularly regarding overall employment land provision on the eco development as a whole.
Scope of application document (re. ES)

Revised documents include:

· amended exemplar masterplan 8001

· illustrative masterplan 03_004C

Comments: The “Scope of Application” document submitted as part of the original application has not been revised.

EIA/Environmental Statement

Revised documents relevant to EIA/Environmental Statement appear to be: 

· Environmental Statement addendum pts 1 and 2.

The addendum provides supplementary information for two reasons: air quality monitoring results have become available since the submission of the application in November, and a number of design changes have been made since the original submission as a result of consultation and the environmental effects of these need to be considered.

Comments: The original ES had been unable to fully assess the likely significant environmental effects of the proposals on air quality as only two months worth of air quality data was available at the time of the original submission and a minimum of three months data was required to verify baseline conditions. Six months of monitoring has now been carried out and the results incorporated into the addendum. 

Design changes made following the original submission are summarised in the addendum and the environmental effects of these changes assessed, as required by the EIA Regulations.  

Green infrastructure

PPS1 Eco town standards indicate that:

· 40% of the eco-town’s total area should be allocated to green space, of which at least half should be public and consist of a network of well managed, high quality green open spaces which are linked to the wider countryside.

· Applications should demonstrate a range of types and be multi-functional

· Should allow for the production of food

The Scoping opinion indicated that a “proper and accountable regime” for the management and maintenance of green infrastructure, including SUDs should be identified.

Revised documents relevant to GI appear to be: 

· Green infrastructure apportionment

· Green infrastructure typology

· Landscape masterplan A3

· Landscape planting scheme (8003, 8004, 8005)

· Green lane section 8020

· Green lane plan 8025

A description of the component parts of green infrastructure is contained in the revised Design and Access statement.

Comments:

The data in the amended Green Infrastructure Apportionment document indicates that 46.82% of the exemplar site consists of green infrastructure (original plans indicated 44.92%), of which 36.57% is public (original plans indicated 37.69%), meeting the quantity standard in the PPS1 supplement. As with the original plans, over a quarter (26.23%) of GI provision is in the form of hedgerows and their buffers. The green infrastructure network on the revised plans continues to focus on the watercourses, hedgerows and existing woodland features in the site and generally provides for linkages through the site. Amendments to the layout in the northern field parcels have resulted in two additional corridors of green space extending into (though not through) the development. In addition, the amendments to the layout in the southern section of the site have resulted in a slightly wider river corridor in some places, which is to be welcomed. However some of the green links are still narrow in places; as with the original plans in some locations only a 3 metre buffer has been provided adjacent to some of the retained hedgerows, narrower than is recommended in biodiversity terms. Green roofs have been added to garages in parking courts which contribute to the private element of green infrastructure provision.

Open space

PPS1 Eco town standards indicate that:

· With regard to local services including sport and play facilities applications should include a good level of provision that is proportionate to the size of the development.

The Council’s existing standards for open space are contained in CLP Policy R8, NSCLP policies R8 and R9 and the Recreation and Amenity Open Space Provision SPG.  The draft Core Strategy proposes the introduction of more detailed local standards of provision to be applied to development within the district (Policy I4).

Revised documents relevant to open space appear to be: 

· LEAP 1 (Village Green) 8009

· NEAP River corridor 8010

· NEAP river corridor sections 8011

· LEAP (north east field) 8013

· Enhance LEAP (north) 8012

· Exemplar home zone 8019

· Exemplar home zone sections 8026

· Sections on Natural Play/Recreation in the Design and Access Statement

Comments:

As indicated in comments on the original application details, the Council’s expectation is that because of the nature of the eco-town and the standards for green space set out in the supplement to PPS1, open space provision will be in excess of the standards of provision normally expected by the Council.

The Social Infrastructure Provision document submitted as part of the original application did not provide detailed information on open space in terms of analysis of the existing provision or what is proposed as part of the scheme. This document has not been revised, however changes to the layout have led to amendments to the Green Infrastructure Apportionment document. No change is indicated to the assumed 1100 population stated in the original application.

Looking at the revised plans and using the estimated population figure for the exemplar scheme contained in the document (1100) and the data set out in the amended Green Infrastructure Apportionment document it would appear that:

Amenity Greenspace: 

CLP policies do not set out a specific standard for amenity open space, however the draft Core Strategy Policy I4 sets a green space standard of 2.3 ha per 1000 population. This would generate a requirement of 2.53 ha. According to the Green Infrastructure Apportionment table, green open space and rivers and riparian corridor areas on the revised plan total 2.83ha.

Children’s playspace: 

Applying CLP policies to the estimated population produces a requirement for 0.88 ha of playspace (0.86 ha using the draft Core Strategy standards). The original application indicated 0.5326 ha of natural play/recreation. The revised Green Infrastructure Apportionment document indicates a slight increase to 0.5695 ha of natural play/recreation. This includes all LEAPs and NEAPs: 2 LEAPs (Village Green, North East), 1 enhanced LEAP (north) and one NEAP (River corridor) are proposed, the same number as in the original application but the location of one LEAP has been moved from the north to the north east of the site.

Exemplar home zones are to include “play environs” which are intended to supplement this provision, but no square metreage figure is given for the “play environs” element. The revised documents include an illustrative home zone plan (8019) and section (8026) but it is unclear if all home zones will follow this example. (Under existing policy home zones would not normally be considered to count towards the open space requirement). The amended play strategy diagram contained in the revised Design and Access Statement indicates one LAP in the north east field parcel, but it is not mentioned in the text on Natural Play/Recreation. This also conflicts with diagram 8013 which labels this play area as a LEAP.

As with the original plans, there appears to be a lack of provision in the residential area immediately to the north of the river corridor.

Formal sports provision: 

Applying CLP policies to the estimated population produces a requirement for 1.76 ha of formal sports (1.24 ha using draft Core Strategy standards). As with the original application, the only pitch provision indicated is at the school, comprising 1486 sq m. It is understood that the intention is for the exemplar scheme’s formal sports provision needs to be met by provision on the remainder of the eco-town site. A financial contribution will be required towards off-site provision and this off-site provision will also affect the master plan options for the remainder of the site. 

Allotments: 

There is no existing standard for allotment provision but the draft Core Strategy policy I4 proposes a standard of 0.31 ha per 1000 population, which would generate a requirement of 0.34 ha. The revised layout has resulted in some changes to the distribution of allotments within the site and according to the Green Infrastructure apportionment table has resulted in an increase in provision from 0.3764 ha to 0.5458 ha. Bicester has a shortage of allotment provision and this combined with the eco-town standards of green space allowing for the production of food makes this an important component of the scheme. However some of the allotments sites still do not appear to be an ideal shape for plots to be laid out.

General Comments: 
As with the original application, the data given in the Green infrastructure apportionment document is not always consistent with data included elsewhere, e.g. green lanes are given as 6093 sq m in the apportionment table and 5976 sq m on the biodiversity gain plan, and home zones total 16809 sq m on the table and 17785 on the biodiversity gain plan. It is also unclear how homezones in particular contribute to the biodiversity gain plan.  Totals for allotment provision are also inconsistent.

Because of the time available for comments there has not been the opportunity to measure the respective areas on the layout plan.

Ecology

PPS1 Eco town standards indicate that:

· eco-towns should demonstrate a net gain in biodiversity.

· A strategy for conserving and enhancing local biodiversity should be produced to accompany the planning application.

Revised documents relevant to ecology appear to be: 

· River corridor sketch proposal 8021

· Biodiversity net gain diagram

Comments:

The biodiversity stakeholders are best placed to assess whether a net gain in biodiversity is likely to be achieved. Some of the revisions appear to be an improvement in biodiversity terms, e.g. the addition of green roofs and the widening of the buffer zones in some places adjacent to the watercourses so that watercourses are within a 60m wide corridor. However some aspects of the layout appear unchanged e.g. hedgerow margins are still narrow in places considering hedgerow surveys recommended a minimum 10m buffer adjacent to them. 

Surveys for brown hairstreak butterfly and winter birds have now been undertaken. These were missing at the time of the original submission.

Flood risk/water strategy/drainage

PPS1 Ecotowns standards indicate that:

· Planning applications should be accompanied by a water cycle strategy
· The strategy should incorporate measures for improving water quality and managing surface water, groundwater and local watercourses to prevent surface water flooding 
· Eco-towns should incorporate SUDs and not connect to surface water sewers
· Applications should include a strategy for the long term maintenance, management and adoption of the SUDs.
PPS25 requires a FRA to accompany the application. 

The scoping opinion indicated that sufficient detail should be included to ensure there is space for SUDs features, rather than just a “conceptual strategy”.

Revised documents relevant to flood risk/water strategy/drainage appear to be: 

· SuDs details/ precedents 8024

· Drainage strategy

· Water cycle strategy

· Flood risk assessment revised

The addendum to the ES indicates that the approach to water supply and foul drainage is unchanged.

Additional flood modelling has been carried out to assess the post development arrangement and in particular the impact of the bridges and revised landform of the river corridor.

Comments:

The Environment Agency and Oxfordshire County Council are best placed to assess the adequacy of the revised documentation.

Travel Plan 

Further to our previous comments on the Travel Plan, it is noted that several of the sections previously commented on have not been revised.  It is noted that the following comments have been removed: comments regarding travel bonds in Section 7.5; comments regarding storage in garages on previous page 22 have been removed although this principle is retained in other documents.  

Transport Assessment Addendum – 5th April 2011
Para 1.1 states that the connecting route between the north and central fields is to be a restricted access route, but it appears from other documents that this route will be open in the short term and will become a restricted access in the long term (is the timescale defined?).  

Para 1.4 refers to the garages being a standard size, having a single garage door and being for storage and/or habitable accommodation.  It is unclear how this space can be providing habitable accommodation space and what type of space this is referring to.  

Para 1.5 refers to the bus service being ‘subject to funding discussions’ and ‘If funding support were to be available…’  It is unclear how this bus service will be delivered without greater certainty regarding the availability of funding and whose responsibility it is to provide that funding.

Para 1.5 also refers to the achievement of the modal share being dependant upon priority measures in the town centre.  It is unclear how these measures will be delivered or funded.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

