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Eco Bicester Project Team
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Ref. Application 10/01780/hybrid
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Dear Ms. Barker,
I write in regard to the reconsultation for application number 10/01780/hybrid entitled as follows:

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 D2), 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.  

Please be aware that Defence Estates changed to Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) in April 2011.

This representation seeks to assess the amendments to the originally submitted scheme against the development plan and all relevant material considerations.  

The Addendum Planning Statement states at paragraph 3.1 that the primary policy document in respect of the Government’s support of NW Bicester as a location for an eco-town is the Ecotown supplement to PPS1.  The primary document for the identification of NW Bicester as a possible location for a possible ecotown is indeed the supplement to PPS1.  However, the application to be assessed is not an application for an ecotown and should therefore not be assessed under such policy.

The progress report to Committee on 24th March 2011 stated that delivery of the proposed scheme from 2012 to 2017 would broadly be consistent with the expectation of the draft core strategy.  This statement should have been clarified.  An application for 394 houses on greenfield land, in the absence of any adopted allocation or approved masterplan does not have any consistency with any policy, whether draft or adopted, local or national.

There also seems to be an overly risk averse approach to a five year supply for the district.  It is not acceptable to seek to approve an application for 394 dwellings on greenfield land merely due to a fear that a LPA may be forced to grant permission to applications on unallocated sites in the absence of an identifiable 5 year supply.  However, referring to the table below, it appears that without the 394 dwellings proposed in this application, Cherwell DC could still demonstrate a 5.4 year supply based on the Councils preferred housing figures.
	Table format taken from the Council's 2010 Annual Monitoring Report and updated in line with the Council's Housing Land Supply Position Feb 2011

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	With proposed application (394)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	RSS
	CDC Preferred Figure

	
	
	5 year period
2010-2015
	5 year period 
2011-2016
	5 year period
2010-2015
	5 year period 
2011-2016

	a
	Working Housing Figure
	13,400
	13,400
	12,751
	12,751

	b
	Completions / Projected Completions
	2,172
	2,344
	2,172
	2,344

	c
	Indicative Remaining Requirement
	11,228
	11,056
	10,579
	10,407

	d
	Annualised requirement over remainder of plan period
	701.8
	737.1
	661.2
	693.8

	e
	Annualised requirement over next 5 years
	3,509
	3,685
	3,306
	3,469

	f
	Supply from deliverable sites over next 5 years
	3,447
	4,175
	3,447
	4,175

	g
	Total years supply over next 5 years
	4.9
	5.7
	5.2
	6.0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Without proposed application (394 dwellings)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	RSS
	 CDC Preferred Figure

	
	
	5 year period
2010-2015
	5 year period 
2011-2016
	5 year period
2010-2015
	5 year period 
2011-2016

	a
	Working Housing Figure
	13,400
	13,400
	12,751
	12,751

	b
	Completions / Projected Completions
	2,172
	2,344
	2,172
	2,344

	c
	Indicative Remaining Requirement
	11,228
	11,056
	10,579
	10,407

	d
	Annualised requirement over remainder of plan period
	701.8
	737.1
	661.2
	693.8

	e
	Annualised requirement over next 5 years
	3,509
	3,685
	3,306
	3,469

	f
	Supply from deliverable sites over next 5 years
	3,053
	3,781
	3,053
	3,781

	g
	Total years supply over next 5 years
	4.4
	5.1
	4.6
	5.4


It is important to note that even where a 5 year supply is not identified there are many other policy considerations to assessing any application for housing on unallocated land, to provide sufficient safeguards against inappropriate development.  Indeed, the application in question does not pass such policy tests.
Nothing in the additionally submitted information resolves any of the issues pertaining to the previously submitted representation.  As such, all the original DIO objections remain.

There are, however, additional objections as some of the additionally submitted information would result in a worse situation than that originally proposed, in terms of public transport provision.  The TA Addendum and the revised Travel Plan identify that from the occupation of the 50th to the 200th residential unit either a responsive mini bus will be provided or a half hourly bus service will be operated (currently subject to funding discussions).  This contradicts the original submission which identified a 30 minute frequency service from the outset of the development occupation.  This revised bus strategy means that there will be no bus service provision from the outset (1-50 units).  
The proposals set out appear to be non-committal and lacking in obligation to create the sustainable transport accessibility required to achieve the required modal split targets.  The addendum identifies that from the 200th unit occupation, the developer is committed to providing a 15 minute service possibly between 06.30 to 19.30 if external funding is supplied.  At the point of occupation of 200 dwellings, (more than 50% of the development) travel patterns will already have been established.  
In summary, the application should be refused as it is unacceptable for the following reasons:

The application is premature in that its determination would have a prejudicial  pre-determination impact upon the draft Core Strategy in contravention of the guidance set out in PPS1;

The application does not have a current allocation and has no approved masterplan in contravention of guidance as set out in PPS1, PPS12, the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1, and policy NWB1 of the draft Core Strategy.  Furthermore, in its development the local community has not been afforded adequate opportunity to shape the proposal through well managed community consultation which does not comply with the guidance, also set out in PPS1;

The application fails to protect the natural environment by proposing unnecessary use of productive green field land, and housing development in an unsuitable and unsustainable location in contravention of the guidance as set out in PPS1 and PPS3;

The application does not offer sufficient evidence that the proposed development can comply with the guidance set out for Eco-Towns in the supplement to PPS1 in terms of employment or transport modal shift;

The eco-credentials proposed have not been sufficiently demonstrated, in particular, with the lack of a detailed Water Cycle Study, and

The application does not comply with policy R12 of the adopted Local Plan, Policies I3 or I4 in the draft Core Strategy, or guidance as set out in PPS3 or the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1 in regard to sufficient levels of sports and play provision;

The recently submitted information does nothing to address the fundamentally important points raised in the first representation (appended), and as such the application should be refused or withdrawn to allow the proper democratic process of the assessment of the proposal eco town via the local development framework.

DIO again take this opportunity to urge Cherwell DC to take advantage of the democratic process and not seek to approve an application which does not comply with either local or national policy, and does not demonstrate sufficient gains to the local populace to justify such a departure.  Cherwell DC should enable the local population to objectively assess how development needs should be met and determine the future shape of Bicester via the appropriate application of the Local Development Framework.

Yours sincerely,

Ellen O’Grady

MTCP (Hons), MRTPI
Ellen O’Grady


Senior Planner
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