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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 above application.  We have the following comments:
This proposal relates to a proposed application for 394 dwellings on land adjacent to B4100.  This is to be the first phase, as an Exemplar project, of the proposed NW Bicester Eco-Town development.  

Were it not for this proposed Eco-Town there would arguably be no context for the proposed 394 dwellings and this proposal would not be coming forward.   This phase is not therefore a ‘self contained’ development – it is a phase of a larger proposed development.   This proposal is therefore inextricably linked to the wider proposal, as is made clear in the application documents.  Indeed there are so many references to the wider site that it is clearly difficult to separate out the first phase from the whole proposal.  
At the same time, the outcome of the proposal for the whole site cannot be pre-determined and so, as this first phase is coming forward in advance of either the Core Strategy or consideration by outline application of the whole site, it also needs to demonstrate that it has potential and justification to form an isolated development if it is to be determined before the proposal for the whole site has been fully assessed.  

The council has committed support for the concept of an Ecotown in NW Bicester through various Executive decisions since 2009. The site was put forward by the Council as an alternative to Weston Otmoor site (on government’s initial shortlist of potential ecotowns April 2008), which it strongly opposed. A concept study was commissioned in December 2008 to explore its potential and at the 30th March 2009 Executive a resolution was agreed that the council “supports the inclusion of the NW Bicester location (as defined and presented through the Council’s Eco Town Concept Study-Draft February 2009) in the Government’s Eco Town Programme and Planning Policy Statement’ (although this was with the proviso that  ten caveats set by the council were recognised by the government first). Since then, the Ecotown supplement to PPS1 has been published, and NW Bicester is included in Annex A of the national policy statement. Furthermore the Council endorsed the Eco Bicester One Shared Vision document, as informal planning guidance for development control purposes at the 6th Decemeber 2010 Executive. Where the document looks at integrating the new eco development with the rest of the town through a holistic approach. 
General Comments
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

Cherwell’s Statutory Development Plan currently consists of the Regional Spatial Strategy (The South-East Plan); saved policies in the Adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 and 3 saved policies in the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016. The Non-Statutory Cherwell Local Plan NSCLP 2011 is also approved as interim planning policy for development control purposes and is a material consideration. 

The South East Plan, which is the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), was announced as revoked by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government on 6 July 2010. However that revocation was subject to challenge and overruled in the High Court. The SE Plan remains part of the Development Plan until new legislation formally removes it. 

There are currently no local plan allocations for the site; The Draft Core Strategy contains a proposed policy for NW Bicester, however it is still at draft stage and therefore it carries little weight. The site is identified as a potential location within Annex A of the PPS Ecotowns, A supplement to Planning Policy Statement 1, which states in para ET5 Determining planning applications:

‘Local planning authorities must determine planning applications in accordance with the statutory Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This PPS including the list of locations set out in Annex A will be material considerations that should be given weight in determining planning applications for eco-towns. 
Where the development plan is up-to-date (but has not allocated an eco-town) the local planning authority may refuse the application on the grounds that it had already provided for all the housing that is needed and that the plan was found‘sound’ by an Inspector from the Planning Inspectorate. However, there are circumstances where local planning authorities can justify going against the plan, for example, where an emerging RSS indicates that the local planning authority would need to deliver higher levels of growth. Where this is the case, or where the plan is out of date, an application for an eco-town should be considered on its merits, taking into account material considerations.’

Paras ET 4.1 and 4.2 of the PPS1 Supplement state:

‘Eco-towns are one of a range of options local planning authorities should consider when determining how to meet their current or emerging housing requirements set out in the RSS.  Eco-towns should be allocated as a strategic development option within the Core Strategy, but may also be considered as part of an Area Action Plan or Allocations DPD where the Core Strategy has already been adopted.  

Local planning authorities who have within their area an eco-town location in Annex A should consider the eco-town as an option for the distribution of housing.  There is no requirement to allocate an eco-town if a better way of meeting future housing needs exists.  The Adopted Plan should set out the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.’

Therefore, in the absence of an up to date local development plan policy, an application for an Eco-town should be determined in accordance with legislative requirements and on it’s merits.  This application does not relate to and allow consideration of the merits of the Eco-town as a whole.  The requirements/standards for an Eco-town are set out between ET7-ET22; these should be satisfactorily met before permitting the scheme.

In summary the following should be accompanied /demonstrated in the planning application:

· ET7 Zero carbon- requires applications to demonstrate how zero carbon will be achieved

· ET8 Climate change- requires eco-towns to planned with climate change, mitigation and adaptation in mind

· ET9 Homes-  outlines the various requirements homes within eco-town need to meet

· ET10 Employment- An Economic Strategy should be submitted with the application

· ET11 Transport- A Travel Plan should be submitted with the application

· ET 12 Healthy lifestyles- The design should support healthy and sustainable environments that encourage healthy lifestyles
· ET13 Local Services- Proposals should include a good range of services 

· ET14 Green Infrastructure- Proposals should include a good range of types of green space

· ET15 Landscape and historic environment- applications should demonstrate that the implications for local landscape and the historic environment have been adequately considered

· ET16 Biodiversity-Applications should be accompanied with a strategy for conserving and enhancing local biodiversity

· ET17 Water- Applications should be accompanied with a water cycle strategy

· ET18 Flood Risk Management- Flooding issues should have been considered 

· ET19 Waste- Applications should be accompanied with a sustainable waste and resources plan

· ET20 Masterplanning- Applications should include an overall masterplan

· ET21 Transition- Details on the transition process should be provided, with timetables

· ET22 Community and Governance- Details on the long term governance structure should be provided.

Para 4.44 of the applicant’s Planning Policy Review document refers to the strategic allocation NWB1, this is a proposed strategic allocation in the Draft Core Strategy.  

Housing Requirements

The South East Plan sets out the district’s current housing requirements: 670 homes per annum equating to 13,400 from 2006 to 2026.   This includes a requirement to provide 6,400 homes in the Central Oxfordshire sub-region, of which 4,900 should be provided at Bicester.  Para 22.15 of the Plan states that, in the first instance, authorities must seek to deliver their sub-regional allocations for Central Oxfordshire before considering flexibility.  The development of an eco-town at Bicester is in general conformity with the direction of South East Plan policies for the distribution of housing.  Indeed, the Draft Core Strategy proposes an increase in Bicester’s figure partly in the interest’s of accommodating an eco-development and would be in keeping with the thrust of the South-East Plan’s sub-regional strategy for Central Oxfordshire.
The current residual requirement for Bicester 2,393 (2,793 without the exemplar) is less than the 3,000 homes anticipated by 2026, but the proposed local adjustment of the Bicester housing requirement is being considered through the emerging Core Strategy.

Policy H2 of the South East Plan states that LPAs ‘will work in partnership to allocate and manage a land supply to deliver’ the required housing provision, while ensuring appropriate regard to environmental and infrastructure issues and a number of considerations including, “the need to facilitate any proposals that are agreed for Growth Points and eco-towns to be assessed through the next review”.  The supporting text (para 7.11) notes that it was intended that the RSS review would ‘test the scope for higher levels of growth’ and ‘enable the proposals for any confirmed new eco-towns and additional Growth Points to be assessed and brought forward’.  Para’ 22.15 also notes the Government’s announcement ‘that land at  Weston Otmoor has been short listed as a potential eco-town’. .

There is, now, no plan to review the South East Plan.  However, the reference to eco-towns in the final version of the South East Plan, reflects the expectation that eco-towns could have a role in meeting future housing needs.  

On 14 October 2009, the Council was advised by the Department for Communities and Local Government that homes built as part of an eco-town by 2026 could be considered as part of the district’s South East Plan housing requirements.  The Council’s Draft Core Strategy (in February 2010) proposes for an eco-development at North West Bicester of 3,000 new homes by 31 March 2026.  The proposed allocation at North West Bicester reflects the Council’s commitment to delivering major housing growth at Bicester through the eco-towns initiative.

5 Year Housing Land Supply and Phasing

Full permission is being sought for the housing (394 dwellings) and the proposed energy centre.  Outline permission is being sought for supporting services and facilities and for business development.  It is also understood that the homes would be constructed over a 5 year period with first completions estimated in Quarter 1, 2012.  Notwithstanding comments elsewhere in this response, delivery of Phase 1 of the Eco-Town from 2012 to 2017 would broadly be consistent with the expectations of the Draft Core Strategy (Table 18, p.134) which suggested that 500 homes could be provided at North West Bicester by 2016.

Size and Type of Housing

Policy H4 of the South East Plan requires local authorities to identify the full range of existing and future housing needs and to seek an appropriate range and mix of housing opportunities by identifying the likely profile of housing types and the size and type of affordable housing required.  A 2009 assessment of the type and size of housing needed in Cherwell informs Draft Core Strategy policy H6.  Although, at this stage the policy carries little weight, it does set out the size and type of housing expected to be required to meet the needs of Cherwell’s future population having regard to a ‘Household Projections and Current Market Position Model’.  It does not however, take account of the profile of the existing housing stock.  A comparison with the type and size proposed in the application is provided below:

	Draft Core Strategy (Policy H6)
	Exemplar Application

	1 bed flats (4%)
	8 one bed’ flats / maisonettes (2%)

	2 bed upsizing flats (8%)
	20 two bed’  flats / maisonettes (5.1%)

	2 bed houses (19%)

2 bed retirement / downsizing homes (23%)
	118  two bed’ houses (29.9%)

	3+ bed houses (35%)
	141 three bed’
houses
 (35.8%)

107 4+ bed’ houses (27.2%)

	3 bed flats / cluster homes (2%)
	None

	1/2 bed extra care homes (9%)
	None


The proposals include 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 or extra care housing.  As the proposed eco-town is central to the Draft Core Strategy, consideration should be given as to how a range of housing closer to that in draft policy H6 might be achieved across the wider development.  There appears to be no evidence provided for the proposed housing mix included in this planning application.   

Affordable Housing

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2009) and Local Housing Needs Estimates (2009) show that there is a demonstrable lack of affordable housing to meet local needs.  In these circumstances, the Non-Statutory Cherwell Local Plan and supplementary planning guidance require the proposed development to provide 30% of the proposed housing as affordable homes.  Policy CO3 of the South East Plan requires at least 40% of all new housing in the Central Oxfordshire sub-region to be affordable, including housing for key workers.  Policy H3 seeks 25% of all housing across the region as social rented and 10% as intermediate (policy C03 takes precedence).  The Draft Core Strategy proposes a requirement of 30% for qualifying sites in Bicester, having regard to a viability study.  However, because of its unique circumstances, the proposed eco-town was specifically excluded from the study.  The PPS1 supplement requires at least 30%.

The planning application states that 120 units (30.5%) would be provided.  This is appropriate in the context of existing and emerging policy.  The application refers to 70% of these homes being provided as ‘rented accommodation’ and 30% as shared ownership.  Elsewhere, the information is unclear as it refers to the units being “…available as either affordable rent or shared ownership”.  The Affordable Housing SPG (2004 as amended) states that the Council will seek the provision of affordable housing primarily for rent to have the greatest impact on need (a 70/30% social rented / intermediate split is the usual starting point).  However, the reference to the emerging tenure of ‘affordable rent’ is noted and it is understood that the detail of the affordable housing offer has changed since the application was originally submitted (presently 102 units (85%) for affordable rent and 18 (15%) for shared ownership).  Detailed consultation should therefore continue with the Strategic Housing Team to ensure that what is proposed is clarified and is the most appropriate means of addressing local housing need.

Housing Density

It has been calculated that that the five residential development parcels (north to south) have net densities of 30.4 dph, 25.5 dph, 24.6 dph, 25.9 dph and 29.1 dph excluding all adjoining tree belts and other areas that might be considered to be strategic landscaping.  This is an average of 27.1 dph and is, regardless of the removal of PPS3’s national indicative minimum of 30 dph, a relatively low figure in view of PPS1 and PPS3 aims of making efficient use of land and the expectation that eco-towns should be seeking the most sustainable use of natural resources.  The detailed comments of the Design and Conservation Team will assist in determining whether a more efficient layout could be achieved without undermining other objectives.
Further policy comments are included below on various other documents submitted in relation to this proposal:
Comments specific to other submitted documents
Planning Strategy and Programme

There is a lack of clarity, accuracy and consistency within this document and others, such as the Implementation Brief, submitted in relation to this proposal in references to the content of the PPS1 Supplement, the status of the Draft Core Strategy, the RSS, and the future preparation of a Development Brief master plan and/or it’s timing, intention and role regarding the preparation of a master plan and the envisaged Sub-Framework Plans.  

Background – incorrectly states that land to the NW of Bicester was identified by the previous Government as the location for an Eco-Town.  PPS1 Supplement is referred to but this document does not state this.          

Also incorrectly refers to the Draft Core Strategy consultation as a Preferred Options stage of the emerging Core Strategy, and is unclear in commenting that the Draft Core Strategy ‘identified’ NW Bicester.  The Draft Core Strategy proposed an allocation at NW Bicester.  

Programme and Strategy – It is not clear whether it is the Council’s view that the Eco-Town should be promoted in advance of the adoption of the Core Strategy and full assessment of the options as set out in ET 4.1 and 4.2 of the PPS Supplement.  

Eco-Town Criteria – the standards set out in PPS1 Supplement for an Eco-Town cannot be assessed on the basis of Phase 1 of the Eco-Town only.  Similarly, the s.106 costs and viability cannot be assessed on the basis of Phase 1 of the Eco-Town.  

The timeline shows the Phase 1 planning permission being programmed to be determined before the master plan for the whole site is provided.  Para 1.22 of the Implementation Brief sets out the scope of the master plan including key elements to the concept of an Eco-Town such as phasing of employment and housing, infrastructure, school and setting design and sustainability standards and build costs.  Fixing details of Phase 1 in advance of consideration of the master plan for the whole site may prejudice the scope and effectiveness of the master plan for the whole site.  The timeline is also unrealistic in estimating 3 months to approve the outline application.  

Apdx 4 - it is noted that a Development Brief will be prepared at a later stage, but the reference to plot developers being selected and implementing plots makes no reference to the role of the Development Brief.  The size and phasing of the plots referred to is also unclear, as is the number of separate plot developers that are envisaged.  
Planning Statement

Para 1.3 refers incorrectly to a search area, the Draft Core Strategy proposes an allocation not a search area.  

Para 1.10 is unclear is it’s reference to s.38(5) which actually states ‘If to any extent a policy contained in a development plan for an area conflicts with another policy in the development plan the conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy which is contained in the last document to be adopted, approved or published (as the case may be).’   The reference in s.38(5) is to development plan documents rather than to other government policy and best practice. 

Para 1.18 It is unclear how all of the requirements will be provided for in the overall scheme.  

Para 2.11 is unclear in referring to CDC’s LDF Statement of Community Involvement and the applicant’s SCI.  These are 2 separate documents.  

Para 2.15 is unclear as it refers to a Circular which has been cancelled.  

Para 5.19 refers to the proposed NW Bicester policy and proposed allocation within the Core Strategy.  This currently carries little weight as a material consideration because the document has neither been through an EiP or been adopted as policy, though it does reflect the Council’s commitment to growth at Bicester.
Para 5.24 quotes a section from the 2010 AMR and suggests that as the document was approved by the Council it therefore forms part of the evidence base for the Council's current policy position.  It then mentions that the NW Bicester exemplar site has been identified as a 'deliverable' site within the AMR.  For clarification the AMR can not be used to imply the Council's support for or intention to allocate any particular site.  
Para 5.25 is unclear in referring to the PPS1 Supplement, which does not set out the policy justification for this proposal.   

Para 6.11 The completion rate referred to is inconsistent with that in other documents submitted with this application, eg. the Planning Strategy document.  The explanation for the completion rates is unclear.  

Para 6.18 is unclear in it’s reference to population derived jobs.  The standard multiplier used in the applicant’s Economic Strategy is 0.4, whilst the HCA’s suggestion is 150 jobs per 1,000 people (i.e. 0.15).  The HCA also states that this relates to jobs created specifically in the locality. (Reference:  HCA ‘Employment Densities Guide’, 2nd Edition, 2010 at http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/public/documents/Employ-Den.pdf)

It is unclear whether the 40 FTE estimated relates to indirect jobs created in the wider, national economy, or in the locality (i.e. Cherwell), or, more specifically, Bicester.  
The reference to construction jobs is unclear as construction jobs do not provide permanent jobs and are not usually counted as such in relation to employment generation targets, even in major developments.  

Para 6.20 is unclear if referring to 3 retail units within the proposal, whereas para 6.23 refers to 2 further retail units.  

Para 6.31 refers to testing of land uses through a development appraisal but this appraisal does not appear to be provided.  It is also unclear in it’s reference to ‘practical delivery’ or the assumptions referred to that this statement is based on.  

Para 7.4 It is unclear whether and how zero carbon emissions will be achieved.  Ground source heat pumps are referred to but these generally involve expensive up front costs and it is unclear how these would be delivered as part of the overall energy infrastructure.      

Para 7.14 is unclear as to whether this proposal can achieve water neutrality, as encouraged in Para ET 17.5 of the PPS1 Supplement. 

Para 9.1 and 9.2 A Transport Assessment of the whole scheme should be undertaken to assess the impact and effectiveness of the Transport strategy and development layout.  

Para 9.3 The delivery of external infrastructure is referred to but it is unclear who will be providing this infrastructure and when.

Paras 9.4 - 9.6 are unclear regarding the long term delivery of modal share and degree of self containment, and which appropriate policies are being referred to.  

Para 10.2 is unclear as to how the generation of eco-businesses will be delivered.  

Chap 10 - 170 of the 460 jobs identified are in employment generating use classes (B1).  The remaining 295 jobs include construction, retail, home working and wider (national?) job creation from resident’s spend.   These do not reflect a balance of sustainable, long term, full time and high quality jobs accessible to the residents of the proposed development.  

250 on-site jobs are estimated to be generated from 394 homes which seems a very high rate compared to other best practice major schemes.  The job generation estimated from home working may be double counting jobs if the home working is related to jobs that are primarily based elsewhere.  The 1 in 3 home working rate is significantly higher than the HCA rate of 13% in 2011 (Reference:  HCA ‘Employment Densities Guide’, 2nd Edition, 2010 at http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/public/documents/Employ-Den.pdf).  

(Also refer to our comments on para 6.18 regarding population derived jobs and construction jobs.)
The provision of some employment land from the overall land use budget is proposed in this phase.  It should be ensured that the overall appropriate employment land provision for the scheme is still maintained.  The reliance on off site jobs suggests a reliance on unidentified off site employment land, with no ability to ensure such land is provided.  The master plan is unclear in appearing to show 0.2 ha of commercial area, but the land use budget refers to 2,900 sq.m. of B1.    
Masterplan Report

Page 21 refers to an average  household density of 2.6 people per dwelling.  This is a high household density figure and the justification for it is unclear.  

The Assimilation Strategy: refers to a figure of 2.6 persons per dwelling received from Oxfordshire County Council.  It acknowledges that no detailed evidence has been provided from OCC behind the figures.  No further information is provided.

The Social Infrastructure Provision document - produced by Hunter Dobson Stringer:  The population estimates here are based on the applicant’s own methodology, which is explained in the document, basically using Census data for households that had newly moved into a home in Cherwell in the year preceding the Census (in terms of size, type and tenure of dwelling).  This starting point is then 'aged' in accordance with national figures to show how the population grows.  Over time the weighting of the models then shifts to the long terms ONS projections for the local 'background' population in Cherwell, to reflect the maturing of the development.  This document also refers to figures on 'child yield' produced by OCC but highlights that no background information has been received on the methodology and so there is no further comment on the accuracy/use of these figures.

The Environmental Statement: refers to the population work carried out by Hunter Dobson Stringer (above) and the 2008 population projections (presumably from OCC although this is not stated).

Page 25 There is no explanation of the suggested phasing of this phase of the Eco-Town and the suggested phasing is itself unclear.  The master plan report states that phasing could come forward in any order and suggests that parts of each neighbourhood could come forward in any order.  It is unclear how the neighbourhoods and facilities will be successfully delivered based on the partial development of more than one neighbourhood.  It is also unclear how the delivery of different and supporting uses will be phased to ensure integrated phasing and delivery where appropriate in the early stages of development.   

Proposed Urban Form and Site Layout – The north and south parts of this phase of the Eco-Town do not appear to be well integrated to each other, or to the rest of the Eco-Town site or to the existing urban area.  The proposed residential layout plans and street networks are unclear.  The justifications for this form and layout are unclear.  The site is located at a distance from existing urban area, with lack of connectivity, accessibility and integration to the existing urban area.  

It is unclear where the neighbourhood centres will be located and how they will relate to each of the proposed neighbourhoods or ‘villages’. 

The proposed amount of retail provision seems proportionally high compared to the scale of residential development in this phase.  

PPS1 Eco town standards states (ET 20.1): 

· ‘All eco-town planning applications should include an overall master plan and supporting documentation to demonstrate how the eco-town standards set out above will be achieved’.   There does not appear to be enough detail provided to demonstrate how the standards in PPS1 Supplement will be achieved.  
Scope of Application

Scope of application document:
PPS1 Eco town standards states (ET 20.1): 

· ‘All eco-town planning applications should include an overall master plan and supporting documentation to demonstrate how the eco-town standards set out above will be achieved’.  There does not appear to be enough detail provided to demonstrate how the standards in PPS1 Supplement will be achieved.  
The introduction to the Scope of Application document indicates that the purpose of the document is to set the scope of the application and provide a programme for submission of the application. In fact it provides a brief description of Phase 1 development, and lists the various documents and whether they are submitted in support or for approval, together with a list of consultants.  The list of drawings is not included and there is no additional information provided.  However it refers to the master plan submitted in support of the application that demonstrates its relationship to the phasing of development.
Para 1.1 is unclear is stating that the development of 5,000 homes at NW Bicester is ‘defined’ in the PPS1 Supplement.  The PPS Supplement lists some of the locations with the potential to be eco-towns.  
EIA/Environmental Statement:
The proposal is required to be accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment.  Para 1.4 of the Scope of Application is unclear in referring to this as a voluntary undertaking.  
The EIA Regulations (Schedule 4 part 1) require:

1. Description of development, including in particular -

(a) a description of the physical characteristics of the whole development and the land-use requirements during the construction and operational phases;

(b) a description of the main characteristics of the production processes, for instance, nature and quantity of the materials used;

(c) an estimate, by type and quantity, of expected residues and emissions (water, air and soil pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat, radiation, etc) resulting from the operation of the proposed development. 

· The Environmental Statement only relates to the exemplar phase of this development and not to the full extent of the proposed NW Bicester Eco-Town.  It includes a description of the first phase of the development including the site, design and size.  (The remainder of the Eco-Town development is briefly considered under cumulative effects.  However it appears to consider cumulative effects between Phase 1 and the rest of the Eco-Town separately from consideration of cumulative effects of Phase 1 of the Eco-Town and other local developments.)   

European Directive 85/337/EC requires assessment of projects as a whole and states that environmental effects should be considered at the earliest possible stage:

‘whereas they affirm the need to take effects on the environment into account at the earliest possible stage in all the technical planning and decision-making processes, whereas to that end, they provide for the implementation of procedures to evaluate such effects’.  

Annex IV of the EIA Directive identifies information to be included in Environmental Statements and lists ‘a description of the physical characteristics of the whole project and the land-use requirements’.   The ES provided does not assess the whole project, whose effects are required to be taken into consideration as a whole in the context of development consents for parts thereof.  
The aim of environmental impact assessment is for the decision on a project to be taken with knowledge of its effects on the environment and on the basis of public participation.  Investigation of the environmental effects makes it possible, in accordance with the first recital in the preamble to the EIA directive and the precautionary principle under Article 174(2) of the Treaty, to prevent the creation of pollution or nuisances where possible, rather than subsequently trying to counteract them.    
2. An outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant and an indication of the main reasons for the choice made, taking into account the environmental effects:

· Section 4.2 refers to Weston Otmoor.  There is limited consideration of alternatives as required by Article 5 of the Directive.  
· Section 4.3 refers to alternative site boundaries and alternative layouts. The application boundary was chosen due to land ownership. 

3. A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the development, including in particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the inter-relationship between the above factors.

· Chapters included on Landscape and visual impact, Ecology, Flood risk and hydrology, Air quality, Noise, Built heritage and Archaeology, Contaminated land, Agriculture and Land Use, Human health, Socio-economics, Waste, Traffic and Transport, as agreed at the scoping stage.
4. A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment, which should cover the direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of the development, resulting from-

(a) the existence of the development

(b) the use of natural resources;

(c) the emission of pollutants, the creation of nuisances and the elimination of waste, and the description by the applicant of the forecasting methods used to assess the effects on the environment.

· Some of the information appears to have been constrained by the timescale of the application, e.g. air quality – a 6 month NO2 diffusion tube survey was intended to establish baseline conditions but only two months worth of data was available for the ES because of the submission timescale.  A minimum of three months data is required so an addendum to the ES will be submitted prior to determination of the planning application.

5. A description of measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any significant adverse effects on the environment.

· Each chapter contains a section on mitigation. In some cases more detail is intended to be provided in supplementary documents still to be prepared: a Landscape and Ecology Conservation Management Plan and a Construction Environmental Management Plan.

6. A non-technical summary of the information provided under paragraphs 1 to 5 of this Part.

· A non-technical summary accompanies the ES.
7. An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by the applicant in compiling the required information.

· Some indication of difficulties is given e.g. air quality- Refers to energy centre with a biomass boiler and two gas fired Combined Heat and Power plants however the exact energy specification had not been finalised at the time of the assessment so the preliminary energy strategy was reviewed in order to provide an indication of likely emissions.  

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.  

The data in the Green Infrastructure Apportionment document indicates that 44.92% of Phase 1 consists of green infrastructure, of which 37.69% is public, meeting the quantity standard in the PPS1 supplement. However over a quarter (27.72%) of the proposed GI provision is in the form of hedgerows and their buffers. The green infrastructure network focuses on the watercourses, hedgerows and existing woodland features in the site and generally provides for linkages through the site although some of these are narrow in places. In particular it is evident from the plans and the biodiversity strategy that 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. 

Open space (social infrastructure doc and landscape strategy drawing no. 8001): 
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).

The 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 does not provide detailed information on open space in terms of analysis of the existing provision or what is proposed as part of the scheme. However looking at the plans and using the estimated population figure for the Phase 1 scheme contained in the document (1100) and the data set out in the Green Infrastructure Apportionment document it would appear that:

· The amount of amenity greenspace meets what would be expected under the draft Core Strategy policy standard.

· 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), whereas the application indicates only 0.5326 ha of natural play/recreation. It is understood that within Phase 1 home zones are to include “play environs” which are intended to supplement this provision, but the details have not yet been submitted and agreed. (Under existing policy home zones would not normally be considered to count towards the open space requirement).There appears to be a lack of provision in the residential area 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). The only pitch provision indicated is at the school, comprising 1486 sq m. However it is understood that the intention is for the Phase 1 scheme’s formal sports provision needs to be met by provision on the remainder of the eco-town site.  Further details of this provision need to be provided.  A financial contribution will be required towards this provision. 

· The quantity of allotment provision compares favourably to the draft standard set out in draft Core Strategy policy I4, which would generate a requirement of 0.34 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 do not appear to be an ideal shape for plots to be laid out.

· The data given in the Green infrastructure apportionment document is not always consistent with data included elsewhere, e.g. community growing/allotments is given as 5079 square metres but drawing 7M-2 indicates allotment provision as 3764 square metres.

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.

The biodiversity stakeholders group are best placed to assess whether a net gain in biodiversity has been demonstrated. 

A Biodiversity Strategy has been submitted as part of the application. However it contains little detail on management. The application indicates that a Landscape and Ecology Conservation Management Plan will be prepared but the timing of this is unclear and in its absence the likelihood of biodiversity gain is difficult to assess.

The scoping opinion documents indicated the range of ecological surveys which should be undertaken. It appears that all those listed have been undertaken, other than the winter surveys for brown hairstreak eggs. Biodiversity stakeholders will be able to assess whether the required surveys have been carried out comprehensively.

The watercourses and hedgerows, key features of value, have for the most part been retained within the scheme’s green infrastructure. However the buffer margins are not as wide as recommended in some places. The hedgerow survey recommended a minimum 10m buffer adjacent to hedgerows but it is evident from the plans and the biodiversity strategy that in some locations only a 3 metre buffer has been provided.  A minimum 15m buffer either side of the banks of the watercourses has been provided but this area is also intended to accommodate play areas which will constrain the ability of the area to sustain biodiversity value.

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.  In areas of serious water stress eco-towns should aspire to water neutrality. 
· 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”.

Neither EA or Thames Water clarified whether this is an area of “serious water stress” in the scoping opinion but EA indicated that it supported the aspiration of water neutrality and comments from Thames Water indicate that existing infrastructure does not have capacity to meet the additional demands proposed.   Para 7.14 of the Planning Statement refers to the area as ‘water-stressed’.  

The planning application is accompanied by a water cycle strategy, drainage strategy and flood risk assessment, and the ES contains a chapter on flood risk and hydrology. The Environment Agency, Oxfordshire County Council and the Head of Building Control and Engineering Services will comment in more detail on the adequacy of these documents.

Sustainable Construction/Energy

The PPS1 Supplement:  Eco Towns advises that eco towns should achieve Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 as a minimum, and be ‘zero carbon’.

The Eco Vision document states that homes at North West Bicester should be constructed to Code Level 5 and be zero carbon.

Draft Core Strategy policy states that homes at North West Bicester should be constructed to Code Level 6 and be zero carbon.

The Sustainability Statement and Code for Sustainable Homes Pre Assessment show how the dwellings will be constructed to Code Level 5.  The target of the Eco Vision document is therefore met, whilst the PPS target is exceeded.

The Sustainability Statement sets out that all non residential buildings will be constructed to BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standard.  However attention is drawn to the Government’s stated intention for all non residential buildings to be ‘zero carbon’ by 2019.

There are some queries regarding the Energy Strategy and whether and how Phase 1 itself will be calculated to be zero carbon (it is noted that noted that the definition of “Zero carbon” is currently under review and the incorporation of “allowable solutions” needs to be clarified at a national level).   It is not clear whether Phase 1 will be entirely self sufficient in energy terms in the long term (for example, it is stated that offsite electricity (mains power) will still be required.  There is limited detail provided in the application with regard to the sources of energy generation and the on and off site balance.  
Water Cycle Strategy
This is unclear as to whether the development will be water neutral or not.  Many of the statements are similar to the one in the Scope of Application document and just comment on how different techniques can contribute towards the aim of achieving water neutrality.  Interestingly, water neutrality is included it in the applicant’s list of definitions:

‘Water neutrality - the concept of off setting demand from new developments by making existing homes and buildings more water efficient.’  

We would question this definition.  As a comparison, when referring to Water Neutrality the Environment Agency website states: The definition used by us and the Government is that the total water use after a development does not exceed the total water use before development. (http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/library/publications/40737.aspx)   

Transport Assessment

The Executive Summary acknowledges the restrictions on highways capacity but these do not appear to be addressed.  This raises unanswered questions regarding deliverability.  In addition, there is no detail on how the impacts of the scheme would be addressed or what the ‘appropriate solutions’ referred to will be, and which are described as still being the subject of discussions.     

The basis of the assumptions that incoming residents will have made a conscious decision to buy into and to adopt a sustainable living ethos and that they will adapt their travel behaviour accordingly is unclear.  

Para 5.1 refers to full occupation of this phase of the Eco-Town by 2016, but the Planning Strategy refers to completion by 2014.  

Paras 5.6 Reference is made to the Oxford – Bicester rail service and the establishment of an hourly service.  It is unclear whether the text refers to the rail link or to a proposed faster bus link to the rail station(s) or to a normal bus service.  The improvements to the rail service are being progressed separately from this proposed development and already envisage an hourly or more frequent service.  The level of financial contribution referred to is not a significant sum in relation to significant transport schemes.     

Paras 5.7 refers to the need for town centre priority bus measures to achieve the predicted modal share, but it is unclear how and when these measures will be funded and delivered.       

Paras 5.7 The proposed internal street network is unclear in Fig 5.1.  

Paras 5.7 The reference to ‘conventional features including frontage accesses’ is unclear as to whether it refers to conventional forms of frontage access which does not seem to reflect the higher and innovative standards of development aspired to in an Eco-Town.  

Paras 5.8  Average parking provision seems to have been reduced by not providing any parking for 1 bed properties, but there is no explanation for focusing on these properties to reduce parking provision overall.  

Paras 5.8  Garages are proposed to be provided at reduced standard for parking, thus encouraging their use for storage.  However they are proposed to be provided off-plot even though they are intended for storage rather than parking, the benefits of siting storage off plot are unclear. 

Paras 5.8  The majority of residential parking is proposed to be provided off plot and some of these are described as ‘involving a walk to a rear lane area’.  The security and safety of this approach will need careful consideration.  

Paras 5.8  The provision of visitor parking will need to take into account any restrictions on on-street parking that might otherwise provide additional capacity for visitor parking.  

Paras 5.8  It is unclear whether the Car Club branded  bays are additional to the residential and non-residential parking bays that are separately identified.  

Paras 5.8  It is unclear how the ‘Eco’ vehicles and associated initiatives will be delivered.  

Paras 5.8 states that car sharing would not help to achieve the target modal split.  

Paras 5.8  It is unclear how many cycle stands/spaces will be provided at the school but reference is made to a ratio of 1 per 10 pupils to achieve a 1% increase in the current Bicester cycle to school rate from 9% to 10%.  This does not seem a significant or ambitious improvement of the current cycle to school rate nor does it reflect the 80% target identified on page 53.  Safe Routes to School Schemes may also be beneficial in establishing a positive increase in the cycle to school rate and improving upon current rates, but are not referred to.    

Paras 6.1  The reference to the PPG13 accessibility standards for the surrounding area is unclear, the distances referred to are standards references from PPG13 and do not relate specifically to the surrounding area.  

Paras 6.3 – 6.7  Accessibility distances are not provided in relation to accessibility to external facilities.  Reference is made to the employment provision associated with the SW Bicester development but it should be noted that this provision is required regardless of the proposed development at NW Bicester and therefore it should not be assumed that there will be much capacity to provide further employment opportunities, for further increases in the town’s population, at this location.  

Paras 9.4  and 9.8  Significant percentage increases in traffic are identified in relation to this phase of the Eco-Town, it should be noted that this phase relates to only approx. 13% of the total 3,000 dw envisaged, and approx. 8% of the total 5,000dw envisaged in the whole Eco-Town.  It is unclear how these impacts will be mitigated.  

Paras 10.4 refers to the detail of appropriate solutions as being the subject of further discussion but there do not appear to be any details provided on what, how and when these solutions will be delivered.  
Travel Plan
Section 4.2.2 (Page 14) Primary School mode share targets:

· Suggests that modal share will be increased from 20% to 30% due to car trips by staff and visitors

· This increase seems a little high and the there are no suggestions in the plan to try and reduce this.  

Section 5.3.5 (Page 20) Other Non-residential uses:

· Suggests a travel plan will be prepared for each of the other non-residential uses

· The document assumes that it will be prepared by the each new buildings occupants prior to opening

· What happens if they do not produce the plan?

· What happens if the standard of the plans are poor?

Section 5.3.6 (Page 21) Parking Strategy

· Document states "it is recognised that the NW Bicester site is in a predominantly rural County where car ownership levels are (often by necessity) high"

· Should the travel plan really be using this type of statement to justify higher levels of car use on an 'eco-development'?

Page 22 - Garages:

· Document states "the intention of the garages is to provide properties with storage space, without them being of a standard to be car parking spaces, thus seeking to discourage use of them for cars"

· Why have 'garages' that you can't fit a car in? Why not just have smaller storage facilities (e.g. sheds) associated with the houses?  The proposed layout plan seems to show the garages located at a distance from the dwellings and in isolation rather than in groups, which could raise safety and security issues.  
Page 23 - Visitor Spaces:

· If the visitor spaces are located closer to properties than allocated spaces, there is a risk that residents may use the visitor spaces rather than their own allocated space.
Page 23 - Non resident parking:

· Suggests the use of 'strong enforcement' to discourage inappropriate parking in residential areas close to facilities.
· Will an enforcement approach really change peoples attitudes to car use? It could easily encourage people to use alternative facilities located elsewhere in Bicester.  Who will provide the enforcement service and what will the effects be if it is not provided for any reason?  
Page 34 - Table 5.7:

· Bus fare for a comparative journey from the Phase 1 site to town is quoted at costing £1.00, yet current fares between Bure Park and Town Centre are £1.10 for a single and £2.00 for a return journey.
· The figure quoted in table 5.7 is not justified anywhere in the document and there is no suggestion of the bus service being subsidised so that it will be more attractive when compared to the estimated costs of travel by car.  
· If you used the current Bure Park fare, it actually works out at a similar price to travel by bus and takes longer (and the cost benefit is greater if groups of people are travelling together by car).  

Section 7.5 (Page 42) Remedial Action:

· Are the targets precise enough to be tied to a s106 legal agreement?

· How will this impact on the rest of the site?

· Is the bond paid up front and then reclaimed when targets are met? If not, what are the legal implications for residents (i.e. future land owners).
Page 43 - Travel Plan Bond:

· States that the travel plan will be continually evolving.
· Would this have implications for a s106 tied to travel plan targets and schemes? Would the s106 need constantly amending to reflect changes?  Amendments to the s106 will need to continue to relate to the delivery of the identified targets and objectives.  
Page 43 - Travel Plan Bond:

· Discusses the use of number plate recognition technology to distinguish monitoring of Phase 1 of the site from further phases of development.  
· Would residents be comfortable with this idea? Does it involve additional costs, street furniture and monitoring equipment?  

· It is unclear how monitoring of targets will be undertaken as required by para ET6 of the PPS supplement.     
· There are no suggestions to distinguish between the phases of development when monitoring cyclist and pedestrian movements.  
A couple of other points include the suggestion that cycling could be promoted by having 'cycling themed' street names.  Cycling levels are primarily affected by safety, perceived safety, convenience and attractiveness of routes, not by unrelated gimmicks such as themed street names.  This suggestion reflects a poor knowledge and understanding of factors that affect cycling levels and little or no attempt to find out that information.  

Although the document contains lots of nice suggestions, it is generally a little lacking in details about how it would be implemented and how real change to peoples attitudes would be achieved.  It appears to rely heavily on the role of the travel plan co-ordinator to ensure its implementation and success.  

Some of the suggestions (like potentially gifting new bikes to residents) will require funding, however, it does not make it clear where this funding is likely to come from.  
Economic Strategy

The PPS1 Supplement:  Eco Towns advises that there should be one employment opportunity created per dwelling.  

This standard is also set out in the ‘Eco Vision – One Shared Vision’ document.

It is also reflected in the Draft Core Strategy policy NWB1 which states that 5000 homes and jobs will be developed.

The Economic Strategy proposes 465 jobs associated with the Phase 1 phase (70 FTE of which would be temporary construction jobs), to be created over 4 – 5 years, with the potential for an additional 100 direct and 350 indirect jobs associated with the ‘eco factory’.  The 100 jobs associated directly with the factory are stated as being FTE, but no details are provided on whether the 350 indirect jobs would be full time or part time, temporary or permanent.  Note that the Planning Statement refers to 460 jobs.  
Since the Phase 1 information proposes 394 dwellings, this therefore appears to exceed the 1 job per dwelling required by the PPS.  However there are a number of questions arising in relation to the assumptions used to calculate this figure.  

Whilst the Economic Development Strategy is quite specific on how some of the onsite temporary and permanent jobs will be created (such as the construction jobs, and employment associated with the retail/office/education provision onsite), it is less clear on the assumptions underlying the other jobs created.  For example the assumption regarding home working is one FTE for every three dwellings.  Even with deductions made for people employed in providing local services, allowing space for homeworking would not necessarily result in job creation itself.  Unless each of the home-workers is self employed, there will still need to be employment opportunities created, which people can then decide to undertake by working from home.  

Indirect ‘Population Derived’ Job Creation:

Also the Economic Strategy estimates that 40 of the new jobs created will be population derived (i.e. an increase in population will increase the demand on existing service provision elsewhere).  However not all of the dwellings built will be occupied by a ‘new’ population i.e. people may move to the NW Bicester site from elsewhere (but close by) in Bicester, originating for example from the subdivision of existing households within Bicester eg. to alleviate overcrowding.  There would therefore be limited increase in service uptake.  Presumably this is accounted for in the calculations?  Alternatively this movement may create vacant dwellings elsewhere in Bicester, which would then be filled by other people resulting in an increase in population.  
It is unclear whether the 40 FTE estimated relates to indirect jobs created in the wider, national economy, or in the locality (i.e. Cherwell), or, more specifically, Bicester?

The standard multiplier used in the applicant's Economic Strategy is 0.4, whilst the HCA’s suggestion is 150 jobs per 1,000 people (i.e. 0.15).  The HCA also states that this relates to jobs created specifically in the locality. (Reference:  HCA ‘Employment Densities Guide’, 2nd Edition, 2010 at http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/public/documents/Employ-Den.pdf)

Phasing:

The Economic Strategy is also not specific on the phasing of the job creation, particularly with regard to the phasing of residential development (details on this phasing do not appear to be provided in the Assimilation Strategy either).  The Eco Towns PPS para ET21 requires planning applications for eco towns to set out a detailed timetable of delivery of neighbourhoods, employment and community facilities and services.
Assimilation Strategy 

The Assimilation Strategy states that this has been assumed to be based on 2.6 persons per dwelling based on information from the County Council (see comments on Masterplan report).

Implementation Brief

Para 1.2 refers incorrectly to the Preferred Options stage rather than the Draft Core Strategy.  

Para 1.9 the timing of the master plan is unclear.  

Para 1.15 refers to the Sub-Framework Plan being approved in Q2 2012 but Para 1.16 refers to completions commencing Q1 2012.  

The joint responsibility referred to in para 1.21 regarding infrastructure provision is unclear in terms of specific roles and responsibilities eg. there appears to be no joint venture agreement in place.  It is also unclear in relation to para 6.16 of the Planning Statement which states that A2Dominion will provide strategic infrastructure.  

Para 1.19 is unclear in referring to the implementation of residential or all uses. 

Para 1.22 omits any reference to the conceptual overview which should be included in a master plan.  

Para 1.27 identifies further uncertainty with reference to a possible other development funding partner.  It also identifies uncertainty with regard to the role and capacity of P3Eco (ref para 1.18).  

Para 1.28 does not identify what the alternative arrangements would be.  

Para 1.29 does not refer to infrastructure.  

Para 1.30 identifies uncertainty and lack of clarity in referring to affordable housing partners ‘who may be selected from time to time.’   

Para 1.31 identifies uncertainty in reference to the roles of partners eg. in the delivery of infrastructure.  

Para 1.32 identifies further uncertainty regarding the roles and responsibilities for delivery.  

Para 1.36 Community governance information does not appear to be progressed in any detail.  

Para 1.38 is unclear as to what types of contractual arrangements it is referring to or which Miscellaneous Provisions Acts it is referring to.  
Description of Development Parameters
Schedule 1 omits the phasing information referred to in the index and schedule title.  

The land use schedule omits some uses eg. open space, infrastructure.  Although other uses generate some employment, employment uses comprise only B1 in terms of employment use classes and not a range of employment use classes.  Paras 2.11 – 2.13 refer to broad and general indications of locations of uses, more detail is needed to assess the provision of uses required to be provided in relation to residential development.     
SCI & Community Governance Strategy

Statement of Community Involvement:

(NB. SCI is the term for the document we produce as part of the LDF; the SCI itself requires that planning applications are accompanied by a Consultation Statement and explains what a Consultation Statement should contain).

The SCI submitted with the application is clear in setting out the community involvement exercises that have been undertaken although it is lighter on how the feedback obtained has influenced the application.  There are responses to many of the points raised contained within some of the Appendices, but it may have been more helpful to bring this analysis into the main document, to show how the consultation exercises have informed the proposals in more detail (without responding to every single comment verbatim).  Additionally, the document does not appear to record the results of any engagement with statutory agencies & key stakeholders, and responses to the comments raised in public consultations often defer to further work to be undertaken/later phases etc without explaining why it has not been considered for this phase.

It would be useful to set out a schedule of dates, workshops, meetings and consultation periods along with numbers and types of attendees/ response rates at the start of the report for ease of reading
 

It would be interesting to know who are the stakeholders or if data protection prevents this how many people are on their mailing list – for all we know it could be 90, 300 or more?  Also which organisations and how many residents are on the stakeholder list?   

Is there evidence of support from the parishes?

Only receiving 16 questionnaires to the “Testing ideas” consultation is a very poor response rate. It raises the question as to whether their consultation on this area reached a wide enough audience?


The community planning workshop was very heavily project board loaded with around 20 out of 47 being either P3Eco or Cherwell.  Not many community bodies/ locals attended. 

Community Governance Strategy:
The document acknowledges the requirements of the PPS regarding community governance but sets out that the community governance structure will essentially be determined through a 'bottom up' approach rather than 'top down'.  This approach appears to differ from the acknowledged requirement of the PPS that (ET22.1) ‘Planning applications should be accompanied by long term governance structures… ‘ and (ET22.2) ‘Governance proposals should set out the proposed financial, management and legal structures (including arrangements for the transfer of land, buildings or endowment funds to resident-led community organisations for community use and development, including cultural, worship and income generating purposes’.  There may be justifiable reasons for this differing approach but we will need to be sure that these details will be resolved in a timely manner to ensure that the aims of the PPS regarding community governance are met in the short and long term.  If the alternative approach is to be progressed, further detail and structure should be provided to facilitate this approach & to ensure that the aims of the PPS are realised.
Social Infrastructure Provision

This report states that it will identify and assess the need for community facilities but it essentially describes existing provision in the area.  In the Future Service Provision section no evidence or assessment is provided of the projected future capacity in schools and GP services.   There is also no assessment of the expected level of use of district and strategic facilities by the residents of the proposed Phase 1 of the Eco-Town.   

