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CPRE Bicester / Ploughley District’s response to CDC’s consultation on

 revised submissions for Phase One North – West Bicester Eco – town

Planning Application 10/01780/HYBRID

Having reviewed the revised submissions, CPRE would comment as follows: 

1. First and foremost, we are particularly concerned that the first phase of NW Bicester Eco – town has advanced rapidly without an agreed Masterplan, with P3Eco stating that “the Exemplar is intended to be a model community and many of the pioneering ideas used will help inform the Masterplan for the later stages of the NW Bicester development.”  This line of progression strikes us as being a “back to front” approach, and consequently we would argue that the consortium promoting NW Bicester is pursuing the development procedure with haste rather than in a methodical step by step manner.
We wish to point out, that the turnaround period from which the consortium was advised by CDC (11 February 2011) to address a number of discrepancies (with the original application) to the consortium submitting revisions seems to us to be extremely quick.  This leads us to question whether the consortium has fully addressed the key issues.  We understand that winning the previous Government’s accolade of being nominated as one of the first four eco-towns in the country is a unique opportunity. However, we believe it is essential that a clear and robust Masterplan is first adopted to guide the scheme in a coherent manner whilst ensuring that its intended eco-credentials are being met.

2. We acknowledge CDC’s decision (24 March 2011) announced at the Planning Committee to modify the Core Strategy to reflect changing circumstances such as the abolition of the RSS.  However, we would argue that a robust justification is required for the ambition of building 5,000 homes at NW Bicester, (with 3,000 homes being constructed by 2026) within the context of changing demand and the national economic scene.

3. We would stress that long term job formation (other than initially providing construction jobs associated with the development) must be a high priority.  This is to minimise the need for the new development’s residents to seek employment elsewhere thus reducing the proportion of out-commuting and improving Bicester's self-containment in respect of CDC’s proposed policies outlined in the draft Core Strategy 2010:
Economic Objectives for Bicester

LO 1.To provide employment opportunities, particularly for higher value and knowledge based businesses, which will contribute to reducing the proportion of out-commuting and to improving Bicester's self-containment.

LO 2. To ensure new development provides employment, training and education possibilities for existing as well as new residents.

LO 3. To deliver attractive employment space to meet modern business needs, to deliver town centre redevelopment and environmental improvements, and to improve the image of the town as a place to work.

Whilst we recognise that the consortium is in discussion with CDC over the provision of an Eco-business centre and office accommodation, details concerning employment opportunities remain rather woolly with no specifics set in concrete at this stage.  

4.
It has to be noted that the applicants have yet to make provision to address the long term problems at Junction 9 of the M40 to make the NW Bicester Eco – town viable (as stipulated at the outset by Councillor Barry Wood).

5.
It is encouraging to see that the promoters have specified additional details in conjunction with making key design changes to demonstrate how the application proposals achieve a net biodiversity gain (BREEAM calculation species value of 0.98 species hectare) in accordance with PPS 1 and PPS 9.  It is apparent that the developers have taken into account CDC’s recommendation of widening the river corridor by altering the locations of proposed housing by way of providing greater potential for biodiversity gain.

6. The proposals still do not strive to address CDC’s proposed policy (NWB 1) of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Hence, we return to our argument that surely, by definition, an “Exemplar” should set the highest standards of sustainability aspired to?

7. We strongly urge the implementation of community infrastructure at the earliest stage of the development to prevent the outcome of a soul-less, piece-meal estate.  This aspect is important since the revised application still does not provide clarity as to when the proposed community building will be implemented.  We acknowledge that discussions are taking place between the applicant and the District and County Councils, however, we concur with CDC that those issues relating to community infrastructure need to be resolved to enable the application to be determined. 
8. In conclusion, therefore:

(i)  We are strongly of the view that the Exemplar scheme should not proceed before a viable Masterplan for NW Bicester Eco –development has been agreed in the context of a plan for all of Bicester.

(ii)  We remain to be convinced as to how local job formation on a long term basis will occur.

(iii)  We support the aspiration that if Bicester is to grow significantly, it should be achieved in a more innovative and eco – friendly way, and for this reason, it is essential that the proposals should achieve Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.

(iv)  We also believe that it will be very difficult to demonstrate that the Exemplar phase and eco-development as a whole will be sustainable in transport terms – which must be a key criterion. Factors militating against green travel patterns include:

· Physical location of the development on the periphery of a small market town.

· New residents tend to be from outside the area, and are likely to commute by car given Bicester’s location in relation to concentrations of employment. (Currently only 85% of Bicester’s workers work at or from home – amongst those who commute 78% of journeys are by car).
· Car usage is still likely to be very attractive despite improved rail services at Bicester.

· Public transport is simply not viable for many journeys from Bicester. 
· There seems little prospect of the necessary changes and improvements to transport networks being implemented in the subregion in the foreseeable future.
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