Representation to application number 10/01780/hybrid


	1.00
	Executive Summary

	
	

	1.1
	This submission is in objection to 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.  



	1.2

	This representation seeks to assess the application against the development plan and all relevant material considerations.  For clarity:
· The Development Plan for Cherwell District Council (CDC) consists of the South East Plan (SE Plan) and the relevant saved policies in the Local Plan, adopted in 1996, until superseded by the Local Development Framework (LDF).

· Although not part of the statutory development plan, the non-statutory Local Plan has been approved as interim planning policy for development control purposes.
· As the draft Core Strategy has been subject to one period of public consultation, it can be used as a material consideration in the assessment of applications for planning permission, however, limited weight only can be afforded to it, as it has not been submitted for examination and significant objections to its content have been received.
· National Planning Policies (PPS) are material considerations to which significant weight must be afforded as it is from the national level that local policies should be drawn from, unless local issues outweigh them. 
· The Eco-Town supplement to PPS1 (ET 5.2) provides for a scenario where the development plan is out of date, as it is in this case, and states that an application for an Eco-Town should be considered on its merits, taking into account material considerations.


	1.8
	For ease of reference, this submission has been divided into the following sections:
· Assessment of Prematurity

· Case for the Eco-Town to be progressed as a Supplementary Planning Document and
· General policy considerations
Specific policy considerations as set out below are also addressed:

· Community Consultation

· Transport

· Eco-credentials

· Public Open Space


	1.9
	This submission concludes with the grounds upon which this application must be refused, summarised below.

	
	

	1.10
	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 Water Cycle Study or a Sustainable Waste Resources Plan, 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;




	2.00
	Assessment of Prematurity.



	2.1
	The application’s maturity has been assessed against a background of planning policy.  PPS1 ‘Delivering Sustainable Development’ establishes that the plan-led system is central to planning and plays a key role in integrating sustainable development objectives.  Paragraph 8 states that where the development plan contains relevant policies, applications for planning permission should be determined in line with the plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

	
	

	2.2
	The related PPS1 publication ‘The Planning System: General Principles’ (DCLG, 2005) provides more detailed guidance on the different elements of the plan-led system, including advice in relation to the determination of planning applications.

	
	

	2.3
	The guidance reiterates the premise that local planning authorities must determine planning applications in accordance with the statutory Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise (paragraph 10). 

	
	

	2.4
	It is advised that if the Development Plan contains policies and there are no other material considerations the application should be determined in accordance with the Development Plan.  Where there are other material considerations the Development Plan should be the starting point and other material considerations should be taken into account in reaching a decision.  One such consideration will be whether the plan policies are relevant and up to date.  Further guidance on what constitutes a material consideration is set out in paragraphs 11 to 16 of the document.  

	
	

	2.5
	The guidance also sets out the circumstances in which planning applications may be refused on prematurity grounds.  Paragraph 17 advises that in some cases it may be justifiable to refuse planning permission on grounds of prematurity where a Development Plan Document (DPD) is being prepared or is under review, but it has not yet been adopted.  

	
	

	2.6
	This may be appropriate where a proposed development is so substantial, or where the cumulative effect would be so significant, that granting permission could prejudice the DPD by predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new development which are being addressed in the policy or DPD.  Otherwise, refusal of planning permission on grounds of prematurity will not usually be justified.

	
	

	2.7
	Paragraph 18 further advises that planning applications should be considered in the light of current policies.  However account can also be taken of policies in emerging DPD’s.  The weight to be attached to such policies depends upon the stage of preparation or review (increasing as successive stages are reached) and on the number and nature of representations made.  

	
	

	2.8
	For example, where a DPD has been submitted for examination but no representations have been made in respect of relevant policies, then considerable weight may be attached to those policies because of the strong possibility that they will be adopted.  The converse may apply if there have been representations which oppose the policy.

	
	

	2.9
	Against this policy background, this application is considered premature for a number of reasons.

	
	

	2.10
	The Draft Core Strategy was published for consultation in February 2010.  Policy NWB 1 of the Draft Core Strategy proposes a strategic housing allocation of an eco-development at North West Bicester for 5,000 homes and jobs; with the expectation that 3,200 new homes and associated infrastructure will be developed by December 2026.

	
	

	2.11
	The consultation portal on the website of Cherwell District Council provides details of comments made in response to consultation on the Draft Core Strategy.  These are set out according to the main questions which were listed as part of the public consultation.

	
	

	2.12
	It is noted that in relation to Question 5 ‘Do you support the locations proposed for strategic housing allocations?’ that a substantial number of objections (in excess of 40, including 7 from Parish Councils) were made to Policy NWB 1 relating to the proposed allocation of an eco-development at North West Bicester.  These representations include the promotion of alternative sites for development which have not yet been tested independently through the examination process.  

	
	

	2.13
	The submitted planning application is part of a development which is so substantial that it is considered that it would be premature to approve it ahead of the full consideration of the wider North West Bicester Eco-Town proposal through the development plan process.  The emerging Cherwell Core Strategy has not reached a far enough advanced stage to carry full weight, and in addition the consultation to date has resulted in a substantial number of objections to the proposed eco development at North Bicester.  

	
	

	2.14
	The proposed development does not comply with PPS1 in that it does not contribute to a transparent, flexible or predictable planning system, is not an allocated site within an adopted LDF or form part of an approved masterplan for the whole proposed Eco-Town and has not been drawn up with a sufficient level of community involvement.

	
	

	2.15
	In summary:

· given that the proposal is not in accordance with the current development plan (as set out in section 9); 

· it is of such a significant scale that it is likely to prejudice the outcome of the Core Strategy; 
· the emerging Core Strategy is only at draft stage and there have been objections to the Eco-Town proposal contained within it, and
· alternative strategic housing sites have been put forward for consideration but have not yet been tested through the examination process, the application is considered to be premature.


	3.00
3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12


	Case for the principle of an Eco-Town to be progressed as a Supplementary Planning Document

The principle of the proposed Eco-Town should be properly tested via the LDF process, and, if deemed acceptable, result in a strategic allocation within an adopted Core Strategy.  The masterplan for the proposed Eco-Town could be then be assessed and promoted as a Supplementary Planning Document.
The ‘Eco-Towns’ PPS (a supplement to PPS1) advises in paragraph ET 4.1 that Eco-Towns should be brought forward by their allocation as a strategic development option within the Core Strategy (but they may also be considered as part of an Area Action Plan or Allocations Development Plan Document where the Core Strategy has already been adopted).  

North-West Bicester is listed in Annex A of the Eco-Towns PPS as an Eco-Town location and paragraph ET 4.2 advises that in such cases local planning authorities should consider the Eco-Town as one option for the distribution of housing.  

Indeed, it clearly states in paragraph ET 4.2 that:

“There is no requirement to allocate an Eco-Town if a better way of meeting future needs exists.  The Adopted Plan should set out the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.”

The document reiterates advice in PPS1 that local planning authorities must determine planning applications in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise (paragraph ET 5.1).  The Eco-Towns 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.  Paragraph ET 5.2 states that where the development plan is out of date, an application for an Eco-Town should be considered on its merits, taking into account material considerations.

Paragraph ET 20.1 emphasises that all Eco-Town planning applications should include an overall master plan and supporting documentation to demonstrate how the Eco-Town standards contained in the PPS will be achieved.  It further advises that in developing the master plan there should be a high level of engagement and consultation with prospective and neighbouring communities.

Paragraph ET 20.2 states that the original permitted master plan is the one that should endure and that any subsequent planning applications that would materially alter and negatively impact on the integrity of the original permitted master plan should be refused consent.  

Policy NWB 1 of the Cherwell Draft Core Strategy February 2010 states that an Eco-Town master plan will be required to demonstrate how proposals will achieve the standards set out in the Eco-Towns PPS.  

The requirement to produce an overall master plan that has been subject to a high level of public consultation and which has been approved by the local planning authority as the framework within which to consider future planning applications has not been met.

PPS12 ‘Local Spatial Planning’ advises that local planning authorities may prepare Supplementary Planning Documents to provide greater detail on the policies in its Development Plan Documents.

If the Eco-Town becomes a strategic allocation in the Core Strategy Development Plan Document it would be appropriate for a master plan to be prepared subsequently as a Supplementary Planning Document.  This would enable it to be subject to full public consultation before being finalised, and as an adopted document would carry weight in the decision-making process.   

PPS1 states that to help meet broad objectives, the country needs a transparent, flexible, predictable, efficient and effective planning system that will produce the quality development needed to deliver sustainable development and secure sustainable communities. National policies and regional and local development plans (regional spatial strategies and Local Development Frameworks) provide the framework for planning for sustainable development and for that development to be managed effectively. Plans should be drawn up with community involvement and present a shared vision and strategy of how the area should develop to achieve more sustainable patterns of development. 

	3.13
	For example, the submitted Community Governance Strategy sets out what measures could be put in place for a variety of options based on examples of practice from other developments.  However, the proposals have not been sufficiently explored to decide upon a favoured option.  In the absence of a clear strategy, it is impossible for measures to be put in place to secure a robust community governance structure that would help to ensure transparency and predictability.


	3.14
3.15

3.16


	The dwelling completion rates referred to in the Implementation Brief at paragraph 1.17 and Appendix 2 and within the Assimilation Strategy at paragraphs 3.11 and 4.2 are not clear. These documents do not provide any evidence as to the basis of these targets or present any market evidence as to how these dwelling completion rates have been arrived at.  The process of developing an SPD would bring clarity to these issues.
Dwelling completion rates of 225 per annum from 2014 onwards, (which is a high figure even for a scheme of this size) are not supported by comparable market evidence. The completion rates referred to above provide concern as to the deliverability of the scheme as do the dwelling targets set at particular points over the plan period (i.e. 3,200 dwellings by 2026 and 5,000 by 2033). Insufficient evidence has been supplied to support the proposed dwelling completion rates, for both the first phase and the longer-term scheme. 

There is a pressing issue in relation to the land assembly strategy for the site and the lack of information as to how the wider site will be delivered. The Assimilation Strategy and the Implementation Brief both acknowledge that the development would be brought forward in phases, and that this phasing should allow for flexibility, so that no individual phase is reliant on other phases progressing in a particular order. However, the Assimilation Strategy also acknowledges that the spatial and temporal order of delivery is still to be determined.  Key considerations such as land ownership, land assembly, and the delivery of the wider site proposals have not been sufficiently explored. It is critical that these issues are clarified to fully understand how the wider site would be delivered over the period to 2026 and beyond to 2033. 

	3.17
3.18
	The Planning Strategy and Programme (August 2010), which is provided as an Appendix to the Implementation Brief states that a planning risk/uncertainty (as opposed to a project risk) is that S106 costs and related charges have not yet been discussed. The applications and masterplan will form the basis of determining the S106 and related charges obligations. The first phase proposes 30% affordable housing, a renewable energy solution and a primary school. Timescales for submitting and agreeing these costs and obligations with CDC have not been clarified, and as such, insufficient information to allow their enforcement is provided. 

A Financial Model has not been made available for consultation, which does not allow the viability of the proposed application to be assessed.

	
	

	3.19
	No draft Section 106 Legal Agreement has been submitted.  It is not known what Heads of Terms are proposed in order to provide sufficient confidence that the stated aims can be enforced.  No planning conditions have been suggested, and it is impossible to assess whether any conditions could be capable of the robustness required to enable any enforcement of the proposed aims.  Insufficient detail on how it is proposed to bring forward the non-residential elements of the scheme, or the community governance scheme have been supplied to enable their assessment.  This lack of sufficient detail has resulted in inadequate opportunity to assess the deliverability of the application.

	
	

	3.20
3.21
	Paragraph ET 3.1 of the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1 states:  Eco-Towns are one of a range of options regions should consider when determining the overall level and distribution of housing in future RSS reviews.  They will be particularly useful in areas experiencing high levels of need and demand for housing. 

CDC is forming the position that, with the 394 dwellings proposed in this application, a five year supply of housing in the district will be achieved (Report on Population and Household Projections for Cherwell and Key Implications for the Local Development Framework 7/02/11).  The identified housing need is not significant enough to justify the attempted circumvention of established planning procedures, in order to permit the principle of the proposed Eco-Town in the absence of any allocation or approved master plan.  Without the proposed 394 dwellings in this application, CDC are lacking less than 500 identified dwellings for a five year land supply, that could be easily taken up by other identified development sites in the district, promoted through the Core Strategy, among them, Graven Hill.


	3.22
	The draft CS identifies a housing requirement of 2,989 new homes for Bicester for the period between 2009 and 2026.  This is in addition to South West Phase 1 (1585 dwellings) and Gavray Drive (500 dwellings) which have been granted outline planning permission.

	
	

	3.23
	CDC has extrapolated the target of 2,989 new homes for Bicester from the SE Plan.  This equates to circa 176 dwellings per year.  An additional 500 homes are required for the whole of the district for the plan period.  The SE Plan is still in force until legislation is enacted to revoke it.  This legislation is contained within the Localism Bill which is currently making its way through Parliament and can be expected to be enacted around the end of 2011 at the earliest.

	
	

	3.24
	CDC officers have compiled a report, due before the executive on the 7th February, which finds “On the basis of the most recent household projections, a figure of approximately 12,750 may be able to be justified in terms of meeting potential need in the district”.  This figure is 650 dwellings less than the figure of 13,400 for the district enshrined in the SE Plan. If the housing potential of at least 1650 dwellings at Graven Hill is deducted from the housing requirement of 2,989, this equates to a figure of 1339 left to be found for Bicester.  If the residual requirement of 500 dwellings for the whole of the district to the end of 2026 is added to this figure, to ease pressure on Banbury and the rural villages, this equates to 1839 new homes required.  

	
	

	3.25
	Assuming the Inspector finds the draft Sound, it is considered that CDC could then approve adoption of the CS in June 2012 at the earliest.

	
	

	3.26
	CDC could then start consultation for a SPD for the adoption of the masterplan for the Eco-Town.  It is considered that the earliest date for adoption of the Eco-Town SPD, allowing for an appropriate period of consultation would be December 2012.  An application for the Eco-Town as a whole could then be submitted, assessed and potentially granted approval mid/late 2013 at the earliest, meaning that realistically, the first houses could be delivered in mid 2014.

	
	

	3.27
	This is the earliest possible deliverability date if the democratic process is properly followed, with no slippage.  This would leave 12 years of the plan period.  If a figure of 1839 of housing requirement still remains, this equates to circa 154 dwellings a year, a realistic build programme for the Eco-Town.

	
	

	3.28
	The proposed application has been submitted without the benefit of an allocation in the LDF and in the absence of any approval for a wider masterplan.

A 4.5 year supply of housing has been identified.  Sufficient time is available for the principle of an Eco-Town to be considered properly, and delivered in an achievable timeframe, if the principle of the proposed eco-town is determined by the local community as desirable and necessary.
The proposed devlopment does not:

Comply with an approved masterplan as set out in Policy NWB1 of the draft Core Stratgey;

Comply with an approved masterplan as set out in paragraphs ET20.1 and 20.2 of the supplement to PPS1; or
Set out clearly, in a draft Section 106 legal document, how the proposed development would progress in order to support the 394 dwellings proposed, in line with paragraph ET21.1, 22.1 or 22.2.


	4.00
	General Policy Considerations

	
	

	4.1
	PPS 1 contains Government policy on planning to deliver sustainable development.  It states that planning should facilitate and promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of urban and rural development.  This includes making suitable land available; contributing to sustainable economic development; protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment, the quality and character of the countryside, and existing communities; achieving high quality development; and ensuring that development supports existing communities and contributes to the creation of safe, sustainable, liveable and mixed communities with good access to jobs and key services for all members of the community.  Patterns of urban growth and sustainable rural developments need to be established that will help secure the fullest possible use of sustainable transport and which reduce the need to travel in the context of climate change. 



	4.2
	The Government set out four aims for sustainable development in PPS1. These are:

· social progress which recognises the needs of everyone;

· effective protection of the environment; 

· the prudent use of natural resources; and, 

· the maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and employment. 


	4.3
4.4

4.5
	Specific policy on planning for directions of growth and strategic sites is contained in Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 3) on Housing.  It states that in the interests of creating mixed and sustainable communities, housing should be developed in suitable locations which offer a range of community facilities and with good access to jobs, key services and infrastructure. 

The proposal site is isolated from the existing settlement of Bicester and has a poor relationship with the nearby village of Caversfied; forming a sustainable extension of neither.  It is not a suitable location for development in any urban planning terms and appears to be a result of problematic land ownership issues that are being allowed to shape the progress of the development.  The proposed development is not of a sufficient scale to support the level of facilities required to enable the proposed development to be self-sufficient, but will have to rely on a significant level of trips, most likely be private car, in and out of the development for employment and key services.

Whilst the scheme is intended as a first phase of the wider Eco-Town proposals, as a stand-alone planning application, the Greenfield site location is isolated and segregated from Bicester town, which does not comply with guidance contained within PPS1 which states that new development is located where everyone can access services or facilities on foot, bicycle or public transport rather than having to rely on access by car.

	
	

	4.6
	A primary aim of PPS1 is to promote the more efficient use of land through higher density, mixed use development and the use of suitably located previously developed land and buildings. Planning should seek actively to bring vacant and underused previously developed land and buildings back into beneficial use to achieve the targets the Government has set for development on previously developed land. 

	
	

	4.7
	PPS3 contains housing policy objectives that provide the context for planning for housing through development plans and planning decisions. Among the specific outcomes that the planning system should deliver are:

– Housing developments in suitable locations, which offer a good range of community facilities and with good access to jobs, key services and infrastructure.

– A flexible, responsive supply of land – managed in a way that makes efficient and effective use of land, including re-use of previously-developed land, where appropriate.

The proposal does not make efficient and effective use of land in that it is currently productive agricultural land; the density proposed is 18.6 dph and does not have good access to job, key services or infrastructure. 



	4.8
4.9

4.10
	A key objective of the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1, is that Local Planning Authorities should continue to make effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed.

The national annual target is that at least 60 per cent of new housing should be provided on previously developed land. This includes land and buildings that are vacant or derelict as well as land that is currently in use but which has potential for re-development. 

In the draft CS, CDC have identified a target of only 40% of new dwellings to be built on previously developed land citing that the area is rural in character and does not have many large brown field sites.  However, the Graven Hill site is deliverable and developable and would help to meet this 40% target, which the proposed development would not.


	4.11
	The proposed application seeks to build on 21.1 ha of arable farmland, 2.5-3km from the centre of Bicester, at a time when sufficient previously developed brown field land is available with a capacity to provide at least 1650 dwellings.  Allowing greenfield land to be destroyed unnecessarily does not comply with the policies enshrined in PPS1.

	
	

	4.12
	The objectives set out in Eco-Towns : A Supplement to PPS1 (2009) include the aim of promoting sustainable development by:
 - ensuring that Eco-Towns achieve sustainability standards significantly above equivalent levels of development in existing towns and cities by setting out a range of challenging and stretching minimum standards for their development, in particular by:

 - providing a good quantity of green space of the highest quality in close proximity to the natural environment offering opportunities for space within and around the dwellings

 - promoting healthy and sustainable environments through ‘Active Design’ principles and healthy living choices

 - enabling opportunities for infrastructure that make best use of technologies in energy generation and conservation in ways that are not always practical or economic in other developments

 - delivering a locally appropriate mix of housing type and tenure to meet the needs of all income groups and household size, and

 - taking advantage of significant economies of scale and increases in land value to deliver new technology and infrastructure such as for transport, energy and community facilities.



	4.13
4.14
	The eco standards proposed in the application are not significantly standard requirements and do not constitue a challenging and stretching range of minimum standards.  The Eco-Towns supplement to PPS1 was published in July 2009.  The targets contained therein were envisioned as exemplary in 2009.  The proposed build out rate suggests that the application site could have delivered the proposed 394 dwellings in 2014; five years after the publication of the supplement to PPS1.  The rate of technological advancement in the renewable energy sector has been so rapid as to render what would be exemplary in 2009, almost commonplace by 2014.  
The standards proposed are not significantly above those normally required and do not justify building on greenfield land when previously developed land is deliverable.

	
	

	4.15
4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

4.20

4.21
	Paragraph ET 10.1 of the supplement to PPS1 states: It is important to ensure that Eco-Towns are genuine mixed-use communities and that unsustainable commuter trips are kept to a minimum. An economic strategy should be produced to accompany planning applications for Eco-Towns that demonstrate how access to work will be achieved. The strategy should also set out facilities to support job creation in the town and as a minimum there should be access to one employment opportunity per new dwelling that is easily reached by walking, cycling and/or public transport.

The Economic Strategy states that the development of 394 dwellings will support the creation of over 460 new jobs over a period of 4 – 5 years, with the potential for the creation of an additional 200 jobs over a slightly longer timescale. 

The industry standard for estimating job creation is the Homes and Communities (HCA) Employment Densities Guide. A 2nd Edition was recently released in December 2010, which updates the former English Partnerships’ 2001 Employment Densities Guide. The purpose of the guidance is to assist in the estimation of employment generated by property development based on ‘employment density’ ratios. The guide is intended to be used in planning; appraising and evaluating economic development and regeneration programmes and projects, with the density figures based on broad assumptions. The guidance clearly states that where development-specific information is available, this should be used in preference to the indicative figures in the Guide. It is not clear whether the number of jobs calculated as part of the Economic Strategy had regard to HCA (or former EP) Employment Densities Guidance. The Economic Strategy quotes that ‘standard floorspace densities’ have been used and a number of sources in relation to construction jobs and home working are quoted throughout the document

The submitted Economic Strategy suggests that the proposed office block could provide 65 x 10m2 business units which could support two employees each, totaling 130 jobs. Ten metres square is a particularly small area in which to propose to accommodate a business venture with two employees.  The submitted documents do not suggest that any end users of these small pods, have been lined up.  

The application merely seeks approval in outline for the employment floorspace which is intended to help meet the aim of one job per dwelling.  Full approval is sought for the proposed energy centre which may create five jobs.  The Economic Statement states that in the last census 8% of the population worked from home.  It is unclear as to how the suggested figure of one FTE job being supported in every three dwellings has been reached, and how an increase from the stated 8% to a suggested 33% of home workers would, or could, be achieved.

It is questionable that any new construction jobs will be created by this development, but will be taken up by existing building firms who are not working to capacity due to the recent down turn in the construction industry.  It is impossible to enforce that construction jobs are taken up by local people through the powers available to the planning system.  

The application only seeks outline approval for the community facilities to serve the dwellings, for which the application seeks full permission.  In sufficient information has been submitted to address phasing issues and prevent the dwellings being built with no supporting facilities or services.    

	
	

	4.22
4.23

4.24
	The Eco-Town supplement to PPS1 states that Local Planning Authorities should take into consideration the policies set out in Regional Spatial Strategies and Development Plan Documents, as the Development Plan, as well as other material considerations. 

In general, in deciding planning applications, Local Planning Authorities should have

regard to the suitability of a site for housing, including its environmental sustainability and ensure that any decision does not undermine wider policy objectives

Permitting a development on isolated green field land, that does not have a current allocation and which is not required to come forward at this time as sufficient housing land has been identified to meet at least 4.5 years of demand undermines the wider policy objectives of achieving 40% of new dwellings on previously developed land.   

	
	

	4.25
	The proposed development does not comply with the policies in the SE Plan:

· SP3 in that is does not support the urban focus;

· CC1 as it does not constitute sustainable development; or

· H5 in that it does not comply with the minimum density of 40 dph.

The proposed development does not comply with the following policies in the adopted local plan:

· EMP1 or EMP4 in that it is not an existing or allocated employment site;

· C8 in that it constitutes sporadic development in the countryside; and
· C28 and C30 in that there is no adopted design code, brief or masterplan for this development.
The proposed development does not comply with the following policies in the non-statutory local plan: 
· H3 in that it does not constitute efficient use of land at less than 30dph;

· H8 in that it is not a rural exception site;

· H11 and H19 in that it is not within the built up limits of Bicester; and

· S1 in that it is not located following the sequential approach.

The  proposed development does not comply with PPS1 in that is does not:

· Protect or enhance the natural environment;

· Make efficient use of previously developed land;
· Take advantage of significant economies of scale; or
· Demonstrate evidence of sustainability and deliverability of infrastructure.

The application does not comply with the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1 in that it does not:

· Set out facilities to support job creation…(of) one employment opportunity per new dwelling that is easily reached by walking, cycling and/or public transport;
· Demonstrate evidence of sustainability and deliverability, including infrastructure;

· Re-use land that has been previously developed; or
· Safeguard wider policy objectives.

The application does not comply with PPS3 in that it does not offer:

· A range of community facilities;

· Good access to jobs, key services or infrastructure; or
· Housing in a suitable location.


	5.00
	Community Consultation


	5.1
	It is considered that insufficient opportunity has been afforded to enable the local community to comment upon, and shape the proposals.



	5.2
	PPS1 states that community involvement is an essential element in delivering sustainable development and creating sustainable and safe communities. In developing the vision for their areas, planning authorities should ensure that communities are able to contribute to ideas about how that vision can be achieved, have the opportunity to participate in the process of drawing up the vision, strategy and specific plan policies, and to be involved in development proposals.

	
	

	5.3
	PPS1 states that community involvement in planning should not be a reactive, tick-box, process. It should enable the local community to say what sort of place they want to live in at a stage when this can make a difference. Effective community involvement requires an approach which: 

· tells communities about emerging policies and proposals in good time; 

· enables communities to put forward ideas and suggestions and participate in developing proposals and options. It is not sufficient to invite them to simply comment once these have been worked-up;

· consults on formal proposals;

· ensures that consultation takes place in locations that are widely accessible;

· provides and seeks feedback.



	
	

	5.4
	Only one opportunity has been afforded to comment upon the specific proposals for this application.  The concept was introduced in the September 2010 consultation exercise but emphasis was on the masterplan for the Eco-Town as a whole.  Only 16 partially completed feedback forms were received.  Of those respondees no one thought that the right approach to layout was being taken.  One of the responses was “There just doesn’t seem to be anything dramatically different in the proposals”.

	
	

	5.5
	A consultation exercise focusing on the outline application was held between the 13 and 16th October; only 6 weeks prior to the submission of the application.  The consultation seemed to focus on asking questions about what was being proposed; there is no evidence of the public being able to shape the form and content of the application.  

	5.6
	The lack of responses indicates that a mutual understanding was not fostered during the single consultation exercise for this application.  There is no evidence that the plans presented were adapted in any way in response to the extremely limited feedback received.   The consultation that has taken place has not been an essential element and has not been viewed as critically important.


	5.7
5.8
	The proposed development does not comply with PPS1 in that it has not enabled the community to participate in the process of drawing up the vision or strategy for this phase.  There is no evidence that the community was meaningfully engaged in shaping the content or form of this application stage.  
It was not been made sufficiently clear that the first stage of development would be brought forward prior to any allocation in the CS.  The issues involved in approving a first phase of a wider development, the principle of which has not been sufficiently tested, has not been made transparent.  No consideration is given to the possibility that no further development can be forced to come forward, meaning that there is a very real possibility of 394 dwellings being built in the countryside with insufficient access to services or employment.  

	
	

	5.9
	The proposed development does not comply with policy CC6 in the South East Plan in that it does not develop or implement a local shared vision as it is not an allocated site and is not in compliance with an approved masterplan.

The proposed development does not comply with PPS1 in that the community consultation carried out has not:

· Been an essential part in delivering sustainable development;

· Enabled the local community to say what sort of place they want to live in at a stage when it can make a difference;

· Enabled the community to put forward ideas and suggestions and participate in developing proposals and options – it has simply invited people to comment on proposals that have already been worked up; or
· Provided or sought feedback.


	6.00
	Transport

	6.1
	It is considered that the proposed application is unacceptable in terms of its likely transportation impacts and that insufficient public transportation provision is proposed in order to meet the required modal shift from private car to non car use.



	6.2
	In the supplement to PPS1, paragraph ET 11.1 states that travel in Eco-Towns should support people’s desire for mobility whilst achieving the goal of low carbon living. The town should be designed so that access to it and through it gives priority to options such as walking, cycling, public transport and other sustainable options, thereby reducing residents’ reliance on private cars, including techniques such as filtered permeability. To achieve this, homes should be within ten minutes’ walk of (a) frequent public transport and (b) neighbourhood services. The provision of services within the Eco-Town may be co-located to reduce the need for individuals to travel by private car and encourage the efficient use of the sustainable transport options available.



	
	

	6.3
	The application scheme is promoting an ambitious modal share target of 55% car/45% non car in 2016, reducing to 50% car/50% non car by 2026.  There is nothing ‘exemplary’ in the scheme proposals which would warrant the assumption that these targets would be met, compared to other ‘standard’ developments of a similar land use mix and quantity.

Improvements to pedestrian and cycle routes along the main link road into the town centre, Banbury Road, are identified, which will be delivered by Oxfordshire County Council as part of its first tranche of schemes under the Travel Behaviour Demonstration project.  The scheme proposals include a segregated walking/cycling route adjacent to both sides of Banbury Road from the southern access to the ring road roundabout and a toucan crossing on the ring road.  Given the site’s isolated location, severed by the A4095 perimeter road, the provision of safe walking and cycling connections would be a standard requirement to try and overcome the site’s segregation from the town envelope and to address the issue of severance.

	
	

	6.4
6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10
	The TA identifies that the developer will provide a half hour frequency bus service linking to the rail station and the town centre from the outset of the occupation of the development.  This level provision is inadequate to promote and encourage a modal shift from car to public transport, as the required frequency of service to act as a viable alternative to the car is every 10 – 15 minutes.  

In addition, the TA recognises that “achieving the modal share for bus use will require attention to priority for buses in the town centre”.  This is currently being investigated by Oxfordshire County Council, but there is no committed scheme to support the bus provision proposals.

The scheme proposals recognise that the level of service will be improved to a 15 minute frequency with the full development of the Eco-Town.  As a stand-alone planning application, the proposals are not exemplary as they do not provide a high frequency service capable of encouraging a significant modal shift from car to bus and does not comply with PPS1 Eco-Town Annex Standard ET 11.1, which sets out that 

…homes should be within ten minutes’ walk of (a) frequent public transport …

The scheme is reliant on the development mix to promote the modal share targets, the site’s sustainability and containment of trips, which have been identified as 17.4%.  In addition to the 394 dwellings, the development content includes a primary school (identified as one form entry plus nursery, but no explanation of class size and why it is less than the standard 210 pupils), employment, local retail, community hall, children’s nursery, ‘eco’ pub and biomass energy centre.  The housing number is highly unlikely to be able to support these uses, which will therefore be dependent on the neighbouring communities, over which the site has less influence on travel behaviour.  There is nothing within the development proposals or Travel Plan which sets out how the scheme will effectively manage car trips to the site, and result in the use of non car modes.  The transport proposals are insufficient to be ‘exemplary’ and to encourage travel to the site by bus, foot or cycle, and again, the site’s location is likely to encourage travel by car.

This level of provision offers some compliance with the eco-standards set out in PPS1 Eco-Town Annex, however, the TA does caveat this by recognising ‘that the NW Bicester site is in a predominantly rural County where car ownership levels are (often by necessity) high.’  Arguably, this is the main element of the scheme proposals to restrict car use.  However, transport and travel plan policy identifies that for ‘sticks’ to reduce car use to be effective, there needs to be viable alternatives, which are not being provided through the transport proposals for the site.  The TA recognises that low parking provision may lead to overspill parking and identifies the need for strong enforcement measures to control this, but does not state who would be responsible for this.

The approach in identifying the traffic generation to/from the site is complex and the assumptions are questionable given that the development scheme and associated transport proposals are standard and not ‘exemplary’.  Acceptance by the highway authorities of the trip rates for this standalone, Greenfield site proposal could set a precedent for other ‘standard’ schemes to adopt the same approach.  

In relation to the transport aspects, the scheme does not go beyond national standards, with the exception of the proposed parking provision.  It is considered to be premature as it is unable to deliver the level of services, infrastructure requirements and sustainable targets that it is necessary to justify its ‘exemplary’ status.  The scheme is unlikely to realise the critical mass needed to deliver the range of sustainable measures and infrastructure required to achieve the ‘eco’ standard.  Car based travel is likely to be the dominant mode of travel.  

	
	

	6.11
	The application does not comply with the following policies in the non-statutory local plan:

· TR1 in that it does not contribute to achieving the objectives of the local transport  plan;

· TR2 in that it is not located in an existing centre; and

· TR4 in that it does not include all appropriate mitigation measures required to support the development in an implementation strategy.

The application does not comply with the policy set out in the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1 in that it does not provide walking and cycling connections at anything above the standard required in an attempt to overcome the sites isolated location.  It would not provide a sufficient level of public transport provision in order to promote and encourage modal shift from private cars.  The proposal does not go beyond national standards with the exception of a reduction in parking provision.  Without sufficient public transport provision this is likely to be problematic. As car based travel is likely to be the dominant mode.  The proposal does not comply with guidance as set out in the Eco-Towns supplement to PPS1 in paragraphs 11.1, 11.2 or 11.3.


	7.00
	Eco Standards

	7.1
	It is considered that the application does not offer a sufficiently high level of eco-credentials to be considered as part of an Eco-Town and thefore should be considered under standard policies.


	7.2
7.3
	Code for Sustainable Homes level 4 will be required for all new dwellings built from 2013 in order to obtain Building Regulations approval.  Policy SD5 in the draft Core Strategy states that all homes will be required to be builtto Code level 4 from 2012, except on lartger sites where Code level 4 will be required from immediate effect.  The proposal states that the 394 dwellings will be built to Code level 5.  This means, according to the proposed dwelling completions forceast, that the homes will be built one level higher than they have to be.

All new dwellings will be required to be zero carbon from 2016.  This standard can be achieved by meeting Code for Sustainable Homes credits for level 6 in energy.  However, the main cost of obtaining level 6 status lies in achieving the energy credits, so to all intents and purposes, all dwellings will meet Code 6 by 2016.

	7.4
7.5
	The standards proposed in the application do not exceed the standards set out in policy NRM12 in the South East Plan which states that all developments should be encouraged to integrate combined heat and power (CHP) and district heating infrastructure in larger developments.  It also states that the use of biomass fuel should be investigated and promoted where possible.
Insufficient evidence has been submitted showing whether the option district heating or the growing of biomass fuel on site has been considered.

	
	

	7.6
	With respect to water, the Eco-Towns Planning Policy Statement is clear that in areas of ‘serious water stress’ (applicable to the Thames Water region) developments should reduce potable water consumption to 80 litres per person per day (maximum reduction set out under Code for Sustainable Homes Levels 5 & 6) and aspire to ‘water neutrality’.  This is a policy requirement specific only to Eco-Town development and not required by other national or local policy so the Exemplar scheme goes beyond what would normally be required by committing to Code for Sustainable Homes Level 5.  In line with the Eco-Town Planning Policy Statement requirements, the developers submitted a Water Cycle Strategy (WCS) (November 2010) as part of the application, although this is at ‘outline’ stage with a detailed WCS to follow at detailed design stage.  As detailed approval is sought for the residential components this more detailed WCS should be addressed now.  

	7.7

7.8
	
No evidence has been found of a Sustainable Waste Resources Plan as required in paragraph ET19.1. The planning statement paragraph 7.6 to 7.8 summarises waste management but provides insufficient detail to properly assess the potential impacts and there is no identified basis for the proposed development's design in order to achieve targets.
 
The Sustainable Homes pre- assessment does not state that use of locally generated waste for CHP has been considered and there are no proposals to use waste as a fuel source - only gas or biomass CHP.  The possibility of growing fuel to support the CHP has not been properly explored.

	
	

	7.9
7.10
	Paragraph ET 13.1 of the supplement to PPS1 states:  Building sustainable communities is about providing facilities which contribute to the well-being, enjoyment and health of people. Planning applications should include a good level of provision of services within the Eco-Town that is proportionate to the size of the development. This should include leisure, health and social care, education, retail, arts and culture, library services, sport and play facilities and community and voluntary sector facilities.

The proposal for an Eco-Town should be considered as a whole to assess what facilities a large scale development can accommodate and support.  This piecemeal approach to a small section of the proposed whole does not allow this, and does not comply with the relevant policy aim.

	
	

	7.11
	All new dwellings will be carbon neutral by 2016.  The building standards proposed do not outweigh the significant detrimental impact that would occur in building 394 dwellings on productive agricultural land, in an isolated location, in the absence of a demonstrable and pressing housing need.

The application is not accompanied by a full Water Cycle Strategy or a Sustainable Waste Resources Plan which does not comply with the policy in the supplement to PPS1.


	8.00
	Public Open Space


	8.1
	It is considered that the levels of proposed open space are inadequate and sub-standard.


	8.2
8.3
	No formal sports provision is proposed as part of this application.  Fifteen hectares of sports provision seems to be provided in the draft masterplan for the wider scheme near Howes Lane (to the far south west of the site).  This does not relate to the application site. 
For a development of this size (394 Dwellings) there would be a sport provision required of between 1.6 -1.8 Ha (Cherwell District Local Plan policy R12).  This requirement would equate to two sports pitches (or, dependant on local authority requirements and shape, 6 mini-soccer pitches).  No sports provision is proposed in this application for full planning permission for 394 dwellings.  If this application is approved, it would mean that 394 dwellings would be built with no access to formal sports provision.

	8.4
	Paragraph ET 14.2 of the supplement to PPS1 states: Particular attention should be given to land to allow the local production of food from community, allotment and/or commercial gardens.



	8.5
8.6
	Allotments would be expected to be fundamental to an eco-development and expressed with more strength in the layout and design. Minimum standards have been met and provision dispersed throughout the scheme but we would have expected this to have been expressed more in the landscape framework as a fundamental feature of an eco-development. 

Page 134 of the DAS has a plan which shows a diagrammatic position for the allotments which seem to be in ‘left over’ spaces around the edge of the development. Many of the allotment areas appear very small and irregularly shaped, suggesting compromise in terms of the provision of functional allotment space. There appears to be no provision within easy walking distance for residents in the southern field. 

	8.7
8.8

8.9
	PPS3 states: Particularly where family housing is proposed, it will be important to ensure that the needs of children are taken into account and that there is good provision of recreational areas, including private gardens, play areas and informal play space. These should be well designed, safe, secure and stimulating areas with safe pedestrian access.

The DAS for NW Bicester Exemplar site indicates (page 135) 0.5326 of natural play/recreation (incl. all LEAPs and NEAPs).  The application proposes an under provision of 0.25Ha from that required under the draft Core Strategy.

The DAS indicates the location of LEAPs/NEAPs/MUGAs and alludes to complying with 'CDC and national guidance' (page 129).  However, it is unclear as to whether it complies with NPFA/FIT guidance, in particular walking distances (NPFA has been superseded by the Fields in Trust guidance). It is also not possible to ascertain whether the locations of the proposed play areas complies with FIT Guidance walking distances as the 'play provision strategy' (page 136) is not to scale. 

	
	

	8.10
	No sports provision is proposed to serve a 394 house development.  This is in direct contravention of policy contained within PPS3 and paragraph ET14.1 of the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1 and does not comply with policy R12 of the adopted Local Plan.  The proposed playspace does not comply with the minimum standards contained within policy I4 of the draft CS.

The proposed allotment provision meets minimum standards only and does not appear to have been planned in an integral manner, but located in the left over spaces in the development. 


	9.00
	Grounds for Objection and Refusal

	
	

	9.1
	This section seeks to list the policies against which the application must be assessed, and which the proposal does not comply with.  The following grounds should be considered as reasons for refusal of the application.



	9.2
	South East Plan

On 6th July 2010 the Secretary of State announced the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategies.  However, on the 10th November, the High Court ruled that this revocation was unlawful.  The South East Plan therefore remains part of the development plan until legislation is passed to repeal it.  The Localism Bill seeks to do this, but will not do so until it is enacted as an Act of Parliament.  Therefore, the application must be assessed against the relevant policies in the South East Plan, which are set out below.


	9.3
	The application does not comply with Policy SP3 in that it does not comply with the urban focus.

	
	

	9.4
	The application does not comply with policy CC1 in that it does not ensure that the physical and natural environment is conserved and enhanced.

	
	

	9.5
	The application does not comply with policy CC6 as it does not respect or enhance the character and distinctiveness of the nearby settlements or the landscape.

	
	

	9.6
	The application does not comply with policy H5 in that the proposed density is significantly below the stated 40 dwellings per hectare required to reduce the environmental impact of new housing.

	
	

	9.7
	Local Plan

The Cherwell Local Plan was adopted in 1996.  The following relevant policies are saved until superseded by an adopted Local Development Framework.

	
	

	9.8
	The application does not comply with Policy H1 in that it is not an identified site as shown on the proposals map.

	
	

	9.9
	The application does not comply with Policy H12 in that it does not meet a specific and identified local need. 

	
	

	9.10
	The application does not comply with Policy EMP1 in that it is not an identified site as shown on the proposals map.

	
	

	9.11
	The application does not comply with Policy EMP4 in that it is not within an existing acceptable employment site, is not a conversion of an existing building and is not within or adjoining an existing settlement.



	9.12
	The application does not comply with Policy C7 of the adopted Local Plan as it would cause demonstrable harm to the topography and character of the landscape.



	9.13
	The application does not comply with Policy C8 it that it is sporadic development in the open countryside.

	
	

	9.14

	The application does not comply with Policy C9 as the site is beyond the existing and planned limit of Bicester and is of a type, scale and size that it is incompatible with a rural location.

	9.15
9.16
	The application does not comply with Policy C28 or C30 in that a design brief or code for the proposed Eco-Town has not been approved.
The application does not comply with policy C33 in the adopted local plan in that it does not retain an undeveloped gap of land which is important in preserving the loose-knit settlement structure and in maintaining a proper setting for the nearby listed Home Farm buildings.



	9.17
	Non-Statutory Local Plan

The non-statutory Local Plan 2011 is not part of the statutory development plan but has been approved as interim planning policy for development control purposes.

	
	

	9.18
	Policy H1a sets out the criteria against which applications for new housing should be considered.  The application does not comply with any of these criteria.  There is a developable and deliverable previously developed site at Graven Hill which is available and can accommodate the local housing need in conjunction with sites which have already been permitted.  The application site does not have good access to jobs, services or shops and the does not have the critical mass to support the required public transport advancements.  The capacity of the existing and potential infrastructure has not been properly tested and therefore it has not been proven that the application can be absorbed and if it can’t, what facilities would have to be put it place.    

	
	

	9.19
	The application does not comply with policy H3 in that it would deliver housing at a significantly lower density those 30 dwellings per hectare.  It is acknowledged that the amendment to PPS3 removed the minimum housing density from that document, however, it does not supersede this policy. 

	
	

	9.20
	The application does not comply with policy H8 in that the site is not within or immediately adjacent to a village and is not intended to meet a specific and identified local need.

	
	

	9.21
	The application does not comply with policy H11 in that the site is not within the built up limits of Bicester.

	
	

	9.22
	The application does not comply with policy H19 in that the dwellings are not essential for agriculture and do not consist of affordable housing only.

	
	

	9.23
	The application does not comply with policy S1 in that it is a development that would dramatically increase the need to travel and is not located in accordance with the sequential approach.

	
	

	9.24
	The application does not comply with policy TR1 in that the development proposals aim to comply with the objectives of the local plan, and funding streams available through the Eco-Town status have facilitated investigation and implementation of local transport improvements.  However, given that the scheme is unlikely to realise the critical mass needed to deliver the range of sustainable measures and infrastructure required to achieve the ambitious modal split targets, car based travel is likely to be the dominant mode of travel.

	
	

	9.25
	The application does not comply with policy TR2 in that it would be a major generator of travel demand and is not located within an existing centre.  The planning application sets out the infrastructure to deliver the site on its own, however, some of this is identified as being within the context of the delivery of the full Eco-Town, for which there is no infrastructure delivery plan.  As identified by Parsons Brinkerhoff on behalf of the Highways Agency in their Technical Note – TN02 dated 23rd November 2010 in response to a review of the draft Transport Assessment for the application site:
‘6.1.2 The scale of off-site infrastructure works associated with the exemplar Site would be drastically different from the full development of the Eco-Town.  There are no planning policies or supporting documentation from the draft Core Strategy to inform potential developer [sic] how the delivery of infrastructure will be achieved.’ 
The proposal is considered to be premature as it is unable to deliver the level of services, infrastructure requirements and sustainable targets that are necessary to justify its ‘exemplary’ description.

	
	

	9.26
	The proposal does not comply with policy TR4 as it does not satisfy that all appropriate mitigation measures required to support the development are identified within an implementation programme.

	
	

	9.27
	Draft Core Strategy

The application does not comply with policy H2 of the draft CS in that it is not an allocated strategic development site.

	
	

	9.28
	The application does not comply with policy H3 of the draft CS in that it does not support the priority to re-use previously developed land and would provide homes at a significantly lower density that the stated 30 dwellings per hectare.

	9.29

9.20

9.21
	The application does not comply with policy SD1 of the draft CS in that it does not constitute growth in a sustainable location.

The application does not comply with policy SD11 of the draft CS in that it does not protect the local landscape.
The application does not comply with policy I3 or I4 of the draft CS in that it does not provide sports provision.



	9.22
9.23

9.24

9.25
	Other Material Considerations

The application does not comply with the guidance set out in the following national policy frameworks.

The application does not accord with PPS1 in that it does not protect or enhance the natural environment or the quality and character of the countryside.  It does not support existing communities or contribute to good access to jobs or key services for all members of the community

The application does not comply with the guidance set out in PPS1 as it is so substantial, and the cumulative impact would be so significant, that granting permission would prejudice the DPD by predetermining decisions about scale, location and phasing of a new development which is being addressed in the DPD, and as such is premature.

	
	

	9.26
	A main aim of PPS1 is to promote the more efficient use of land through higher density, mixed use development and the use of suitably located previously developed land and buildings. PPS1 states that planning should seek actively to bring vacant and underused previously developed land and buildings back into beneficial use to achieve the targets the Government has set for development on previously developed land.  The proposed development does not comply with any of these aims.

	
	

	9.27
	PPS1 states that community involvement is an essential element in delivering sustainable development.  There has been one consultation event focused on this application.  Only 39 responses were returned.  This is indicative of a badly targeted exercise which has merely confused the community.  It was not made clear that this application seeks to gain permission for the first phase of an Eco-Town that is not allocated in any development plan and has not had the benefit of the appropriate scrutiny that its progression through the LDF, then, if deemed acceptable in principle, the adoption of an agreed masterplan in a supplementary planning document and then an application for phasing purposes.  This application would, if successful, would not merely grant full permission to 394 dwellings in the countryside, with only outline permission granted to the required facilities to support that stand alone dwelling, but would also grant permission to the Eco-Town as a whole, in principle, which would be a circumvention of the local democratic process.  

	
	

	9.28
	The application is not in accordance with the transport aims contained within the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1.  The proposal offers nothing over and above what would be required to serve any development in the countryside and will not achieve the stated aim of 55% car/45% non car modal shift as the public transport service proposed is not frequent enough.  This is another area where only the large scale of a proper Eco-Town could support advanced public transport service to enable modal shift away from private car use.  The application does not go beyond normal national standards in any area except reduced parking provision.  With the lack of an advanced public transport service all this reduced parking provision would lead to is illegal parking and a reduction in the quality of the public realm.

	
	

	9.29
9.30
	The Eco-Towns supplement to PPS1 states that sustainable development should deliver a locally appropriate mix of housing type and tenure to meet the needs of all income groups and household size.  The development seeks to deliver 30%adffordable housing, which is the standard policy set out in the draft Core Strategy.

The supplement goes on to state that Eco-Towns should take advantage of significant economies of scale and increases in land value to deliver new technology and infrastructure such as for transport, energy and community facilities. The fragmented and piecemeal approach to the application does not meet this aim. 



	9.31
	The proposed application does not comply with the policies contained within paragraphs ET11.2 or 11.3.

	
	

	9.32
	The application does not comply with guidance as set out in paragraphs ET17.2 or 17.5 in that a Water Cycle has not been submitted.  The application is only accompanied by an outline water cycle study, which is entirely inappropriate to support an application for the full permission for 394 houses.  The principle of the houses should not be agreed until it is proven by a full water cycle study that the application can comply with the standards required for an Eco-Town.

	
	

	9.33
	No Sustainable Waste Resources Plan has been submitted, in contravention of paragraph ET 19.1 of the Eco-Town supplement to PPS1.

	9.34

9.35

9.36

9.37

9.38

9.39
	Insufficient evidence has been submitted to prove compliance with the guidance set out in paragraphs ET16.2 in that insufficient evidence has been submitted as to the sustainability and deliverability of the proposal, including infrastructure.

Insufficient evidence has been submitted to prove compliance with the guidance set out in paragraph ET 21.1 in terms of the information required to support an application. 
Insufficient evidence has been submitted to prove compliance with the guidance set out in paragraph 22.1 in that a long term approach has not been taken.  This is not an application for an Eco-Town but for an isolated development of 394 dwellings on Greenfield land.

Insufficient evidence has been submitted to prove compliance with the guidance set out in paragraph 22.2 in that the proposed governance proposals are merely ideas and options with no credible evidence base or enforceability.

The application does not comply with guidance as set out in paragraphs ET 20.1 and ET 20.2 in that there is no approved masterplan fro the development.

The application does not comply with guidance as set out in paragraph ET14.1 in that no sports provision is proposed.



	9.40
	The supplement to PPS1 states that planning applications should include a good level of provision of services that is proportionate to the size of the development.  The application seeks full approval for 394 dwellings.  No health or dental services are proposed.  This does not comply with the aforementioned policy aim.

	
	

	9.41
9.42


	Paragraph ET 21.1 in the supplement to PPS1 states that planning applications should demonstrate a range of types of green space, for example community forests, wetland areas and public parks.  The application does not meet the standard requirements for public open space as set out in PPS1, the adopted local plan or the draft Core Strategy.  An application for 394 dwellings should include a sport provision required of between 1.6 -1.8 Ha (based on Cherwell District Local Plan saved policies).  An area of 1.6-1.8ha would be sufficient for two sports pitches.

The open space requirements within the Cherwell Draft Core Strategy sets out a higher rate of provision than the adopted local plan at 3.73Ha per 1000 population, an additional 1.3ha per 1000 population so providing for more than two sports pitches.  There are no sports pitches proposed within the application, which is in direct contravention of the public open space policies set oat national and local levels.

	
	

	9.43
	The supplement to PPS1 states that particular attention should be given to local food production, particularly in the form of allotments.  The application only offers the minimum standard provision for allotments and their location seems to be in the left over spaces.  Insufficient weight has been given to this aspect of the proposed development.

	
	

	9.44
	The application does not comply with PPS3 in that it is not well integrated with, and does not complement the local area in terms of scale, density, layout or access.

	
	

	9.45
	The proposal does not comply with PPS3 which states housing should be developed in suitable locations which offer a range of community facilities and with good access to jobs, key services and infrastructure. 

	
	

	9.46
	PPS3 states that in deciding planning applications, LPAs should have regard to the suitability of a site for housing, including its environmental sustainability and ensure that any designation does not undermine wider policy objectives.  The application site is clearly unsuitable for housing.  It is productive agricultural land which currently is water neutral and zero carbon.  Building 394 dwellings and associated facilities is clearly detrimental to its environmental sustainability and would undermine several wider policy objectives, not least the re-use of previously developed land. 
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