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Dear Madam

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT)

(ENGLAND AND WALES) REGULATIONS 2011 – REQUEST FOR SCOPING OPINION

	Application No:
	14/00002/SCOP



	Applicant’s Name:
	Dorchester Group

	Proposal:
	SCOPING OPINION - Proposed development comprising up to 4,000 residential dwellings, district centre and business centre, primary and secondary schools, renewable energy park, heritage and visitor facilities, linear park, community open space, sports and recreation, landscaping and associated utilities and infrastructure

	Location:
	Heyford Park  Camp Road Upper Heyford


Further to your letter dated 14th March 2014 and the submitted attachments, I have consulted with relevant colleagues both in Cherwell and the County Council, together with other statutory authorities. Their responses are set out below which should be treated as the Council’s formal scoping opinion made under Regulation 13 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011.
We agree that the development falls within Schedule 2 10 (b) and that due to its size, significance and potential to affect sensitive areas, it constitutes EIA development as indicated in the scoping report (Para 1.10). The Environmental Statement to accompany the planning application needs to include all the necessary information outlined in Schedule 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 2011.
Dealing first with policy, the South East Plan was the regional spatial strategy for the South East of England. It was revoked by government on 25 March 2013 under the Regional Strategy for the South East (Partial Revocation) Order 2013. The South East Plan replaced the earlier Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 apart from three ‘saved’ policies which were to continue as part of the development plan until the adoption of local plans by relevant district local planning authorities. The Order revoked two of these remaining Structure Plan policies but Policy H2a of the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 relating to the former airbase at Upper Heyford remains extant pending the adoption of the Cherwell Local Plan. It states:
a) Land at RAF Upper Heyford will provide for a new settlement of a maximum of about 1000 dwellings and necessary supporting infrastructure, including a primary school and appropriate community, recreational and employment opportunities, as a means of enabling environmental improvements and the heritage interest of the site as a military base with Cold War associations to be conserved, compatible with achieving a satisfactory living environment.
The site is allocated in the Submission Cherwell Local Plan 2006-2031 (January 2014) for development under Policy Villages 5 which states:
“Former RAF Upper Heyford

Development Area: 500 ha

Development Description: This site will provide for a settlement of approximately 761 dwellings (net) and necessary supporting infrastructure, including a primary school and appropriate community, recreational and employment opportunities, enabling environmental improvements and the heritage interest of the site as a military base with Cold War associations to be conserved.

Housing

· Number of homes – approximately 761 (net)

· Affordable housing – 30%

Employment

· Land Area – approx 120,000 sq.metres

· Jobs created – approx 1500

· Use classes – B1, B2, B8

Infrastructure Needs

· Open Space – sports pitches, sports pavilion, play areas, indoor sport provision

· Community Facilities – nursery, community hall, local centre/hotel, education provision, a neighbourhood police facility

· Access and Movement – transport contributions and sustainable travel measures, countryside access measures, fencing along the boundary of the new settlement and the Flying Field

· Utilities – contamination remediation

Key site specific design and place shaping principles:

· Proposals must demonstrate that the conservation of heritage resources, landscape, restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental improvements will be achieved across the whole of the former airbase in association with the provision of the settlement
· The settlement should be designed to encourage walking, cycling and use of public transport rather than travel by private car, with the provision of footpaths and cycleways that link to existing networks. Improved access to public transport and measures to minimise the impact of traffic generated by the development on the surrounding road network will be required. 

· Development should provide for good accessibility to public transport services
· A Travel Plan should accompany any development proposals
· The construction of the settlement on the former technical core and residential areas should retain buildings, structures, spaces and trees that contribute to the character and appearance of the site and integrate them into a high quality place that creates a satisfactory living environment. 
· Integration of the new community into the surrounding network of settlements by reopening historic routes and encouraging travel by means other than private car as far as possible 
· The preservation of the stark functional character and appearance of the flying field beyond the settlement area, including the retention of buildings of national interest which contribute to the area’s character (with limited, fully justified exceptions) and sufficient low key re-use of these to enable appropriate management of this area.
· The achievement of environmental improvements within the site and of views to it including the removal of buildings and structures that do not make a positive contribution to the special character or which are justified on the grounds of adverse visual impact, including in proximity to the proposed settlement, together with limited appropriate landscape mitigation, and reopening of historic routes. 
· The conservation and enhancement of the ecological interest of the Flying Field through appropriate management and submission of an Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan, with biodiversity preserved and enhanced, and wildlife corridors enhanced, restored or created
· Visitor access, controlled where necessary, to (and providing for interpretation of) the historic and ecological assets of the site
· Provision of a range of high quality employment opportunities, capable of being integrated into the fabric of the settlement, and providing that the use would not adversely affect residents or other businesses and would not have an unacceptable impact on the surrounding landscape, historic interest of the site, or on nearby villages
· New and retained employment buildings should make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the area and should be located and laid out to integrate into the structure of the settlement
· A full arboricultural survey should be undertaken to inform the masterplan, incorporating as many trees as possible and reinforcing the planting structure where required
· New development should respond to the established character of the district character areas where this would preserve or enhance the appearance of the Conservation Area
· Management of the Flying Field should preserve the Cold War character of this part of the site, and allow for public access. New built development on the Flying Field should be restricted to preserve the character of the area
· Proposals should demonstrate an overall management approach for the whole site
· A neighbourhood centre or hub should be established at the heart of the settlement to comprise a primary school and nursery facilities, community hall, place of worship, shops, public house, restaurant, and social and health care facilities. Proposals should also provide for a heritage centre given the historic interest and Cold War associations of the site
· The removal or remediation of contamination or potential sources of contamination will be required across the whole site
· The scale and massing of new buildings should respect their context. Building materials should reflect the locally distinctive colour palette and respond to the materials of the retained buildings within their character area, without this resulting in pastiche design solutions
· Public art should be provided
· Recycling and potential reuse of demolition materials where possible
· Provision of sustainable drainage including SuDS in accordance with Policy ESD 7: Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS), taking account of the Council's Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
· Demonstration of climate change mitigation and adaptation measures including exemplary demonstration of compliance with the requirements of policies ESD1 – 5.”
English Heritage
Our principal concern is the potential impact of the proposed development on the Cold War heritage aspects of the site, particularly its impact on the landscape of the Flying Field. Given the great scale of the current proposal it would inevitably have a major impact on the Upper Heyford Conservation Area and Listed Buildings and Scheduled Monuments within it. On the basis of the current plans, we believe that there would be substantial harm both to the Conservation Area and perhaps to the Scheduled Monuments (through harm to their setting). If carried out well an EIA could be a useful tool for quantifying this impact. However, if carried out without a proper understanding of the significance of the site and without recognising that much of the importance of the site lies in its completeness, the visual character of the landscape as a whole and the functional and visual relationship between structures, there is a risk that the document will produce an incomplete, or in the worst case misleading, account of the environmental impact of the proposal.

The proposed methodology of the EIA

Turning to the substance of the document we note that the EIA is to be based on a set of development parameters, and parameter plans, rather than detailed designs. The scoping document asks for clarification from Cherwell District Council as to whether this is an acceptable approach (paragraph 2.24). This approach presupposes that any application would take an outline or hybrid form. There is a long history of hybrid applications with an outline component being made successfully on this site. This has been due to the scale of the new development envisaged and the relatively low value in heritage terms of the majority (but certainly not all) or the buildings on the Technical and Domestic sites. Up until now, however, all applications relating to the Cold War landscape of the Flying Field have been full applications. An outline application for this part of the site would thus signal a very different approach in planning terms.

The main issue in terms of impact on Heritage Assets is the principle of development: the quality of design of any dwellings will only have a limited impact on the level of harm. We therefore consider that a hybrid application would be the best way of dealing with the site. Full Planning Permission (replacing Conservation Area Consent) would be needed to demolish buildings within the Conservation Area, whereas an outline application could contain enough information to come to an informed view on the principle of development and it would not be reasonable to compel the applicants to consider the design and precise layout of new dwellings at this stage. We are therefore content with the parameter approach outlined for the EIA providing sufficient information is supplied to adequately assess the impact of the scheme. Specifically this would need to include a demolition plan and details of new fencing in and around what would be the remains of the flying field site.
As is to be expected the general methodology set out in the Scoping Document follows standard practice. The only comment we would offer on this methodology is that in Table 3.2, the magnitude of change criteria, we note that a High magnitude of change is described as ‘Total loss or major/substantial alteration to feature of the baseline (pre-development) conditions such that the existing conditions would be fundamentally changed following development’ whilst a Medium magnitude of change is described as ‘Loss or alteration of the features of the baseline conditions such that the existing conditions would be material changed following development’. These categories could be interpreted to mean that High and Medium magnitudes of change can only be applied to works that involve the physical loss or change of the asset in question. We would counsel a wider interpretation, in which change to the setting of a Heritage Asset could be assessed as a High or Medium magnitude of change. This would be in line with the NPPF Practice Guide, which states that substantial harm to the significance of a Heritage Asset can arise from a change to its setting.

The Scoping Document states that a chapter will look at potential alternatives to developing this site (paragraph 3.9). This is welcomed, as a key question that will need to be answered is whether there are any alternative sites which could provide a similar supply of housing with a lesser degree of environmental harm. Given that much of the demand for housing is driven by the growth of Oxford there is a need to consider suitable alternative sites, not only in Cherwell District but in other districts surrounding Oxford. Given the high heritage value of the airfield it cannot automatically be considered a more suitable site for development than a green field site which is not protected by any national designations. Therefore consideration of alternatives should take into account potentially suitable green field locations, in particular the land to the south of the Upper Heyford Conservation area. This land could deliver most if not all the benefits which are being claimed for the development of the airfield, but without the harm to the identified Heritage Assets.

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

Paragraph 3.167 correctly notes the key background documents which will need to be referred to when writing this chapter. Paragraph 3.168 goes on to state that ‘Site visits will be undertaken to assess the impacts on the buildings, character area and the Conservation Area, facilitated by photographic montages of key views taken to the north of the Proposed Development.’ We cannot stress too highly that the significance of the site needs to be considered as a whole by the EIA, and thus heritage impact cannot be confined to key views. The significance of the Flying Field as an entity is much greater than the sum of its parts and cannot be viewed in the same way as a landscape with formally designed views. As a whole the place is remarkable due to the completeness of the Cold War landscape. This is what gives the site the international significance ascribed to in the last public enquiry. Many of the individual elements found within it are relatively common; it is only as an ensemble that they are outstanding. This completeness allows the functional relationship between individual elements to be appreciated and a sense of how the site evolved during the Cold War era in response to changing military tactics: with the long runway and nose docks built to service B52s giving way to the initial portal-framed shelters for F-111s and finally to Hardened Aircraft Shelters. As a result, this is one of the very few places in the western world where it is still possible to appreciate what a Cold War bomber base would have looked like in its heyday. This makes the landscape emotionally as well as intellectually stimulating: the air of menace associated with the site and the destructive power contained within it still remains. These qualities to a great extent depend on the openness of the landscape: for sound functional reasons there was a great deal of space between buildings; and open views. Great weight was given to preserving the character of the Conservation Area as a whole in both the Inspector’s Report and Decision Notice arising from the Lead Appeal (APP/C3105/A/08/2080594) and its importance as an entity needs to be captured by the EIA. Even the significance of individual parts can only be properly understood in their wider visual and functional context. Thus the significance of individually designated areas, such as the Northern Bomb Stores or the Quick Reaction Area, can only be properly appreciated if their functional relationship with other elements can be easily read. Again the EIA needs to take this into account when assessing the impact on heritage assets.
CDC Conservation officer

These notes comment specifically on the heritage issues and methodology set out in the scoping report.  It is considered that heritage is one of the major site constraints and we anticipate that greater depth should be provided in the EIASR.

The report looks as if it has been put together with a standard template without reference and consideration to the particular features of the site.  It will be important that the applicants take on consultants with specific experience of the inter-related heritage issues on airfield sites.

There are a lot of source documents not referred to, such as the proofs of evidence for the 2008 inquiry, the EH guidance on military aviation sites and current guidance on historic landscape characterisation (as opposed to the old 2002 character assessment guidance). It is reasonable to expect the applicants to be familiar with all of these. 

Methodology

· There needs to be clarification about the methodologies used.  We believe that there is a mismatch between the impact assessment method at the front of the report with the way that significance is expressed and impact evaluated in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges vol 11 (DMRB). This needs to be reconciled.

· The EIASR should set out how the impact on heritage will be weighed against other factors.

· The level of EA jargon should be reduced.

· The methodology and process should related back to the categories of significance in the 2005 Conservation Plan.

Areas of Significance

· The relative significance of the different heritage assets to be assessed in relation to their setting at the start of the process.  

· Individual buildings and parts of the airfield landscape were identified as being internationally and nationally significant in 2005.  The inspection of the buildings in 2005 has superficial depth on buildings below the level of national significant.  While the Paul Francis report was more thorough, this now dates from 1996. The applicants need to set out how they will present information on the present state of buildings. 

· It is now some time since structures were scheduled/ listed and since the 2005 plan was written and a lot has gone on in airfield research since then.  We would expect that the significance of structures is reviewed in the light of current knowledge.

Development Parameters 

· The development boundary is not clearly defined in the scoping report, nor is the distribution of development and various uses across the site.  Because of the extent and complexity of the potential development proposals these issues need to be clearly and spatially defined.  As it stands the EIA would have to consider the worst case scenario, with development extending across the most sensitive areas of the site.

· We would suggest that a framework plan is established that can be used to assess the impact of the development on its character and setting.

· There is no method statement for the assessment of siting of the solar panels.

Conservation Area

· We consider that one of the major heritage designations at RAF Upper Heyford is the Conservation Area. The EIASR should account for the Council's CAA and demonstrate the developments relationship to the CA.  The effects on the CA should be incorporated into the assessment methodology for built heritage.

· The landscape section says that the conservation area is a matter for the heritage section, but the conservation area as a whole is not dealt with there. 

· The landscape section is left to deal with the method for the impact on character outside the site. It seems to avoid this and concentrate on visual impact.  The landscape section should identify and describe the character areas within the site and those around it that might be affected by the development. These are identified in the 2005 Conservation Plan but need to be refined and updated. 

· The same character areas can then be referred to in the analysis/ assessment of impact in the cultural heritage section. Development proposals together with landscape and other mitigation measures would then be described in a neutral and purely factual way in the landscape section and their heritage impact analysed in the heritage section.  

· A method statement is needed for defining the relative and absolute significance of character areas within the site and how the impact of development on them will be assessed. This needs to be related to how the development will affect the setting of individual listed and scheduled structures. 

· The ES report must also demonstrate an understanding of why the conservation area was designated and the importance of the overall structure of the site; so that features like the characteristic zoning and patterns like the Trenchard layout remain. 

· There needs to be a way of defining the cumulative impact of development within individual character areas on the overall character and significance of the site.

· There also needs to be discussion of whether any new buildings will re-use the footprints of demolished buildings individually or collectively and what the criteria for these decisions are. 

Heritage Impact of Demolition

The EIASR should set out how the heritage impact of the demolition of any structure within the CA will be considered.  The 2005 Conservation Plan identified the most significant buildings but did not really assess buildings below the level of national significance (though I believe Julian Mumby covered this in the EA for the 2008 inquiry and his proof). 

The ES report needs to give criteria for:

· The assessment of the significance of all buildings and structures within the development area in the light of current knowledge (eg recent research by Paul Francis and the Airfield Research Group).

· Demolition and retention.

· Assessing the impact of demolition and the impact of new structures and landscaping on the retained parts of the airfield. 

Impact on Heritage Assets outside of the site

· The EIASR should set out how the impact on other heritage assets outside the defined development boundary should be assessed.  This should include the visual impact on setting, the impact of traffic, noise and vibration on all relevant heritage assets (Rousham, incl. Rousham Bridge, Conservation Areas, listed buildings and other designations).

· Presumably there will be a traffic flows model of the surrounding area.  Would this lead to pressure for highway improvements on the river crossing at Heyford and Somerton and impact on listed structures? 

· As it stands the scoping report has a rather scattergun approach to features outside the site and includes features such as Deddington castle which are not relevant.  Given the scope of previous documents relating to the site and the information that can be obtained from a site visit, it is reasonable to expect the applicants to home-in now on how they will assess the offsite features that really matter.

· A method statement is also needed for how the impact of the development (both adverse and beneficial) on character areas outside the site will be assessed. Individual features may also need to be considered. 

· The applicants need to show greater awareness of previous studies. For example there have been several assessments of the view-shed from Rousham by experts in designed landscapes and there is no need to reinvent the wheel.

View Points

· Key views in, out and within the site need to be agreed with CDC.  As a starting point, the extensive work set out in the LDA Landscape Impact Assessment 1997 and subsequent documents should be a starting point for discussion.

· The viewpoints from outside, or the edges of, the site used in the LDA 1997 study are largely the same as those used in the 2005 Conservation Plan and for the 2008 inquiry. The applicants could submit a version of this to help CDC decide which the appropriate ones for the present proposal are. 

· Photomontages and other visualisations would be expected to demonstrate visual impact from viewpoints.

Secondary Sources

· There is a significant amount of documentation on this site which provides a useful starting point for understanding the significance of the site and specific components which should be reviewed.

· It is clear that the development allowed under 08/00716/OUT and 10/01642/OUT has an impact on the area and needs to be acknowledged and a method for reassessment set out in the EIASR.  

Oxfordshire County Council Archaeologist
The scoping document states that the EIA will contain a chapter setting out and assessing the cultural heritage of the site which will include a desk based assessment (DBA) assessing the archaeological potential of the site. We would agree that the DBA will need be included in the EIA as set out in the scoping opinion. It is likely that we will require that the results of an archaeological field evaluation will need to be submitted along with any planning application for the site but this will be determined after the submission of the desk based assessment.
The Environment Agency:
Flood Risk

We feel that the proposed scope and method of assessment for flood risk is acceptable. When undertaking the EIA we feel that particular attention may need to be paid towards the following aspects.

· The assessment should consider the impact of the proposed drainage system on the existing properties and settlements including the caravan park located to the south east of the site.

· Any contaminated land would need to be remediated before infiltration could be used as part of any designed SuDS scheme. Although we would highlight that alternative SuDS techniques can be used even when infiltration is not possible.

· Surface water runoff from the site would need to be shown to be reduced from existing rates and volumes.

Groundwater and Contamination

 

We feel that the proposed scope and method of assessment for ground conditions is broadly acceptable. When undertaking the EIA we feel that particular attention may need to be paid towards the provision of sewage infrastructure.

We note that the section on utilities and infrastructure is addressed under environmental effects of the development (Item 3.1). This section states that ‘It is possible that there may be insufficient capacity within the existing networks to serve the Proposed Development.’ Our particular concern is the provision for dealing with foul sewage for such a large development. 

The existing sewerage provision for the former airbase is a private sewage treatment facility located to the east of the site, the capacity of this was for 14,000 persons. It was proposed in the previous development (for 1075 dwellings) that this facility would likely be adopted by a commercial sewerage provider. The number of dwellings proposed for this current development is now 5075, plus the retail outlets; businesses and schools and visitor attraction and this suggests that the current facility would need further upgrading or an alternative facility used for the site.

This development site is located over a Principal Aquifer and therefore we need to see the provision for dealing with foul sewage addressed as a priority. We would expect that foul sewerage infrastructure should be negotiated and in place before any planning application is submitted. In addition, the applicant may also wish consider development/occupation/sewer network performance should a "phased" approach to occupation be adopted.

The applicant will need to also consider the impacts of the development on any offsite/downstream/downsewer infrastructure, as well as those locally. This should consider the impacts of foul water disposal upon the local water environment/receiving water body. This may include an assessment of WFD compliance, discharge standards and impacts upon water quality.

Oxfordshire County Council-Transport

Constraints 

Oxfordshire Structure Plan Policy H2 limits development at this site to around 1000 dwellings. A 2008 planning application was the subject of a Public Inquiry in 2010 and the Secretary of State granted planning consent for development to a maximum of 1,075 dwellings and around 1,000 jobs. This proposal of 4,000 additional dwellings on top of the permitted 1,075 would be in breach of Policy H2 and the previous Inquiry decision. 
This rural site is constrained in terms of its unsustainable location, distance to key settlements and employment sites, lack of frequent and convenient public transport options, surrounding rural highway network that is not conducive to carrying large volumes of traffic and known problem areas such as the B430 Middleton Stoney staggered cross-road junction. 
Transport Strategy Comments 

A Transport Assessment must be produced for the proposed development to be assessed by Oxfordshire County Council (OCC). 
A detailed review of transport policy and guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework and Oxfordshire County Council’s Local Transport Plan 3 (amongst other current national and local policy and guidance) must be provided within the Transport Assessment. 
It must be ensured that the road network can accommodate the vehicle trips that are required for access, as well as longer distance journeys. 
It is noted that on the title page for Appendix 3 (Transport Assessment Scoping Request & Scoping for Transport Assessments Form) of the EIA Scoping Report it states “subsequent discussions held with OCC regarding the use of the transport model, supersede references to the model to be used as set out in these reports”. The section on Traffic Impact in Appendix 3 is therefore considered to be superseded and will need to be negotiated. 
OCC’s current Central Oxfordshire Transport Model (COTM) and Bicester SATURN models are not fit for the purpose of assessing the traffic impacts on the surrounding highway network. The COTM model is Oxford-centric and the Bicester model is Bicester-centric, so both models fail to provide reassuring assignments in the Heyford area.
OCC have engaged consultants to develop a revised model for Oxfordshire called the Oxfordshire Strategic Model (OSM) that will encompass the Heyford area in more detail and will be fully up to date. This model would be our preferred model to test the development. The consultants are working to a deadline to deliver the model in July 2014 and it is our recommendation to wait and use this model for the purposes of the Transport Assessment. Once this model has been developed and the proposed development tested, potential problem junctions highlighted by this can be investigated further through PICADY, ARCADY, LINSIG/TRANSYT.
Future year scenario testing must take into account committed development and infrastructure, particularly what impact a new development at Heyford would have on the land use and infrastructure currently proposed for Bicester.
A test case including Transport impact mitigation should be modelled, in addition to a development impact test case, to assess the impact any proposed transport mitigation will have on the transport network. 
Reducing the need to travel will need to be demonstrated as an element of keeping any traffic impact to a minimum. Individual Travel Plans for all elements of the proposed development must be provided for submission with the Transport Assessment to be assessed by OCC, in order to promote more sustainable modes of travel than single occupancy car use. 

An agreed comprehensive plan for public transport provision must be submitted, as per separate public transport comments made below. 
Northamptonshire county council transportation planning and transport development control teams must be made aware of the proposals at an early stage as there is likely to be a significant impact on the A43 past Brackley, for example. 
Public Transport comments 
The developer must submit an agreed comprehensive plan for public transport provision. 
The site is remote from strategic public transport corridors. The developer’s plan must consider how the new residents and employees can travel to and from key settlements and transport nodes for onward travel (such as rail stations). The developer’s plan must also consider the site’s spatial arrangements, so that it can be served by a single public transport spine, with buses at frequent intervals. 
Providing a site with high public transport use is critical to the site’s impact on the surrounding road network. The developer is encouraged to explore best practice for the provision of an attractive public transport component to the development. 
The developer should discuss potential public transport networks, concepts and funding proposals with the Council, throughout development of the masterplan and other stages of the planning process. 
Rights of Way Comments 
Equestrians are not included in the EIA or TA – they need to be included as this area is a key location for riding and development impacts will have a major impact on equestrian users. This includes road measures for the proposed roundabout access at the Camp Road/ Chilgrove Drive/ Ardley Road/ Middleton Stoney Road junctions. 
The EIA might also take account of the mitigation measures included in the Lead Appeal and Outline Application for the 1,075 dwellings and take these forward alongside increased provision for walkers, cyclists and horse-riders onsite and off-site. 
Specific comments on the EIA: 

3.31 – TA needs to assess impacts on equestrians 

3.32 - Road is the A4260 not the A420 

3.39 – baseline section needs to include equestrian network and users 
Specific comments on the TA scoping: 

3.4 – walk and cycle should include horse riding 

4.5 – add horse riding to the walk and cycle strategy 

6.2 - include equestrians/horseriding in the proposed walk and cycle measures 
Area Steward’s Comments 
The Area Steward would wish to see improvements to local road access to the wider network. The local village network currently fails regularly and we would have concerns over a significant increase in traffic to these areas. 
Drainage Team comments 
A full drainage plan and calculations will be required and approved by the Lead Flood Authority (Oxfordshire County Council Drainage Team). A full SUDS drainage design will be required, with greenfield run-off or better post development. 
Network Management Comments: 
A routing agreement will be required for this development due to the likely impact a development of this size would have on the local road network. 
Comments on PBA’s Transport Assessment Scoping Report 
1.4.1 – Will there be a requirement for Secondary school provision on the site? Also, significant transport infrastructure should be clearly identified as a key element of the proposed development. 

1.5.4 - Please refer to OCC’s recently adopted guidance on TAs and Travel Plans. 

2.4.1 - Please note that Oxfordshire’s Local Transport Plan 2011 – 2030 is currently being updated. Also, please include Oxfordshire Structure Plan Policy H2 and OCC’s TAs and Travel Plans guidance document in this section. 

3.2.1 – Please confirm the survey periods proposed for assessing the extant traffic generation of the site. 

3.5.2 – Unsure why specific details of local rail provision are being included at this stage. Please ensure that the public transport details (bus and rail) are included in any Transport Assessment. 

3.6.1 - The proposed study area is not clearly identified. Figure 3 in the appendix indicates certain junctions to be assessed, but more may be required once strategic modelling work is carried out. For clarity the extent of the entire study area including routes is required. With known committed developments in the Bicester area and the likely impact of this proposal, the study area may well need to extend to junctions in and around Bicester. 

3.8.1 - Traffic survey data, carried out for an appropriate and representative survey period will be required for consideration. Please also refer to Transport Strategy comments on the requirement for the Oxfordshire Strategic Model (OSM) to be used to assess the impact of the proposal. 

4.6.1 - An HGV strategy will need to be included within the vehicle access strategy. 

4.8.1 – Individual Travel Plans will ultimately be required for each proposed site use (residential, commercial, education etc). 

4.10.1 – Any adjustments made to TRICS trip generation figures to take account of smarter choices will need to be fully quantified and agreed with OCC. It is unlikely that there will be many survey locations in the TRICS database similar to Heyford, let alone ones that have achieved significant modal shift from smarter choices measures. 

4.10.3 – Trips to the two proposed primary schools and proposed district centre are assumed to be internal to the site. In reality, factors such as parental choice over their child’s school and the potential attraction of a district centre for the surrounding area will likely generate trips into and out of the proposed development area for these two use classes. A sensitivity analysis will be required. 

5.2 – 5.5 – Please refer to Transport Strategy comments above re strategic transport modelling requirements. A bespoke spreadsheet model will not be acceptable. 

5.7.2 – Timescales (application registered 2014, year of opening 2015) seem optimistic, particularly given the level of strategic transport modelling work required, the timetable of the OSM work Page 6 of 17 and the likely requirement for detailed further pre-application advice. Also, the construction work associated with the consented Heyford scheme (1,075 dwellings etc) has just commenced (approx. three years after consent granted) and will presumably continue for a number of years, subject to developers’ timetable and market factors. 

5.5.7 - 2031 Test Case 1– Which ‘Reference Case’ is this referring to? 

5.9 - Please provide a list of the committed development to be taken into account by this proposal. 

5.10.2 – Refer to comments above (5.2 – 5.5). A spread sheet model will not be acceptable. For example, a spread sheet model will not be able to forecast rerouting of traffic that occurs when a particular route or junction becomes congested. 

6.2.1 - Re proposed walking and cycling measures to connect the site with ‘external routes and facilities’. There needs to be a realistic assessment of the site’s location, the distance to other major settlements and facilities, and whether these distances exceed the average person’s likely recommended walking and cycling distances/ durations. 

6.3 - No mention of Rail travel measures. This needs to be considered.

Oxfordshire County Council-Education
Key issues: 
· A full assessment of the likely pupil population impact of such a large development would be required. 

· In the absence of sufficient information about the type and timescale of housing, this number of houses could be estimated to generate a need for up to 3 primary schools, each of up to 2 form entry size. 

· It would also generate sufficient secondary aged pupils to require a substantial secondary school. 

· This development would need to provide sufficient school capacity, either on site or through contributions towards off-site schools. 

Legal Agreement required securing: 
Sufficient school capacity, including for early years education, either on site or through contributions towards off-site schools. 
Detailed Comments: 
There is currently a 2 form entry Free School for 4-19 year olds within the Upper Heyford development area. 
The application states: 
2.17 The Proposed Development would involve a revision to the previously consented educational provision at Heyford Park to accommodate the estimated increase in student in-take across all school years. The previously consented Free School, described as an ‘all-through school’ providing primary and secondary education (4 to 19 years), would be converted to a secondary school. The secondary school would occupy circa 1.53 hectares of land and additionally sports playing fields and facilities located elsewhere on the site. It is proposed to construct two new primary schools, together occupying circa 4.32 hectares of land, which would be spatially located to achieve the circa 800m walking distance from the residential design catchment, as set out in BREEAM Communities guidance. Any changes to the age range and capacity of the existing Free School would need to be subject to Department for Education (DfE) approval, and would require changes to their Funding Agreement. Academy sponsors would need to be identified for any additional new schools; the existing Free School could apply to also operate the additional schools, but this would be subject to DfE approval. 
The application states: 

3.21 Education Provision would be assessed by undertaking a full assessment of current and future capacities of schools within the catchment area of the Application Site. An indicative dwelling mix will then be used alongside expected pupil generation rates per dwelling to estimate the number of children likely to be generated by the Proposed Development which can then be compared against the current and future capacity of the assessed schools. 
Oxfordshire County Council would be responsible for specifying the requirement for new schools, to ensure it is able to meet its statutory duties for sufficient school places. OCC would need to agree the pupil generation methodology, and this would be expected to be the PopCal methodology used across the county. 
Sufficient primary school capacity would need to be provided within the development area to meet the full needs of the development. If sufficient secondary school capacity is not to be provided within the development area, early liaison with OCC would be essential to ensure the impact on other schools, both existing and planned, can be considered. 
The application states: 

3.75 The guidance contained within Building Bulletin 93 (BB93) will be used in order to determine the suitability of the site for a school. BB93 gives the performance standards for new school buildings to prevent disturbance to its users. 
The county council would also expect new schools to comply with OCC’s Authority’s Requirements, in terms of area, design and site specific requirements. It cannot be assumed that the new schools will be operated by the same trust as the current Free School, as this would be a matter for the DfE. We must therefore ensure that new school sites and buildings are acceptable to any potential appropriate sponsor. 
BB93 in the Building Bulletin for Acoustic design in schools. Other design guidance and standard specifications is shown below. 
DESIGN GUIDANCE 
Much of this guidance is under review, with the aim of streamlining and consolidating it. Updated versions are likely to be issued in the future. 

· BB 102, Designing for disabled children and children with special educational needs, TSO 2008 

· BB 99, Briefing Framework for Primary School Projects, TSO 2006 

· BB 98, Briefing Framework for Secondary School Projects, TSO 2004) 

· BB 96, Meeting the educational needs of children and young people in hospital (DES/DOH) TSO 2003 

· BB 95, Schools for the Future: Designs for learning communities, TSO 2002 

· BB 93, Acoustic design in schools 

· BB 92, Modern Foreign Languages Accommodation: A Design Guide, TSO 2000 

· BB 89, Art Accommodation in Secondary Schools, TSO 1998 

· BB 88, Fume Cupboards in Schools, TSO 1998 (note – will be revised by CLEAPPS) 

· BB 81, Design and Technology Accommodation in Schools: A Design Guide, TSO, revised 2004 

· BB 80, Science Accommodation in Secondary Schools: A Design Guide, downloadable only, revised 2004 

· BB 79, Passive Solar Schools: A Design Guide, TSO 1995 

· Design of sustainable schools: case studies, TSO 2006 

· Designing School Grounds, TSO 2006 

· Music Accommodation in Secondary Schools: a design guide, NBS/RIBA 2010 

· Project Faraday - Exemplar designs for science, TSO 2007 

STANDARD SPECIFICATION, LAYOUTS AND DIMENSIONS (SSLDS) 
The Standard Specifications, Layouts and Dimensions (SSLD) booklets were developed specifically for the BSF programme, but they also have an ongoing value. The series sets out the standards for a range of elements in schools and shows how these standards might be delivered through design examples. They aim to disseminate best practice and avoid 'reinventing the wheel' every time a school building is designed. 

· SSLD Guidance 1: Partitions in Schools, DCSF 2007 

· SSLD Guidance 2: Floor Finishes in Schools, DCSF 2007 

· SSLD 3: Toilets in Schools, DCSF 2007 

· SSLD 4: Lighting systems in schools, DCSF 2007 

· SSLD 5: Roof coverings in Schools, DCSF 2008 

· SSLD 6: Internal stairways in schools, DCSF 2008 

· SSLD 7: Internal door sets in schools, DCSF 2008 

· SSLD 8: Sprinklers in schools, DCSF 2008 

Oxfordshire County Council-Economy and Skills 
Key issues: 
· The development of 4,000 new dwellings and associated transport and green infrastructure, along with a district centre, business centre, renewable energy park and heritage visitor centre will generate a significant number of jobs, both at construction and end user stage. 

· The build out rate indicates that the development will take approximately 15 years to complete (para. 2.22), suggesting that construction training and employment opportunities will be available on the site in the long term. 

· The proposed development will be subject to a detailed Employment & Skills Plan (ESP) to guide the provision of local training (including apprenticeships) and employment opportunities for local people. 

Conditions: 
· The requirement for an Employment & Skills Plan will be a condition in the event of Cherwell DC providing planning consent for this development 

Detailed Comments: 
· The EIA will be required to assess detailed employment and unemployment statistics (including take up of out-of-work benefits) in the local and wider area (Cherwell district) so it can be ascertained the number of local people available to take up the training and employment opportunities. 

· The EIA will also be expected to highlight the availability in the Cherwell area of statutory and non-statutory institutions and public/private and voluntary agencies with which it will liaise to ensure that local people have access to the training and employment opportunities available. 

· The detailed information to be included in the EIA will then inform an Employment & Skills Plan to be provided by the developer, and agreed by Cherwell DC and Oxfordshire County Council. To be updated annually as the development progresses. 

Recent policy initiatives relating to skills development are contained in: 

· The Oxfordshire City Deal 

· Oxfordshire European Structural Investment Fund (ESIF) Strategy 

· Strategic Economic Plan 

The recently launched Oxfordshire Skills Strategy has five strategic priorities: 

· SP1: To meet the needs of local employers through a more integrated and responsive approach to education and training: developed in partnership with our provider network, to encourage more training provision in priority sectors - both current and projected - to meet the needs of employers or to train future entrepreneurs, particularly in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). 

· SP2: Creating the ‘skills continuum’ to support young people through their learning journey: the ambition is to develop integrated, seamless services that support young people through school and on into training, further education, employment or business, where they understand the full breadth of career options, including local demand, and the training path to succeed in that career. 

· SP3: Up-skilling and improving the chances of young people and adults marginalised or disadvantaged from work, based on moving them closer to the labour market. 

· SP4: To increase the number of apprenticeship opportunities, particularly those offered by small to medium sized businesses. 

· SP5: To explore how we can better retain graduates within Oxfordshire to meet the demand for the higher level skills our businesses need. 

Employment and skills planning justification 
A better, appropriately skilled local workforce can provide a pool of talent to both developers and end occupiers. This will reduce the need to import skills, and in doing so reduce congestion and unsustainable travel to work modes, reduce carbon emissions and the pressure on the local housing infrastructure. 
Seeking skills and training planning obligations/conditions to maximise the potential of the existing population to compete for the jobs being created, whether during the construction phase or end user phase, through improving their skills levels, is necessary to ensure that future development is economically and socially sustainable, and that barriers to employment for those marginalised from the workforce are removed. 
Developers often identify projected training and employment outcomes as part of the justification for development. It is important therefore that the impacts of economic development are mitigated and the economic benefits of new development in terms of improved local skills and employment outcomes are realised. 
Not only is it clear that skills levels are a key determinant of a sustainable local economy, but they also have an impact on employment opportunities and thus an individual’s economic prosperity. Up-skilling the area’s labour force will be key to maintaining economic competitiveness. It will also bring wider benefits in terms of income equality and, potentially, a reduction in child poverty. Securing obligations/conditions for skills development and employment of local people will be necessary to enhance social inclusion by reducing the potential for economic and social disparity, another key policy driver at the local level.
Oxfordshire County Council-Property
Key issues: 
· As this is a scoping opinion enquiry, we are not able to provide detailed comments as we do not know the housing mix or when the development is likely to take place and hence we are unable to calculate the population generated by the proposal. Due to lack of development information we are unable provide details of the financial contributions that would be required to mitigate the impact of this proposal 

· If the proposal was to take place the County Council would expect that any additional strain on its existing community infrastructure would be mitigated. 

· The County Council may require contributions towards: Library, Strategic Waste and Recycling Facilities, Museum Resource Centre, Social & Health Care (Adult Day Care) and Adult Learning. 
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· The services may be reviewed in the future and other services areas may be included. 

· They may also vary depending on the details of the final proposal. 
· The County Council as Fire Authority has a duty to ensure that an adequate supply of water is available for fire-fighting purposes. There will probably be a requirement to affix fire hydrants within the development site. Exact numbers and locations cannot be given until detailed consultation plans are provided showing highway, water main layout and size. This is usually dealt with by condition. 

· The County Councils legal fees in drawing up and/or completing a legal agreement will need to be secured. 

· Oxfordshire County Council will also require an administrative payment for the purposes of administration and monitoring of the proposed S106 agreement. 

Ecology:
Berks, Bucks & Oxon Wildlife Trust

The EIA should be prepared following the CIEEM ‘Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the United Kingdom’ (2006). A data search should be requested from the Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre (TVERC) – we suggest that this is included as part of the desktop study to inform the scope of the EIA.
The surveys and development proposals should recognise the existence of a Local Wildlife Site (LWS), as in a designated site of county value, which lies within the development boundary. This LWS, Upper Heyford Airfield, is of particular value for lowland calcareous grassland Priority Habitat, ground-nesting breeding birds (including several species of birds of conservation concern/species of principal importance), invertebrates, and for a very significant population of great-crested newts of sufficient scale to be of county value. The LWS was recently (2014) extended to the SE to take into account the great-crested newt populations and botanical value of this area and it is essential that the latest boundaries for this site are sought from TVERC to inform the EIA process. 

Development proposals should avoid impacts on the Local Wildlife Site, as per the NPPF, and the following extract from the Cherwell Submission Local Plan 2006- 2031 Policy ESD10: “Development which would result in damage to or loss of a site of biodiversity or geological value of regional or local importance including habitats of species of principal importance for biodiversity will not be permitted unless the benefits of the development clearly outweigh the harm it would cause to the site, and the loss can be mitigated to achieve a net gain in biodiversity / geodiversity.” 
In addition, as correctly recognised by the EIA Scoping Report, there are areas outside of the LWS that are recognised as “being notable” for ground-nesting birds, including skylark, a species of principal importance under Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006. We would draw attention to the Cherwell Submission Local Plan 2006- 2031 Policy ESD10 as follows: “Development which would result in damage to or loss of a site of biodiversity or geological value of regional or local importance including habitats of species of principal importance for biodiversity will not be permitted unless the benefits of the development clearly outweigh the harm it would cause to the site, and the loss can be mitigated to achieve a net gain in biodiversity / geodiversity.” This should be taken into account in any proposed location of development in submitted plans.
With respect to surveys, in addition to considering protected species and designated sites, the EIA should assess the presence of, and any impacts on, habitats and species of principal importance as listed under Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006. Further comment is given below with respect to certain surveys, however this should not be taken in any way as being a complete listing and a full suite of surveys will be needed, carried out in the correct survey season: a) In Section 3.158 of the Scoping Report the following sentence is noted: “More detailed botanical surveys will be undertaken if deemed necessary based on the results of the Phase 1 Habitat Survey.” We would assume that the Phase 1 survey will show the need for more detailed botanical surveys, however we would like to take the opportunity to point out that with a significant part of the site being designated as a Local Wildlife Site for botanical reasons, and with potentially areas of species-rich grassland outside of the LWS as well, then detailed botanical surveys should be carried out. b) We welcome the fact that the EIA Scoping Report recognises that both within and outside of the LWS there are areas important for ground-nesting birds. Detailed breeding bird surveys should therefore be carried out, both within the LWS and outside of it. Surveys should also be carried out in winter to assess the value of the site for wintering birds. c) We welcome the fact that the EIA Scoping Report recognises the LWS as being of county value for invertebrates. Invertebrate Surveys should be carried out, in particular within the LWS, but also potentially in some areas outside of the LWS where Phase 1 surveys suggest that invertebrate populations are likely to be of value.
Paragraph 3.161 includes the sentence: “Therefore any ecological features or resources of value at or above the District level will be included in the assessment.” This appears to have an implication that ecological features or resources of local value are therefore likely to be excluded from assessment. With a land-take of this scale the impacts at a local scale should be included in the assessment, or otherwise the impact on important habitats or species of value to the local area may be ignored.

Net Gain in Biodiversity

The EIA should also identify opportunities to enhance biodiversity, to achieve a net-gain in biodiversity, in line with the NPPF and the following extract from the Cherwell Submission Local Plan 2006-2031 Policy ESD10: “In considering proposals for development, a net gain in biodiversity will be sought by protecting, managing, enhancing and extending existing resources, and by creating new resources.” And “Development proposals will be expected to incorporate features to encourage biodiversity, and retain and where possible enhance existing features of nature conservation value within the site. Existing ecological networks should be identified and maintained to avoid habitat fragmentation, and ecological corridors should form an essential component of green infrastructure provision in association with new development to ensure habitat connectivity.”

The application site lies near to the Upper Cherwell Conservation Target Area. Conservation Target Areas (CTAs) identify the most important areas for wildlife conservation in Oxfordshire, where targeted conservation action will have the greatest benefit. Opportunities should be taken to secure biodiversity enhancements that will help achieve the aims of the Upper Cherwell CTA, which include lowland meadow management and restoration and wet grassland restoration to improve the area for waders and wildfowl, as indicated by Paragraph B240 of the Cherwell Submission Local Plan 2006-2031 Policy ESD11 states: “Biodiversity enhancements sought in association with development could include the restoration or maintenance of habitats through appropriate management, new habitat creation to link fragmented habitats, or a financial contribution towards biodiversity initiatives in the Conservation Target Area.” Further details of the aims and biodiversity targets for this CTA are available from:

http://www.oncf.org.uk/pdfs/Upper%20Cherwell%20Valley%20CTA.pdf
A Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy would be needed as a supporting document for any planning application. This should be incorporated into the final scheme design and describe how biodiversity net gain will be achieved and maintained.

Biodiversity in Green Infrastructure and the Built Environment

The plans should include green infrastructure within the built environment to retain and create a mosaic of habitats and linear features to ensure that structural diversity and habitat connectivity throughout the site is provided. This should include significant amounts of open space within residential areas, some of which should be earmarked specifically for biodiversity, and some for biodiversity combined with public access. The biodiversity value of recreational areas should also be maximised, for example by the provision of species-rich grassland with an appropriate infrequent mowing regime on the borders of sports pitches. A sensitive directional lighting scheme should be implemented to ensure that additional lighting does not impact on the green spaces across the site.
Biodiversity enhancements such as the creation of ponds, green roofs, creation of habitat for bats in buildings and bird boxes, creation of hibernacula for reptiles and amphibians and creation of wildflower grasslands should be included in the development design in line with planning policy (NPPF) and the NERC Act, which places a duty on local authorities to enhance biodiversity. Provision should be made for the long term management of these areas.

It is likely that the proposed development will involve a large amount of roof space on business and educational buildings. As any development on the site will impact on open land of a brownfield or greenfield nature, then either green or brown roofs should be required for the vast majority of the roofs of business and educational buildings in any development, although solar panels may be an appropriate alternative for some roofs (subject to assessment of other factors such impact on character and appearance of the Conservation Area). Further details on some of the above are contained in:

“Biodiversity Positive: Eco-Towns Biodiversity Worksheet, produced by the Town and

Country Planning Association, Communities and Local Government, and Natural

England.” This is downloadable from:

http://www.tcpa.org.uk/data/files/biodiversity.pdf
Biodiversity benefits from SUDS

As well as providing flood control SUDS can provide significant biodiversity value if biodiversity is taken into account in the design, construction and management of SUDS features. This should be required of any development.

Examples include:

· Green and brown roofs;

· Detention basins and swales that can be planted with wildflower rich grassland;

· Reinforced permeable surface for car parks and drives that can also provide wildflower habitat.
Oxfordshire County Council-Ecologist

Key issues: 
The Upper Heyford Airfield Local Wildlife Site is within the proposed development site. Therefore, I object to the principle of development in this location, which would be contrary to planning policy. 
Local Wildlife Sites should be protected by planning policies and guidance (Policy ESD 10 of the Draft Cherwell Local Plan and NPPF). 
There also appears to be a large population of Great Crested Newts (European Protected Species) in the area that could add to development costs and time. The area is valuable for its botanical interest and for species, including UK priority species under the NERC Act 2006.
Detailed Comments: 
Due to the high ecological value of this site, I consider that development should not be permitted in this location. 
Notwithstanding this, if the applicant continues to promote this development I have the following comments: 

· the EIA should be prepared following the CIEEM ‘Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the United Kingdom’ (2006). A data search from the Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre (TVERC) should be included as part of the desktop study to inform the scope of the EIA. 

· The Ecological Constraints Plan in Appendix 5 only shows the original Local Wildlife Site and not the extension that has since been designated as LWS to the south-east, following 2013 ecological surveys. TVERC would be able to provide the correct LWS boundary and the applicant’s ecological consultant should use this as a basis to inform the EIA. 
· The applicant should ensure that they fully recognise the ecological value of the site and ensure that they have sufficient information on the site to include in their EIA. For example, paragraph 3.159 of the EIA Scoping does not list invertebrate, wintering bird or botanical surveys amongst those anticipated. I consider that these surveys would be necessary. 

· The site is valuable for UK Priority Habitat of lowland calcareous grassland, great crested newts (a European Protected Species), grassland, invertebrates and ground nesting breeding birds. Species found on the site include European Protected Species, UK priority species and Birds of Conservation Concern. 

· The Scoping EIA proposes that the EIA would only assess ecological features or resources of value at or above the District level. I do not think that this is acceptable or normal practice, as it risks ignoring the local impacts of development on important species and habitats. 

· The EIA would need to explain how impacts would be mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated to result in a net gain in biodiversity (in line with NPPF). However, given the ecological value of the site that would be lost I do not think that it would be possible for the development to result in a net gain in biodiversity even if substantial biodiversity mitigation, compensation and enhancements were proposed. 

CDC Ecologist

The proposed scope of the surveys to be undertaken as part of the EcIA is mostly acceptable. No invertebrate surveys have been proposed, and I consider that they should be included given that the habitat within the Local Wildlife Site is considered to be of County importance for them. Measures to address the harm caused to the biodiversity value of the site (mainly the LWS grassland, invertebrates, great crested newts and breeding birds) should also form part of any application, as well as opportunities for ecological enhancements within the site. 

Given the scale of the proposed development it is unlikely that the loss of species and habitats will be able to be mitigated and compensated for solely within the site itself, therefore it may be necessary to apply a Biodiversity Offsetting metric to the development once all surveys have been carried out, in order to be able to demonstrate that the development is able to provide net gains for biodiversity. This means that the loss of the habitats and some of the species on site can be compensated for by funding the creation of, or improvements to or management of, similar habitats nearby. 
Oxfordshire County Council-Environment and Resource Efficiency 
This development of 4,000 homes will have a significant impact on the county’s ability to meet its carbon reduction targets for 2030, which in turn reflect the national statutory carbon budgets. The EIA needs to include an assessment of the developments’ climatic impact due to the increased emissions of Greenhouse gases from all sources. The proposed solar PV farm is welcome as one form of mitigation. Other forms of mitigation such as a local CHP scheme and/or the use of heat from the Ardley Energy from Waste facility should also be considered. 

CDC Countryside Officer-Footpaths
Several footpaths and bridleways in Somerton, Upper Heyford and Ardley run within or abut the red line area of this application site. A detailed Public Right of Way (PROW) Statement is required.

Applicants are legally obliged to declare any public right of way affecting their “red line” area.  CDC requires applicants to submit a PRoW Statement, and layout plans accurately showing the definitive route of the PRoW (both as existing and in the context of the new development), in all cases where –

· A PRoW runs across an application site (is within the red line area) 

· A PRoW abuts (runs along, but outside, the boundaries of) an application site

· A PRoW runs along the access to an application site 

Oxfordshire County Council’s Countryside Access Team should be consulted if a PRoW runs across, abuts or runs along the access to an application site. The Ramblers , Oxford Fieldpaths Society and the Open Spaces Society should be consulted if a PRoW runs across an application site (is within the red line area).  If the PRoW is a bridleway, the British Horse Society should also be consulted. CDC Countryside & Communities Manager should be consulted if an affected PRoW is on the route of one of CDC’s promoted circular walks or rides.

A PRoW Statement should include:

· The reference number of the path (from the definitive map and statement which can be viewed online at www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/definitivemaponline)

·      Confirmation that the line of the path shown on the application plans is in accordance with the                line shown on the definitive map (n.b. CAUTION this may differ from the “walked” line)

· Description of the PROW through the site as existing

· The effect that proposed development will have on the PROW (physically and in terms of amenity and safety)

If the path is to be retained on the existing line:

· Describe measures to be taken during construction to ensure the safety and free passage of users of the PROW

· Describe proposed mitigation or improvement measures for the PROW in the new scheme 

If the path needs to be diverted to accommodate the new scheme:

· Justify the need for a diversion (i.e. why can't the scheme be designed to accommodate the existing definitive line and what alternatives have been considered)

· Describe and justify the proposed alternative (diverted) route 

· Prior to laying out the PRoW as part of the development, the applicant should seek the advice of Oxfordshire County Council's (OCC’s) Countryside Access team to ensure that the path is on its definitive line.  The contact at OCC is Sarah Aldous email sarah.aldous@oxfordshire.gov.uk or tel 01865 810222

· NB A diversion/stopping up/extinguishment Public Path Order (PPO) is a complex process which can take a considerable amount of time and there is a risk that a PPO will not be successful 

· NB Public Path Order (PPO) and planning consent are two separate processes.  The granting of a planning consent that would require a PPO does not guarantee that a PPO will be made or confirmed.  

CDC Anti-Social Behaviour Officer-Noise
The noise and vibration section of the EIA scoping report has been reviewed. The applicant’s proposals are considered suitable. CDC’s Anti-social behaviour Manager has also had discussions with the noise consultants who will be preparing the base line study and agreed their methodology and details of their monitoring programme.

CDC-Landscape Architect
The overarching framework of the LVIA is to encompass the concerns/requirements in a clear, objective comprehensive, clear study based on the criteria below,  headings 1 to 8, in the LVIA methodology. It is appropriate that all the factors are considered, in relation to what is going to be an extremely contentious development proposal. Pegasus's assertion that there is limited potential for significant cumulative effects with respect to landscape and visual amenity needs to be addressed in light of heritage / landscape / visual / ecological determinants.

Their viewpoint proposals require further consideration. A clear and accurate location of the point is to be shown on the map: the symbols are shown to be off the route in some instances (we will need to access all locations to assess the views). The number of views must be increased, after consultation with the Officers of CDC, to include the viewpoints in the Landscape Design Associates' Restoration of Upper Heyford Airbase. A Landscape Impact Assessment - Final Report. June 1997, in combination with the LDA map the Visual Impact of Airbase which shows the site to be visible from more locations than are proposed by Pegasus together with at least, but not exclusively:

· PRoW of Cherwell Valley Walk near entrance to Middle Aston House, looking east.

· near Grange Farm on PRoW looking southeast, 

· the PRoW system east of Letchmere Farm, looking due northwest 

· various locations on the PRoW system bordering the north and northwest application site boundaries. 

When considering visual effects in regards to residential properties and village conservation areas, including the proposed approved and exiting residencies on Heyford Park- refer to criteria below.  A comprehensive assessment is required.

A comparison is to be made between the Zone of Theoretical Visibility and Zone of Actual Visibility mapping, where intervening vegetation and its long term viability is judged to determine actual viewpoint locations. The actual viewpoint locations should be determined from the Zone of Actual Visibility. Zone of Theoretical Visibility is, in my estimation a useful tool in combination with wireframe visualisations, which I think is appropriate for this LVIA.

A capacity and sensitivity study in accordance with The Countryside Agency's Topic Paper 6 should be prepared: Techniques and Criteria for judging Capacity and Sensitivity. Importance to establish landscape character, its sensitivity and its capacity to accept development based in its sensitivity. in order to achieve this successfully more detail is required of the scale and massing and positions of buildings, infrastructure, POS and renewable energy park etc. Therefore, accurate photomontage visualisations will be a necessary requirement of the LVIA. Furthermore physical on site evidence will be required to allow us to judge effects such as surveyor's poles (with red balloons) to indicate height/s of development and its extent. This must be recorded in photographs from the mutually agreed viewpoints. Photography must be carried out in accordance with the Landscape Institute's current best practice. I urge Pegasus to study the definitive LDA report as part of the baseline appraisals.

1. Assessment of landscape effects
· the landscape characters to be assessed and the LDA report carefully considered in relation to this.
· the hierarchy/significance of the landscape character in the national/regional/local/context 

· The cumulative landscape effects consists of the classification and evaluation of the landscape setting of listed buildings along with the overall landscape setting, landscape context of site in its surroundings, including quality, value, and scale of the landscape, and the impacts upon the landscape character, consideration the existing approved proposed development.

2. The landscape sensitivity in the context of high, medium, low and negligible definitions (we need to see these)
· a clear judgement of landscape character physical aspects, scale, pattern, scenic qualities, sense of place, movement, tranquillity 
· Landscape character aesthetic aspects 
· Landscape value and consensus evidence for the value which society, including local communities, attach to the landscape. Local regional, national, international significance. The landscape will be valued for its inherent quality e.g. a good example of a particular type because of its distinctiveness. The way the landscape is experienced by whom and from where e.g. organised tours. The value of the landscape setting to listed buildings.
· Landscape quality or condition. the physical condition of the landscape, including degree of intactness of features and composition. Maintenance (e.g. close mown by sheep), degradation damage and scope for restoration  / enhancement
· Visual enclosure / openness of views. Consideration of topography, vegetation and development in determining the degree to which views are open or constrained
· Scope for mitigation in character with the landscape 

· Cultural heritage factors inter-related with landscape character aesthetics, value fo society, visual enclosure, etc - see above 

· Natural heritage factors inter-related with landscape character aesthetics, value fo society, visual enclosure etc - see above 

3. Magnitude of landscape change description 

· Large - adverse/beneficial effects

· Medium - adverse/beneficial effects

· Small - adverse/beneficial effects

· Negligible - adverse/beneficial effects

4. Determination of significance matrix 
· Sensitivity of landscape receptor against magnitude / scale of change 

· Degrees of effect 

· Very substantial - large change to landscape of high sensitivity 

· Substantial - Medium-large change to a landscape of medium-high density, medium change to a landscape of high sensitivity or large change to a landscape of medium sensitivity 

· Moderate - Medium change to a landscape of medium sensitivity, large change to a landscape of low sensitivity of small change to a landscape of high sensitivity

· Slight - Medium or small change to a landscape of low sensitivity or small change to a landscape of medium sensitivity

· Negligible - negligible, small, medium of large change to the landscape of negligible sensitivity or negligible change to a landscape of low, medium of high sensitivity

Note: if the degree of effect is moderate or above, then the effect is considered to be significant.

5. Sensitivity of receptor - Visual Change
· High - public views of or from areas of protected landscape such as Historic Landscapes. National Park and AONB

· High/medium - occupiers of residential properties with views affected by development

· Medium - Views from rights of way, rural roads and recreational areas where the focus may be on the landscape and tolerance to change is likely to be low

· Medium/low Views from offices, social meeting and learning places where the focus is unlikely to be on the landscape 

· Low - Views from urban roads and footways, railways, industrial areas and trading parks, where the focus of attention is unlikely to be on the landscape and where tolerance to change is likely to be high 

· Negligible - Areas without public or private views

· Cumulative visual effects of the existing approved proposed development and the solar farm - viewpoint analysis covering both long and short range visibility

Note that the judgments shall be moderated by reference to one or more of the additional criteria listed below:

· the number of people affected 

· the period of time and frequency that receptors experience the view 

· the status of (resident/ visitor), occupations / activity and consequent expectations of the receptor group and the degree to which that group has a proprietary interest in the view and is tolerant to change

· the consensual importance of the view; this includes cultural, historical, archeological and ecological associations and tourist / leisure / recreations associations

· the context of the viewpoint 

· other factors such as specific, regular meteorological conditions (potential light pollution/light reflecting from solar arrays) at the site or the landscape being in constant change due to the type of use

6. Magnitude of visual change 
· Large - adverse/beneficial effects

· Medium - adverse/beneficial effects

· Small - adverse/beneficial effects

· Negligible - adverse/beneficial effects

The M of VC is determined by considering the following 

· distance of the viewpoint from the proposals 

· the angle of view in relation to the activity of the receptor 

· the extent of the area over which the changes will be visible 

· the scale of the change with respect to the loss or addition of features in the view and changes in its composition including the proportion of the view occupied by the proposed development

· the degree of contrast or integration of any new features or changes in the landscape with the existing or remaining landscape elements and characteristics in terms of form, scale, mass, line, height, colour and texture

· the duration and nature of effect, temporary or permanent, intermittent or continuous.

7. Determination of significance matrix - Visual change
Sensitivity of receptor judged against Magnitude / scale of change

· Very Substantial - large change to a receptor of high sensitivity

· Substantial - medium-large change to a receptor of medium-high sensitivity, medium change to a receptor of high sensitivity or large change to a receptor of medium sensitivity

· Moderate - Medium change to a receptor of medium sensitivity, large change to a receptor of low sensitivity or a small change to a receptor of high sensitivity 

· Slight - Medium of small change to a receptor of low sensitivity or small change to a receptor of medium sensitivity 

· Negligible - negligible, small, medium of large change of receptor of negligible sensitivity or negligible change to a receptor of low, medium or high sensitivity

Note: if the significance of the effect is moderate or above, then the effect is considered to be significant. In some cases, the judgment of sensitivity of magnitude of change may fall to somewhere between two descriptions, for instance a magnitude of change may be considered to be greater than small but less than medium and in these cases it is acceptable to describe these instances as lying between the two, e.g. small-medium. It is also acceptable to describe effects in the same way, if it is considered that the effect rests between two effect descriptions.

8. Tables for Landscape and Visual Effects determinants and results
Landscape Effects Titles and Sub-headings

· Landscape Character Area or Type (Main) / Landscape Character Areas and National Designations / Landscape Features within site / Character of site / Perceptual Characteristics of site 

· Baseline Description (Main)

· Description of Change (Main)

· Type and Nature of Effects - construction period to year 15 

· Sensitivity 

· Magnitude of Effects - construction period to year 15 

· Significance of effects 

Visual Effects Titles and Headings 

· Viewpoint Reference 

· Location Description 

· Approx.. Distance to Site Boundary and Built Edge

· Direction of View Towards Site 

· Designation 

· Landscape /Historic Character Area of Viewpoint 

· Description of Baseline View 

· Type of View / Number of Users

· Description of Change (including nature and type of change)

· Mitigation (relevant to viewpoint)

· Magnitude of Effect 

· Sensitivity of Receptor 

· Significance of Effect 

Sport England
Sport England would expect any forthcoming application for planning permission to include comprehensive evidence demonstrating that the proposed development fully complies with Sport England’s adopted playing fields policy and paragraphs 70, 73 and 74 of the National Planning Policy Framework. This should be included in an environmental assessment or within other documents submitted formally as part of the application (e.g. Design and Access Statement, Planning Statement etc.).

Sport England welcomes continuing dialogue with the applicant’s agent.
Further comments on the EIASR
 Application site and proposed development (Section 2) 
Section 2 of the scoping report describes the application site, context and proposed development. Further information should be provided detailing the relationship of the proposal with other development in the area (existing and planned). 

The description of proposed development provides information on land uses and the likely hectares they may occupy but no land use plan has been provided noting that the spatial distribution of development is subject to on-going design (Para. 2.13 of the scoping report). The scoping report proposes establishing EIA parameters supported by parameter plans to ensure that the EIA considers the maximum scope of development (Para. 2.20 of the scoping report). 

No reference is made to a “Masterplan” for the proposed development

It is unclear whether the parameter plans as described would show the main alternatives considered when developing the proposals although Para. 3.2 notes the EIA will consider alternatives. 

The proposal falls within Schedule 2 not just because of its size but also due to its wider than local significance and potential to affect sensitive areas. It is questioned how the possible effects of the proposal, main impacts and potential mitigation can be adequately identified/scoped without an indicative land-use plan. In the absence of a project, the scoping report should contain description and plans of existing and likely land uses on site. If location has not yet been fixed plans showing alternative locations could be considered. 

Scope of Environmental Assessment (Section 3) 

Paragraph 3.2 ii should reflect more clearly Schedule 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 and what the potential significant effects should have regard in particular to: 

(a) the extent of the impact (geographical area and size of the affected population); . 
(b) the transfrontier nature of the impact; . 
(c) the magnitude and complexity of the impact; . 
(d) the probability of the impact; . 
(e) the duration, frequency and reversibility of the impact. (Extract from Schedule 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011) 

Section 3 should indicate that this section from paragraph 3.10 details the review of potential environmental effects. Potential effects identified should be described for each of the receptors. Without an indicative land use plan it is difficult to identify potential effects or the characteristics of potential effects although the report identifies some when information is available from previous planning applications work. 

Socio economic issues receptor: The scoping report describes how the effects will be assessed with no potential effect identified at this stage. The assessment of employment should consider the impact of the proposal on existing businesses. 

General comments 
It is acknowledged that at this stage there may be gaps on information and the description of methods of data collection and analysis in the report is helpful when information gaps exist. The scoping report would benefit from following a closer structure to the selection criteria for screening in Schedule 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 to help those providing comments and information to support the preparation of the Environmental Statement.
Overall, it is difficult to highlight potential effects on receptors at this stage without an indicative land use plan or to assess whether the methods and sources to identify potential effects are the most adequate. Consultees on specialist areas such as transport, ecology and other, may be able to provide further advice on the potential effect on receptors. It is my view that further information on indicative land use plan or plans and further information on the relationship of the proposal with other development in the area (existing and planned) including any ancillary development required as consequence of the proposal should be requested. This would help identify potential significant effects ahead of the preparation of the Environmental Statement.

Figure 2 of Appendix 2 wrongly labels the B430!
Finally, you ask about Cumulative effects. Locally there is the impact of the Waste Incinerator Plant to be taken into account, particular its traffic generation and environmental impact. On a wider basis the broad effect of the development proposed at Bicester in particular that taking place at North West Bicester (the Eco Town), South West Bicester (Kingsmere), Graven Hill, Bicester Business Park, Bicester Gateway, North East Bicester Business Park and Bicester Centre. For transport it is clear that cumulative impact needs to go wider and consider development such as that to the north of Oxford City and Silverstone that impact on the A34/43 and J10 M40. For bio diversity impacts on the water environment within the appropriate catchment are likely to need to be considered. 
I trust this information will enable you to complete a full Environmental Statement and as stated this response should be treated as the Council’s formal scoping opinion made under Regulation 13 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011.
Yours faithfully 

	Cherwell District Council

	Certified a true copy
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