From: PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk [mailto:PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 07 October 2014 16:37
To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/00204/DISC

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 4:37 PM on 07 Oct 2014 from Dr Sophie Miller.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	Oxford To Bicester Rail Link Buckingham Road Bicester 

	Proposal:
	Partal Discharge of Condition 19 (item2) Detailed scheme of assessment (noise) for section E of 10/00023/TWA. 

	Case Officer:
	Linda Griffiths 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Dr Sophie Miller

	Email:
	

	Address:
	The Nook North Street, Islip, Oxfordshire OX5 2SL


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	General Public

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	I am the parent of several pupils at Dr South’s School, Islip and I wish to object to Chiltern Railways’ application for the discharge of planning condition 19 with respect to section E (Islip) of the railway upgrade. I am very concerned that Chiltern Railways are applying for the discharge of planning condition 19, as Chiltern’s proposed noise and vibration mitigation strategy for Islip does not include any mitigation for the school, despite the immediate proximity of the railway to Dr South’s School. Chiltern Railways appear to be claiming that there will be no impact of noise and vibration on the school buildings, despite the fact that there will be an impact on the school grounds. However, the fabric of the school buildings is thin and therefore it does not seem credible that there will be no significant impact within the classrooms, particularly if the windows are opened for ventilation and to maintain a reasonable working temperature. In addition, an increase in noise in the school grounds themselves will have a detrimental impact on the school. The grounds are used for outdoor learning activities (including Physical Education lessons) and any increased outdoor ambient noise levels will have a significant impact on communication in an environment that is already acoustically less favourable than most classrooms, thereby making the teaching less effective. Dr South’s has very limited internal space for PE lessons and therefore is particularly reliant on its grounds for the provision of sports education. I very much hope that the Council will pay due attention to its responsibilities for the education of pupils in its schools when determining planning matters. I note that according to building bulletin 93, for new schools, 60 dB should be regarded as the upper limit for external noise at the boundary of external premises used for formal and informal outdoor teaching and recreational areas and noise levels and noise levels in unoccupied playgrounds and other outdoor areas should not exceed 55 dB, with noise levels in areas used for teaching sport not exceeding 50 dB. Although the school is not a new building, it has hitherto been in a relatively quiet location and it would therefore seem illogical for the expansion of a railway line adjacent to the school to be allowed to cause an increase in the noise levels within the school beyond these recommended limits. In order to prevent this, mitigation measures should be taken along the railway line adjacent to the school. The school has a very good educational record and it would be unforgiveable if the expansion of the railway line were to disrupt this education through additional ambient noise and vibrations and result in lower standards being achieved by the children in the school. I feel very strongly that Cherwell Council would have failed in its responsibility if this were allowed to happen. I am concerned that the analysis Chiltern has based its strategy on may be flawed and would like Cherwell District Council to consult Oxford City Council’s independent report from Arup Engineering, which says that the Chiltern report is “incautious” and vibrations could be four times higher than Chiltern suggest. It is essential that Cherwell District Council looks more carefully at this issue and makes sure Chiltern comply fully and in good faith with the conditions set down by the planning inspector. 


