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To: Planning
Subject: Contact Form submission from article View/comment on planning apps on www.cherwell.gov.uk
	Contact Form Submission

	Article
	View/comment on planning apps (8938) 
	

	Name:
	Helen Mountfield
	

	Address 1:
	Lower Farm Cottage
	

	Address 2:
	Lower Street
	

	Town:
	Islip
	

	Postcode:
	OX5 2SG
	

	Comments:
	14/00204/DISC These are my comments on the discharge of condition 19(2) of the Chiltern Railways (Bicester to Oxford) Improvements Order. They are not very detailed because the consultation period is so short and the details are so complicated. However, I understand that the governing body of the school has not been consulted by the developer before so-called 'mitigation' measures have been proposed, and without such consultation, I don't think the developer can properly have taken into account or considered appropriate mitigation for the special sensitivities of the school. Nor has CDC itself consulted parents and other interested people in enough time to enable us to consider and respond to the proposals in detail. There is really no excuse for this that the projected opening date for the railway has been known for so long. It is not fair for this to be treated as a rushed issue, given that the delay lies with the developer and CDC. On the basis of what I have been able to read, I do not think that CDC is yet in a position rationally to satisfy itself that the proposer is complying with their own scheme (as accepted by the SoS) before discharging the condition and allowing the development to start to operate. This means that CDC: must be satisfied that the developer has done what they said they would do and clearly they haven’t; must be satisfied that the developer has fulfilled its own procedural undertakings (ie on consultation); must be satisfied that the proposer's forecasts are fair, realistic and robust and that they are properly identifying potential lacunae in their estimates etc including if the line is used more than was projected at the time of the estimates; and must be satisfied that the steps the developer proposes to take accord with its own policies on what will be done re mitigation. I can’t see that CDC can rationally do this at the moment. The figures in the latest ERM report cross the threshold at which no mitigation measures will be required but there is no explanation of why no mitigation has been required for the school.. There has been no consultation with the school and no identification of the special noise sensitivities of a school site. There is not adequate monitoring to enable the local authority to require further mitigation measures if the estimates/forecasts provided prove too low in the light of future developments. I am also unhappy at having to put in a short-form response in a very short period of time. I had understood that after further monitoring reports, CDC would consult those whose children's education is likely to be affected by noise. I understand that this is required by the Aarhus Convention as well where a development will have a significant environmental impact. I can't imagine a more serious environmental impact than disrupting the learning environment in which my daughter will learn for the next three years. So I would have liked more time to understand this and also to take more detailed advice on it. Please do not discharge condition 19 without requiring the developer (a) to lay sound-damping rails; (b) to put in place sound barriers between the railway line and the school; (c) to monitor future noise and (d) to restrict the numbers of trains which can be run on the track without further sound monitoring and approval of appropriate mitigation measures to the numbers and types of trains used in projection of likely future noise.
	


