
From: Bob Duxbury 
Sent: 02 October 2015 09:23
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Late Submission of Objection to 14/02004/OUT (aka ‘Woodstock East’)

For 14/02004/Hybrid

From: Sharone Parnes 
Sent: 01 October 2015 10:56
To: Bob Duxbury
Cc: Aaron Hetherington
Subject: Late Submission of Objection to 14/02004/OUT (aka ‘Woodstock East’)

To: Cherwell District Council Planning Committee
c/o  Mr Bob Duxbury
 
RE: Comments in Objection to 14/02004/OUT (aka ‘Woodstock East’) 
 
Please would the Planning Committee be provided access to the following comments and observations submitted in objection to 14/02004/OUT: 
 
Unfortunately, Applicant materials put before the Committee contain misleading content and context; for example:
 
· An official advisor to UNESCO (ICOMOS-UK) confirmed in writing that it is “misleading” to describe the landlowner’s World Heritage Site Management Plan as recent. ICOMOS-UK noted issues that would be necessary to consider in bringing the Management Plan up to date. 
· Historic England stated in its recent submission: “were this to be a full enabling case there would be, as you know, a significant number of other issues to be resolved, such as whether the money could be raised in other ways (or only in less desirable ways), on which at this juncture we have not seen further evidence”. Historic England notes “The application has not been defined as enabling” and further that “it is not fully supported by evidence for the need to provide this development.” 
      This application, therefore, is arguably really about subsidizing the WHS’s continued private ownership and its existing management team – which is not an objective of the NPPF or Local Plan. 
· Sport England formally rejected the Applicant’s contention that “the proposed sports facilities have been informed by discussions with Sport England”. Sport England confirms “it is not the case” and stated most materials “pre-date the only meeting held with the Applicants’ agent on 19June 2015”. 
· The ‘Revised Masterplan’ image falsely displays open field where there exists major development – ie ‘Marlborough Place’ – which the Applicant knows well, having built it themselves! This and other imagery in the Application materials excludes existing crowded flat blocks; and even an operational Airport runway over the road! 
· During your Sept 15th site visit, Members would not have seen the thinned tree-line of winter which increases the proposed site’s noise exposure and visibility. Purported (but as yet overwhelmingly unspecified and unsubstantiated) “mitigation” by heavier tree-based screening would foreseeably raise complexities in relation to height and bird –related safety concerns for aircraft operators and passengers using the nearby airport. Purported screening “mitigation” in any event will not fully protect all of the development from heavy vehicular traffic noise which would be further exacerbated by residential and commercial occupants of the development. 
Such issues illuminate lacking credibility and integrity of the Application materials, and reveal the Application’s inadequate respect – for the environment, the planning system, the community, and prospective future residents.  
 
Additionally, while in principle clubs and schools are where possible enthusiastically supported in order to help them serve their communities, it is absurd to grant consent for town-size developments to facilitate support for an individual football club or school. The Old Woodstock Town Football Club is in an unfortunate predicament but it is not a quagmire that can reasonably justify approval of a Town-sized development. The Marlborough School is deeply loved and respected but its late submission to WODC on this Application did not indicate any evidence of consultation with counterparts governors - or pupil/family communities - from its various feeder schools in the Woodstock Partnership of schools. Nor did the Marlborough School’s submission contain any evidence of discussions/consultations with the community of parents of their own pupils, yet the Marlborough School letter did confirm the School consulted with the Landowner and Developer. This unfortunately reflects a certainly incomplete, and probably unbalanced approach in favour of the Applicants - and, moreover it is an approach that can be seen to starkly contradict the position of objection so widely (and virtually universally) shared by families of its pupils as evidenced by the volume and content of letters of objection submitted. Like any Academy school, its governing body is expected to adjust and adapt to circumstances, without reliance upon proceeds emanating from inappropriate, speculative, town-sized major developments that are so intensely contradicted by so many people and Planning Policies.  
 
Harms and problems of this Application far outweigh purported benefits; and it would be unreasonable to consent to a major development that would create so many new problems, for the sake of solving insufficiently substantiated problems of a private landlord, a local football club and an individual academy school. The solutions to the landlord's, football club's, and school's, problems should be explored elsewhere - and not at the cost of virtually doubling of the size of Woodstock. 
The WODC Leader, Cllr Barry Norton, noted at the WODC Development Control Committee meeting where this Application was refused on 21st September 2015: “In more than 30 years on this Council I have never seen a report with so many policies cited as possible reasons for refusal. And that’s a fact.”
 
This Application should be refused. 
Yours
Sharone Parnes
9 Lewisfield Way
Woodstock
