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Sent: 19 February 2015 18:46
To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/02004/HYBRID

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 6:46 PM on 19 Feb 2015 from Mrs Patricia Redpath.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	Land South Of Perdiswell Farm Shipton Road Shipton On Cherwell 

	Proposal:
	OUTLINE:- Up to 1500 dwellings, including affordable housing and up to a 150 unit care village (C2) with associated publicly accessible ancillary facilities; site for a new primary school; up to 930sqm of retail space; up to 7,500sqm locally led employment (B1/B2/B8) including link and ride; site for a football association step 5 football facility with publicly accessible ancillary facilities; public open space, associated infrastructure, engineering and ancillary works, (all matters reserved except for means of access to the development); and Full Planning:- development of Phase 1 at the south western corner of the site for the erection of 29 residential dwellings (29 or the 1500 described above) with associated open space, parking and landscaping; with vehicular access provided from Upper Campsfield Road (A4095), Shipton Road and Oxford Road (A44) 

	Case Officer:
	Bob Duxbury 

	Click for further information



	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mrs Patricia Redpath

	Email:
	

	Address:
	22, Shipton Road, Woodstock OX20 1LL



	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	General Public

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	This application has absolutely nothing in its favour. The fields targeted are currently used by a thriving local farm business, and are home to a variety of wild life. Their loss will be a loss to the rural setting of the neighbouring towns and villages and will have a devastating effect on the approach to the small historic market town of Woodstock, and the Word Heritage Site of Blenheim - as confirmed by both OCOMOS (planning advisers to UNESCO) and English Heritage. Furthermore, there is no obvious benefit to the proposal. With regard to the Cherwell element, the questionable housing numbers identified by the SHMA have already been accommodated in the submitted Cherwell Local Plan; whilst West Oxfordshire also appears to have met its 5 year land supply. Thus the transparent developer argument that the houses “are needed” is incorrect, as is their claim of delivery of “necessary” affordable housing. West Oxon is aware of the large numbers – comparative to the housing stock of Woodstock - of new dwellings built within the Woodstock boundary over the last few years, and that for such a small land area (Parish of Woodstock without Blenheim) there are already 2 exception sites plus other recent contribution to the social housing stock. In 2004, there was an expensive public inquiry into the West Oxon Local Plan where a much smaller proposal for development on the West Oxfordshire part of this site was submitted by the District Council (and interestingly objected to by the current developer who claimed that it was unsuitable). The Inspector ruled against the then 180 home proposals on the grounds that the Woodstock infrastructure could not cope, and he referred to the fact that Woodstock was a small historic town. He said that Woodstock could only cope with approx. 60 more dwellings. How is it then – that with no change to the network infrastructure and with the fact that since that judgement nearly 200 more dwellings have actually been permitted within the Woodstock envelope – can a proposal of nearly 10 times that rejected by the Inspector be considered appropriate? The developer has tried to say that infrastructure meant that which is included within their proposals e.g. new school and supermarket. How disingenuous! The developer is also trumpeting - with no supporting facts and figures - that their proposal will revitalise Woodstock. They can’t have it both ways. So – I most strongly object to this speculative development that will • contribute to the desecration of the local countryside, • will be detrimental to the adjoining Woodstock, • will add to the already major traffic problems on the A44 and A4095, and • will have no benefit to anybody other than the financial benefit to the developers themselves. The two planning authorities will be aware from the many other objections that this application contravenes common planning policies On 6th November 2014 – in anticipation of this proposal – a town poll was held at which 25.13% of the electorate voted. This was in spite of the restricted hours afforded to a town poll and the fact that there was no accommodation for postal votes. 544 against 92 voters did not want urbanisation of the fields around Woodstock. This conformed with and reinforced the view expressed many times previously and over a number of years in official polls and appraisals that Woodstock people do not want to see the town and surrounding countryside spoiled. The Woodstock residents see themselves as custodians of the historic centre and feel it their place to ensure its preservation. 



