From: PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk [mailto:PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 27 January 2015 10:22
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 10:21 AM on 27 Jan 2015 from Mr David Greenfield.
	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:
	Tracey Morrissey 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr David Greenfield

	Email:
	

	Address:
	5 Briar Thicket, Woodstock OX20 1NT


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	Neighbour

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	I strongly object to the Woodstock East proposal. According to POLICY BE2 of the local plan checklist developments must respect "the existing scale, pattern and character of the surrounding area;". The Woodstock East proposal would more than double the size of a town that has already been significantly developed in the past 5 years. This fact by itself should be enough to reject the proposal as it stands. In addition to changing the scale of the town, the proposed development would change its "pattern and character". One of the most striking aspects of Woodstock is how much people walk. They walk to the shops, to the schools, to the GP, to Blenheim, and to the frequent events and festivals, such as Woodstock Live, when large parts of the town walk together into the centre. Along with many residents, I walk into town several times a week and it is a rare day when I don't see someone I recognise. This constant interaction forms part of the social character of the town. The reason for this is simple: almost all of the houses in the town are within 10 minutes walk of the high street, with only the northernmost development in Old Woodstock more than 15 minutes. The scale and extent of the new development would destroy this forever because most of the new residents would not be able to walk into town in this way. The "Transport Assessment" of 28th November 2014 (SJT/NES 15291-02j) states that "[3.8.1] ... All of these facilities and services are located approximately 1.2km from the centre of the site and hence within a 10 – 15 minute walk." This is simply not true. I live on the edge of the proposed development by one of the "Primary Pedestrian Access Points" and the shops are already 10 minutes away for me, a fast walker. The centre of the new development would be a 20 minute walk based on the actual roads and the bulk of the proposed housing are on the far side of the development, a 25-30 minutes walk from the centre. For reference, Google maps today says that Upper Campsfield Road (at the far corner of the proposed site) is 29 minutes walk from the co-op. The new development's roads as designed would not reduce this by more than a minute or two. Multiply this time by two to account for the return trip and it is clear that the people living in the 1000 or so houses on the distant side will not be walking into town on a regular basis. That is a profound change to the character of the town and is another reason to reject this proposal. POLICY BE1 states that "Development will not be permitted unless appropriate supporting transport, service and community infrastructure is available or will be provided ". As noted above there would be close to 1000 new houses outside of walking distance. In practice these residents will get into their cars to run simple errands in town despite the token "link and ride" in the plan. On top of this there are hundreds of proposed houses on other Blenheims land in neighbouring towns, such as Long Hanborough and Bladon. So how much additional parking and infrastructure does the proposal give to the town centre? Absolutely none. The town car park is full most of the time already and shops suffer because of it. The new proposal would make it worse to the point where the town centre would become unusable. Another major reason why this proposal should be rejected is its complete failure to address medical or secondary school facilities. The Woodstock Surgery is already overstretched because of the new housing in the past 5 years and the town honestly needs an additional GP surgery just to handle the current population. The new development would be even larger than the existing town and yet they do not make any provision for a new surgery. This cannot be allowed to happen. The proposal's inclusion of a new primary school is welcome, but the lack of a new secondary school is again unacceptable. The children from all of the neighbouring towns use the Marlborough school, and this will be completely filled up from Woodstock itself if the proposal goes ahead. All the development offers is "Provision for improved drop-off facilities at Marlborough C of E School". This would be funny if it were not a proposal that could actually get built. Finally I will note that the so called "new facilities" are inadequate. The Woodstock East web site states, for example, that "New sports facilities will be provided to allow Old Woodstock Town Football Club to move from their central Woodstock location to a new purpose built facility". These facilities are all private, only available "for general hire" to the public. It is nothing more than a cynical move to build houses over the existing football fields in the "central Woodstock location" at a future date. I am not against development in principle and accept that new houses need to be built, including in and around Woodstock. But this proposal is utterly unacceptable. Please do not ruin Woodstock by accepting it.


