From: PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk [mailto:PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 05 February 2015 11:36
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 11:36 AM on 05 Feb 2015 from Ms Alison Matthews.
	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:
	Ms Alison Matthews

	Email:
	

	Address:
	38 Oxford Street, woodstock OX20 1TT


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	General Public

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	I am writing to express my opposition to the above scheme on the following grounds. 1. The impact on the local environment and existing properties especially Woodstock. This proposal tries to persuade us that it will benefit Woodstock, by alleviating parking problems, providing a link and ride scheme, which is nothing of the sort as it uses the existing public bus S3 which already goes through Woodstock. Building 1,500 houses in such close proximity to a small – historic - market town such as Woodstock would double its size and alter its character completely. 2. Simply adding an enormous number of houses to the edge of an existing small town does not produce a large town, it produces an over-extended small town which will struggle with its identity – it is an ancient town centre which cannot easily be ‘adjusted’ to meet increased requirements such as parking, and proposals that indicate that new residents in the ‘Woodstock East’ development will access the town centre by walking are clearly naïve, residents often drive to the centre of town now, those even further away are even more likely to do so. The proposal itself seems to try on the one hand to play up the Woodstock connection, whilst simultaneously trying to suggest that this extensive new development will not affect the town - both cannot be true. 3. Arguments that the new Woodstock East will be largely self-sufficient in terms of shopping and transport are risible. The road into Oxford is already severely overcrowded, more people in that location will simply make an already over-stretched system more likely to fail. The Park and Link scheme proposed simply hijacks the existing S3 bus route which passes through Woodstock from Charlbury and Chipping Norton to Oxford. The plan is to divert this bus to a 300 place car park where it will pick up passengers from the new Woodstock East and also other drivers from neighbouring areas using it as a park and ride. The S3 bus is a well-used public bus service which is already very busy during the morning rush hours. This number of possible extra passengers would mean that anyone trying to use the S3 bus on the remainder of its route, during the rush hour, would not be able to get on the bus – it has been dreamed up to provide a ‘quick answer’ not a sustainable solution – the limited consideration of the needs of the wider community is telling. 4. If there was a real appetite for a sizeable development, creating a new community, more attention should be paid to places such as the old Blue Circle site – a previous scheme there proposed a well thought-through development on brown-field land, that incorporated existing infrastructure such as the train track used when it was an industrial site as ways of providing transport. This could be an imaginative and exciting new town, with proper infrastructure, designed properly to provide a town centre and amenities that would make a successful new community, rather than trying to tack a huge ill-thought through extension onto an existing town. The proposed Woodstock East development seems driven only by its well-heeled property developer and land-owner proponents who will make a large profit from this scheme, whether or not it delivers on its sketchy promises on infrastructure. They are able to generate official-looking propaganda which appears to promise much, but with little evidence to substantiate these claims. I hope you will take note of my objections when you come to consider this application. 


