From: PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk [mailto:PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 19 January 2015 12:50
To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/02025/HYBRID

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 12:49 PM on 19 Jan 2015 from Mr Jack Goodman, Upper Heyford Parish Clerk.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	OS Parcel 1570 Adjoining And West Of Chilgrove Drive And Adjoining And North Of Camp Road Upper Heyford 

	Proposal:
	FULL - Phase 1 - 9,844 sq.m. warehouse; service yard for loading and unloading of HGVs and parking provision for 6 No cars, 4 No HGV lorries, 8 No trailers and a bicycle shelter; new vehicular access at northern end of site off Chilgrove Drive; improved visibility splays onto Camp Road and new landscaping treatment around the boundary of the site; OUTLINE - Phase 2 - 9,137 sq.m. manufacturing and storage facility; 3,000 sq.m. two storey office and training school; new vehicular parking area incorporating car parking, motorcycle spaces and a bicycle shelter and new vehicular access onto Camp Road 

	Case Officer:
	Andrew Lewis 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr Jack Goodman, Upper Heyford Parish Clerk

	Email:
	

	Address:
	Hillside Cottage High Street, Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire OX25 5LE


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	Councillor

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	The Upper Heyford Parish Council objects to this application. We agree with the comments in support of objection submitted by the Middleton Stoney Parish Council which I repeat below for your convenience. In addition the Upper Heyford Parish Council submits further comments as follows: Although HGV traffic will be routed to the East, there will still be traffic generated along Camp Road to the west and through Upper Heyford village by employees and visitors to the site. The business will be immediately adjacent to new residential area and will impact the quality of life in houses near by through noise and light pollution. The site is remote from other industrial enterprises and sets a disturbing precedent that industrial activities can be planted as stand alone operations on rural green field land. This type of enterprise should be part of planned commercial and industrial development areas. The Middleton Stoney objections are endorsed by the Upper Heyford Parish Council and are repeated below: This is essentially a warehousing operation that proposes to utilise a ‘greenfield site’ and whilst adjacent to the airfield it still represents ‘commercial creep’, which the applicant conveniently describes within the Design and Access Statement as a ‘logical rounding off of the boundary’. To us there is no logic at all in allowing this development simply as ‘rounding off’. Why should it be considered important to ‘round off’ the airfield site at the expense of yet more greenfield land? We believe that this is an opportunistic application. It is all the more absurd when one considers the amount of under utilized brownfield land within Bicester and its near environs and the local authority should do everything in its power to enable businesses such as the applicant to use these sites rather than allow commercial sprawl in an essentially rural location. The applicant has conducted a survey of other available (mainly brownfield) sites but has dismissed all of them as unsuitable either on the grounds of cost, size, or location. It has seemingly set its mind upon relocating to a site to enable it to use J10 of M40 rather than use J9 of M40 which is much more closely integrated with Bicester and which has been the subject of recent major work to improve access. In our view the alternative site review needs to be revisited. If the applicant is intent upon relocating to Upper Heyford and the planning committee is minded to allow it then it should be contained within the current outline of the base. We accept that the local authority has to consider the ‘heritage’ issues but with effort it should be possible to make some accommodation, especially given the apparent importance of this company to the local economy of Bicester. This development, whether on the greenfield site or within the base will create extra traffic, especially HGV traffic. Within the Cherwell Local Plan consultation process it has already been articulated that the proposals for the increased residential and commercial development at the former air base will have a serious impact upon the traffic flows within the village of Middleton Stoney. Whilst these traffic issues are now widely acknowledged there is, as yet, no coherent plan to mitigate them. Therefore, if the development is allowed there must be a routeing agreement in place to ensure that HGV traffic to and from the site is not allowed through the village of Middleton Stoney. In summary the planning committee should decline this application but work with the company to find a suitable brownfield location integrated more closely with the town of Bicester which would enable the company to undertake the expansion it seeks. Jack L Goodman Jr Clerk to Upper Heyford Parish Council 


