From: Public Access DC Comments 
Sent: 29 August 2016 17:44
To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 16/01645/F

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 5:43 PM on 29 Aug 2016 from Mr Phil and Mary Bowles.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	Land East Of Bridge House And 2 The Villas Main Street Wendlebury 

	Proposal:
	Erection of 2 No detached dwellings with garages - re-submission of 15/00252/F 

	Case Officer:
	James Kirkham 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr Phil and Mary Bowles

	Address:
	Bridge Brook, Main Street, Wendlebury, Bicester OX25 2PW


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	Neighbour

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	Philip and Mary Bowles
Bridge Brook
Wendlebury
OX25 2PW
Tel. 01869 247470


Dear Sirs 26 August 2016
Objection to planning ref 16/01645/F
We were surprised to see a planning application has once more been submitted by Mr S Castle after the last application 15/00252/F was withdrawn having received a large number of objections. We again would like our objections noted.
a) Wendlebury is a small village, with no paths or street lighting and a brook that runs through the area. Mr Castle refers to the piece of land where the proposed 2 properties would be located as 'a vacant piece of land'. This it may be but it is categorised as 'for agricultural use' and should remain so. If permission is given for these two properties, it would set a precedent for other owners of agricultural land to apply for planning permission for many more houses, which have previously and recently been refused. 

b) Flooding is an ongoing major concern for the residents of Wendlebury and more houses increase flood risk. 

c) More houses also means more traffic and the safety of villagers walking on the already busy main street without a pavement is a huge concern, increased as it is often used as a rat run for drivers trying to avoid junction 9 of the M40.

d) Once again Mr Castle highlights the security aspect for his daughter's horse. Mr Castle fails to mention that the owners/occupiers of no. 1 and no. 2 The Villas are his father and uncle. Both these properties and gardens have an uninterrupted view of the horse, stable and paddock. As Mr Castle's current home is only a three minute walk away, tending to the horse is hardly a compelling reason to build two large properties in a field next to the horse and stable.

e) It has been noted on the plans that on the boundary of proposed plot 2 there is an established walnut tree with a tree preservation order. This is a very large tree with spreading roots: please see table from http://www.gardenlaw.co.uk/trees.html. 

Tree Height (m) Distance from House (m)
Oak 24 30
Hawthorn 10 12
Ash 23 21
Sycamore 24 17
Birch 14 10
Popular 28 35
Cyprus 25 20
Walnut 18 14

This states that the recommended distance between an established walnut tree and any proposed building should be more than 14 metres. Without trespassing on the land owned by Mr Castle, we do not believe this recommended distance has been allowed for with the proposed garage and property plot 2. We are no experts but suggest the council arborist is contacted for his opinion if this would damage the roots/kill the walnut tree if permission was given for the building to go ahead in the location proposed.

We definitely believe that this land should not be built on but if the committee considers passing the application for 2 new properties on this plot of land may we make the following requests:

1) Plot 2 is located further east so it is sited further from the walnut tree with a TPO. Besides protecting the walnut tree roots it would also be less intrusive to properties, no 1 and no 2 Farriers Mead as the existing garages would obscure some of the proposed building, giving more privacy to existing houses and privacy and light to the proposed new build.

2) The garage for plot 2 is located adjacent to the garage of plot 1. This would ensure all vehicle movement occurs further away from existing properties.

3) That a caveat is put on this planning application that Plot 2 remains single storey so that at a later date, the owner cannot extend upwards or modify the layout utilising the roof space and adding first floor windows overlooking existing properties. This would guarantee in the future that as in Mr Castle's words "the dwellings are positioned in such a way to provide a minimum risk of overlooking existing dwellings or properties."

4) Plot 1 is changed to a single storey dwelling to a similar design as plot 2 thus ensuring privacy to existing properties with the same caveat as in suggestion 3.


We would be grateful if you would consider the issues and objections raised in this letter and refuse permission for this proposed development.

Yours faithfully



Philip and Mary Bowles


