From: PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk [mailto:PublicAccessDC.Comments@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 25 June 2014 08:43
To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/00801/F

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 8:40 AM on 25 Jun 2014 from Mr Noel Mason.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	Swalcliffe Park Equestrian Ltd Grange Lane Swalcliffe Banbury OX15 5EX 

	Proposal:
	Use of land for mixed use comprising equestrian training/competitions (use class D2) and agriculture, together with extension of existing vehicle parking area 

	Case Officer:
	Bob Neville 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr Noel Mason

	Email:
	

	Address:
	Tyne Hill House Tyne Hill, Sibford Gower, Oxfordshire OX15 5AD


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	Neighbour

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	In considering this application it would appear the Council have failed to apply due correct process. The points I would make in my objection are as follows:- 1. The Council have disregarded the need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with Town & Country Planning (EIA) Regulations 2011 covering - increased traffic and the suitability of the infrastructure to handle it - Noise, both from traffic and events - the proximity of local conservation area - land of natural beauty - lack of local consultation as to perceived impact on the environment. In the documention contained in the previous application 13/01295/F a noise report was issued by Walker Beak Mason. In the report it states that "the equestrian events and associated traffic have the capacity to cause disturbance in this area." This provides further evidence of the need for an EIS. Are the council therefore going to reconsider and apply for an EIS or continue to fail to follow due process. 2. It would seem that Mr Taylor, through this application, is trying to use the "28 day rule" to circumvent the need for planning permission for the events. The events are equestrian by nature and it can be argued that they do not form a real change of use but just a scale of the operation. As such, that requires planning permission to define the use - Mr Taylor is trying to add that in to his application by claiming that use is in addition to his 365 days 50 riders per day application, I therefore pose the question in my objection as to why it does not form part of the formal application - both are controlled by the same company, the company that will profit by the operation. I am sure you are aware that planners are at liberty to stop 28 day rule operation and ask for a formal planning application for that activity. The wording of the application seems to be designed to circumvent that. Operation under the 28 day rule is not an absolute right and may require planning permission in the event of objection to what is occurring under such conditions. 3. With regard to this application I note there are no comments from the public on this matter - why is that ? 4. In comparing this application to the previous one Ref: 13/01295/F, which was withdrawn, can you confirm in writing the differences, considering that Mr Taylor claims a long history of use, therefore there should be no difference between the two as he knows the use. 5. Can you please clarify the extent of the cross country course and the frequency of use as this impacts traffic with the area and should not be treated as a separate business. 6. What Rural Payments Agency (RPA) payments are in place on the land detailed in the application, and what will Mr Taylor lose in RPA payments by changing use ? What does he expect to gain financially by this application as it would seem to contradict his assertion that the application is to simply regularise the current use. 7. Land ownership needs to be clarified. It is mentioned in the application but not displayed by Cherwell D C. Could you please let me have a copy or at least display it on your website for clarification. Is the site owned by the company making the application, if not what is the agreement between the two entities. 8. In terms of numbers the application states that the current use takes an average of 10 days per month (on the basis that 15 days was the busiest month) with an average of 15 riders. Assuming 1 HGV or car and trailer per horse, this equates to 1,800 traffic movement per year. Paragraph 18 (i) requests unrestricted activities for up to 50 riders per day - so if, to be on the conservative side, we assume 20 days per month and an average of 35 riders per day equates to a minimum of 8,400 vehicles in the year - nearly a 500% increase in traffic using roads which, despite repair to the potholes, are again becoming badly worn, and which are unsuitable for the vehicles using them - this is totally unacceptable, and this does not include any major events which are planned and where the volume of traffic is increased further.eased further. 9. On the plans for the car park it highlights parking for 20 vehicles. This would appear to be understated as he is talking about up to 50 riders per day for unrestricted activities. 10. This also raises a further issue, in that most of the large horse boxes contain living accommodation for the riders and colleagues. This, in effect, means that for alrger events where overnight stays are vlikely to occur the car park has now become a camp site for which separate planning permission is again required together with the need to erect appropriate sanitary facilities. Mr Taylor may well wish to have an operation that places him into the remit of one of the largest operators in the UK, but is that fair to the local residents who have to suffer the noise and traffic? In his application his personal success as a course designer is mentioned, on that basis why has he not considered the potential impact on a local community? 


