To:

Victoria.Barrett@Cherwell​DC.gov.uk

planning@cherwell-dc.gov.uk

 
RE: Objection - 16/00161/ADV | RETROSPECTIVE - 1 No non-illuminated advertisement sign | Highway Adjacent To Shipton Road Shipton On Cherwell
Dear Victoria Barrett
Please note the contents of this letter of objection to the above-referenced application and please consider the attached photographs which reinforce the objections and show some aspects not covered by the Applicant’s application contents. 
The massive promotional sign (which is in essence more of a metal wall!) was installed by the developer near the northern of two dangerous bends on Shipton Road by the Haul Road and is unlawful as it does not benefit from deemed consent despite having been displayed for more than six months without planning consent. 
According to the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance: “Anyone who displays an advertisement in contravention of the Regulations commits an offence...It is then immediately open to the local planning authority to bring a prosecution in the Magistrates’ Court...”  The sign does not adhere to the Regulations. 
The advertising sign is a distraction to drivers approaching the Town, including visitors unfamiliar with the road layout. There have been numerous instances of cars in ditches between the two bends, even before the added distraction of the sign. 

It is an eyesore, very much contrary to the character and amenity of the area, unsafe as it detracts focus from the highway signage, is of very excessive scale, and is also misleading in the way it describes the development it seeks to promote. 

The sign is adjacent to well-used bridleway and creates a visual obstruction to dog-walkers and the many other users of the nearby footpaths and accesses to the open countryside there. 
There is no reason why the Applicant cannot achieve the commercial objectives of advertising signage through signage that is of a scale which complies with the Regulations, especially considering the open space that causes no obstruction to a sign in that position, and there is also no reason why the sign should be permitted when its material and scale are in such contradiction to the character of the area and the Regulations.
Moreover, whilst each application is to be considered on its own merits, in fact this sign is part of a well documented and locally familiar series of cavalier and inconsiderate sign-related transgressions by the same applicant in the absence of permission: In July the Applicant embarrassingly affixed signage with its logo to one of the two ‘Historic Town’ boundary sign walls seen in the attached photographs and removed it only on the eve of the Town Council’s scheduled deliberations on that matter; and in August prior to erecting the sign in its current position the Applicant drilled concrete holes in the ground in preparation for its erection on a green within the existing development which the Applicant has no right to use as it is owned and maintained by the residents’ association. Consequently the Applicant in an embarrassing situation removed the sign but relocated it to its current position which is also inconsiderate and unacceptable albeit in part for other reasons.  

The planning authority should be minded to discourage flagrant disregard by advertisers and should encourage compliance with planning guidelines and regulations associated with outdoor advertisements and therefore should refuse the application and the Applicant should be required to comply with either deemed consent provisions, or apply for planning consent for signage of proper specifications. 

Should the planning authority approve the Application it may be creating a precedent for proliferation of oversized signage including perhaps by campaigners opposed to the Applicant’s other commercial initiatives in the area. 
Sharone Parnes

9 Lewisfield Way

Woodstock OX20 1DF
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Offensive to the character and amenity of the area. 
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What the Applicant did in July, also without permission. Inappropriate, inconsiderate and offensive.
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One of numerous cars in the ditch on the road that was already dangerous 

even before the Applicant’s adding of distracting and over-sized sign. 
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Where the Applicant originally attempted to install the sign in April, on a green within the existing development where it had no right to erect the sign as it is owned and maintained by the residents association at their own cost without the Applicant holding any rights or permissions there whatsoever. 
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