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1. APPLICATION SITE AND LOCALITY 

1.1. The site forms phase 2 of the Exemplar development under construction at NW Bicester. The site was granted planning permission (10/01780/HYBRID) for 393 dwellings, a primary school, commercial and retail units. The exemplar site forms part of the allocated site via Policy Bicester 1 and it is located to the north of the town. 
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

2.1. The application seeks to re-discharge the planning conditions mentioned above. The two conditions are explained in more detail as well as the acceptability of the information submitted in the appraisal section below. 
2.2. The application submission included a ‘Construction Phase Health and Safety Plan’, which was submitted pursuant to conditions 54, 58 and 59. Upon review of this document, it became clear that this did not meet the requirements of these conditions, consultees had raised some concerns (these are available on the file but are not referred to within the consultee response section below) and therefore the request to clear these conditions was withdrawn. The Phase 2 area has been under construction for some time, I am not aware of any complaints resulting from construction and these conditions were cleared pursuant to the site as a whole in any event before construction commenced. This document is therefore NOT approved. 
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

3.1. As referred to above, the most relevant planning history relates to the permission granted for the whole of the Exemplar site 10/01780/HYBRID. Since this approval, there have been numerous applications made to discharge planning conditions from this permission in relation to Phases 1 and 2. Further applications will be required for Phases 3 and 4 in due course. 
4. PRE-APPLICATION DISCUSSIONS

4.1. No pre-application discussions have taken place with regard to this proposal.
5. RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY

5.1. This application has not been publicised given it relates to the discharge of planning conditions only.
6. RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION

· A number of focussed consultations were undertaken with relevant consultees to the information submitted as follows: 
· CDC Arboricultural – Condition 75 – the plan discharges the arboriculture aspect of the plan
· OCC (Transport) – Condition 84 – cannot recommend discharge as there are a number of concerns:

· The proposed footbridges are substantial structures which require technical approval from a responsible body

· It is unclear where the footbridges would be but if they are remote from the highway they would not be adopted by OCC, however technical approval is required for both structures to ensure the safety of the public. The main water crossings on the spine road have been audited and approved. 

· The drawings only show details of the superstructure. Substructure and foundation details are also required

· As well as the technical aspect of the designs, submission documents should also set out who is going to own, maintain and pay for any repairs needed for the lifetime of the structures. 

· In view of the 3m width of the bridges, additional measures are likely to be required to ensure vehicles cannot be driven onto the bridges. Other railings may also be required on the approaches to safeguard pedestrians/ cyclists. 

· Following further discussion with OCC as to the requirement for technical approval given these sit within areas not for adoption, it has been confirmed that no technical approval is required and in addition, it would appear that the footbridges have been seen by OCC. Following a request for additional advice based upon the levels that the footbridges have been set at (which are different to those previously approved – as explained below), advice has been received from the drainage team as follows: 
· From a flood risk perspective, these deck level differences are unlikely to affect flood risk. The abutment generally appears outside of the 1 in 100 year + CC flood extent, an important requirement to fulfil. The soffit level also appears clear. From a flood risk viewpoint this change appears insignificant. 

· Based on the above, OCC have advised that they are happy to recommend discharge of the condition. 
7. APPRAISAL

Condition 84
7.1. Planning condition 84 requires details of pedestrian and cycle watercourse crossings within a phase to be submitted and approved. Condition 84 has previously been approved with information submitted in the form of a document submitted by Hyder with quotation documents attached. This was not technically approved. 
7.2. Details have been submitted to re-discharge this condition due to some details changing on the proposed foot/ cycle bridges. This partly arose due to comments raised by CDC Building Control in relation to the guarding of the footbridge. Their advice was to ensure that the guarding to the footbridge is not climbable (i.e. all guarding members being vertical rather than horizontal. In addition, the maximum gap between the guarding members was recommended to be no more than 100mm to avoid young children putting their heads through and injuring themselves. The submitted information forms two plans which include the guarding adjusted to suit the advice provided. The bridges are now in place and the plans provided are considered to be acceptable in this context. 
7.3. When reviewing the levels that the bridges have been set at in comparison to the details previously approved, it became clear that there were some discrepancies. Upon querying this with the contractor on site, additional information was forwarded, which demonstrates that the footbridge crossing between Phase 2 Area 1 and the Phase 1 NEAP is slightly lower than the previous levels, but that the bridge remains clear of the 1:100 year plus climate change river level and that there is a greater clearance over the water course. The second bridge (between phase 2 area 3 and phase 2 area 6) is also slightly lower overall, but again, this bridge also remains clear of the 1:100 year plus climate change river level and again there is a greater clearance over the water course. The reasoning for these changes was to suit adjacent levels and to provide better usability as a result of the overall levels and gradients within this area. 
7.4. Based upon this information, advice was sought from Oxfordshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority, whose advice is as provided above. As advised, the levels that the bridges are set at are unlikely to affect flood risk and the changes from that previously approved are insignificant. Clarification has also been provided that no formal technical approval is required from OCC due to these bridges being within areas that will not be adopted. 
7.5. Based upon the above assessment, the details provided are considered to be acceptable and fulfil the requirements of the condition and this can be re-discharged. 

Condition 75
7.6. Condition 75 requires a scheme for the protection of retained trees including a tree protection plan to be submitted and approved and this can be on a phased basis. 
7.7. The information submitted pursuant to condition 75 is an Arboricultural Method Statement as an addendum. This document identifies a number of tree works that differ from those identified in the overall site wide AMS for the phase 2 area. The Arboricultural Officer has considered the document and confirmed that it is sufficient to discharge Arboricultural matters. In this regard, the submitted document is considered to be sufficient and is recommended for approval. 
7.8. Given the above assessment, it is concluded that the information submitted is acceptable and therefore the conditions should be discharged as below. 
	8. RECOMMENDATION
That the conditions applied for be discharged in accordance with the following plans and documents: 
Condition 84

The details of the pedestrian and cycle watercourse crossing as shown on drawing numbers E5231-20160156-01 titled ‘Bridge One – General arrangement with details’ and E5231-20160156-02 titled ‘Bridge Two – General arrangement with details’. 
Condition 75
The scheme for the protection of retained trees within the Phase 2 area as demonstrated within Arboricultural Method Statement – Addendum and its associated appendices dated 24 March 2015 prepared by Oisin Kelly – Arboricultural Consultant. 
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