CDC Local Plan Revision – comments

20140924

The following may assist with making representations to the planning Inspector at the forthcoming Inquiry in December.
Note that comments can only be made regarding the items deleted or added on the “Schedule of Proposed Main Modifications to the (Submission) Local Plan”, which can be viewed on the CDC website, Council offices or at the Library.

Officially representations should be made on the forms which can be downloaded from the CDC website. There s also a guidance document which explains the process. 

This does not prevent any representations being made by letter or email directly to the CDC Planning Office as long as these are received before 5 pm on Friday 3rd October.  It is essential that any letters or emails have a name, address, date and are ‘signed’ (emails are theoretically signed on transmission).

Only 2 aspects are considered in the representations, the soundness of the amended policies and the legality. The legality being a check against the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which again can be downloaded from either the government website (use Google) or from the link on the CDC website. The NPPF is not a difficult document as it is only 40 or so pages long and much is not applicable or is lead in political waffle. There is a further document if deeper explanation is required in the NPPF Guidance, but that is over 1,000 pages long!!

With regard to Bicester 13 – Land at Gavray Drive, the most obvious point is that the plan identifies most of the eastern section, to the east of Langford Brook, as a “Conservation Target Area” (CTA) and identifies the same area of land as a “Strategic Housing Site”.  We submit that this is a severe conflict and is therefore ‘unsound’. 
Note that we agree to the development to the west of Langford Brook.

Further, the map showing the extent of the proposals for Bicester 13 on page 3 of part 2 of 2 of the submission is incorrect as it does not show the true extent of the land take for the construction of the new rail chord.  If the true area of land were shown it would reduce the size of the proposed Gavray Meadows historic wildlife site considerably. The map is therefore also “unsound”.
The map also fails to identify the extent of the “River Ray Conservation Target Area” that extends into the south eastern side of the Gavray Drive Meadows; this also makes the map “unsound”.
Proposed modification 212 on page 302, appendix 7 of the Local Plan is therefore incorrect.
We disagree with the statements in proposed modification 204, page 292 of appendix 6 that suggests there will be  “A net gain of …. habitats in active CTAs within the district” as the plan intends to build over those at Bicester 12 & 13 making a net loss. This proposed change is therefore ‘unsound’. Policy ESD 11 should be retained as it was “Biodiversity improvements achieved in Conservation Target Areas”. 
Proposed Mod 89 page 130 (page 83 of the revised plan) Bicester 13 Gavray Drive.

It is worth reading the proposed amendment as it tries to include the recognition of the River Ray CTA whilst also showing it as residential, which is patently impossible!

Strategic Development: Bicester 13 – Gavray Drive

The majority of the site is part of the River Ray Conservation Target Area. Part of the site is a local wildlife site and is situated to the east of Bicester town centre. It is bounded by railway lines to the north and west. The site comprises individual trees, tree and hedgerow groups, and scrubland/vegetation. The Langford Brook water course flows through the middle of the site. The western part of the site may include improved grassland (a BAP priority habitat). There is an additional BAP priority habitat which is a lowland meadow in the centre of the site. There are a number of protected species located towards the eastern part of the site. There are several ponds and a small stream, known as the Langford Brook, which runs from north to south through the middle of the site. A range of wildlife has been recorded including butterflies, great crested newts and other amphibians, reptiles, bats and birds.

There are risks of flooding on some parts of the site therefore mitigation measures must be considered. There is also a risk of harming the large number of recorded protected species towards the eastern part of the site. Impacts need to be minimised by any proposal. Approximately a quarter of the site is within Flood Zones 2 and 3 therefore any development would need to be directed away from this area.

Although there are a number of known constraints such as Flood Zone 3, River Ray Conservation Target Area and protected species, this could be addressed with appropriate mitigation measures by any proposal.
As they are only proposing 300 houses on this site and we agree to the housing on the larger area to the west of the site, it doesn’t seem sensible to compromise the River Ray CTA with a few houses along the edge of the wildlife site. Objections on the soundness of this policy regarding the planners recognition of the importance of the wildlife site but then indicating just a few houses along the edge does not make sense.

They go even further under the heading “Key Site Specific Design and Place Shaping Principles”:

• That part of the site within the Conservation Target Area should be kept free from built development. Development must avoid adversely impacting on the Conservation Target Area and comply with the requirements of Policy ESD11 to secure a net biodiversity gain.

• Protection of the Local Wildlife Site and consideration of its relationship and interface with residential and other built development

• Detailed consideration of ecological impacts, wildlife mitigation and the creation, restoration and enhancement of wildlife corridors to protect and enhance biodiversity

• The preparation and implementation of an Ecological Management Plan to ensure the long‐ term conservation of habitats and species within the site.

• Development proposals to be accompanied by a landscape and visual impact assessment together with a heritage assessment
• The preparation of a structural landscaping scheme, which incorporates and enhances existing natural features and vegetation. The structural landscaping scheme should inform the design principles for the site. Development should retain and enhance significant landscape features (e.g. hedgerows) which are or have the potential to be of ecological value.
• A central area of open space either side of Langford Brook, incorporating part of the Local Wildlife Site and with access appropriately managed to protect ecological value. No formal recreation within the Local Wildlife Site.
None of this fits in with the potential problems of cramming a few houses down the edge of the site. I’m sure these few houses could be encompassed within other areas across Bicester.

The area of Bicester 12 – Wretchwick Farm, has been extended relative to the previous Local Plan and now extends further to the north into the “River Ray Conservation Target Area”. The map on page 2 of the revised Local Plan does identify this important area of natural conservation but also shows the area to be allocated for employment and residential and is therefore “unsound” as it cannot be both. 
Proposed mod 21 page 39 to policy SLE 1 Employment Development identifies criteria for the location of employment. 
The revised statement makes it clear that:

“Employment development at Banbury, Bicester and Kidlington on sites will be supported if they meet the following criteria:

· Meet high design standards, using sustainable construction, are of an

· appropriate scale and respect the character of its surroundings

• Do not have an adverse effect on surrounding land uses, residents and the historic and natural environment.

With both the River Ray CTA and the Wretchwick ancient village on the site of Bicester 12, it is obvious that these requirements cannot be met on the Bicester 12 site. As to meeting the scale and respect for the surroundings it is important that Bicester 12 is identified as no B8 (Warehousing and distribution) type employment allocated.
Proposed mod 30 page 49 Policy BSC 1 tries to placate the impossible task of how to build residential and employment in areas of heritage or wildlife. The following statement is unsound as it is impractical to be able to achieve both on Bicester 12 or 13 sites:
The housing strategy of this Local Plan seeks to deliver growth in accordance with the NPPF’s Core Planning Principles including:

- promoting strategic, mixed use developments while seeking to conserve heritage assets such as those of national importance at Former RAF Upper Heyford, while actively encouraging wildlife potential such as South East Bicester (Bicester 12) and Gavray Drive (Bicester 13), and making the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling and supporting community well-being such as at the North West Bicester Eco-Town (Bicester 1).
Proposed Mod 88 page 128 / 9 Bicester 12 South East Bicester is expanded from 40 to 155 hectares and is for both employment and residential.
Development Description: A mixed use site for employment and residential

development to the east of the ring road to the south east of Bicester

Employment

• Land Area – Approx 18 40 hectares

• Jobs created – Approximately 32,000

• Use classes – Mixed B1, B2 and B8 uses (primarily B8 uses)

Housing

• Land area- Approx 22 hectares
• Number of homes – 1,500  (NB This should show the difference from the old plan from 400 homes to the new figure of 1500! Should be in blue but isn’t).
• Dwelling mix – to be informed by Policy BSC4: Housing mix

• Affordable Housing – 30%

• The provision of extra care housing and the opportunity for community

self-build affordable housing
The above is copied from the proposals and you can see the great danger of not only 1500 homes but 3,000 jobs in the preferred warehousing and distribution of B8 development! They seem to be identifying this area of Bicester as the future industrial zone!
Remember that you can only object to the bits in blue. This means you can object to the idea of warehousing in this predominantly residential area. You can also object to the improper use of the current farming land and CTA being used for minimal employment in huge buildings. They have obviously put the warehousing in this area as they consider the ring road of Wretchwick Way and the A41 as being the prime feeder roads for heavy goods vehicle traffic that would be needed to deliver to and from the site.

Under the ‘Infrastructure needs’, they have identified the following:
• Access and Movement – contributes to improvements to the surrounding local and strategic road networks. Safeguarding of land for future highway capacity improvements to peripheral routes in consultation with the Highways Authority
This would be the proposed new ring road that would be on the A41 just north of Junction 9 of the M40 and will swing round the back of the Graven Hill Development, across the A41 Aylesbury Road, through this new industrial and residential site to end at the roundabout at Gavray Drive. Part of the lack of soundness of this proposal is the fact that this main road is not identified anywhere in the Local Plan!

Under the “Key site specific design and place shaping principles” it states the following:

• The development of a comprehensive masterplan for the allocated site in consultation with the Council, Oxfordshire County Council, English Heritage, the Local Nature Partnership (Wild Oxfordshire) and local communities.

• Proposals should comply with Policy ESD16

• Commercial buildings with a high quality design and finish, with careful consideration given to layout, architecture, materials, colourings and to building heights to reduce overall visual impact

• Development proposals should seek to protect cultural heritage and archaeology. A scheme which respects the setting of Wretchwick Deserted Medieval Settlement with an appropriate landscape buffer to maintain the open setting of the scheduled monument. An indicative Safeguarding Area is shown on Map Bicester 12 (Appendix 5). Development proposals should seek to protect cultural heritage and archaeology, in particular Wretchwick Deserted Medieval Settlement, a Scheduled Ancient Monument, and incorporate an appropriate landscape buffer in consultation with English Heritage, to maintain the SAM’s open setting. In consultation with English Heritage, appropriate public access and interpretation facilities should be provided.
They are trying to make the Ancient Medieval Village a feature of the site but this is hardly going to work in the middle of a housing estate and industrial complex with heavy goods vehicles pounding through day and night!

Note the first bullet point suggests consultation with the local communities over the loss of the wildlife area of the River Ray CTA!? Again, objections on the lack of consultation with LVCA are grounds for objecting to the soundness of this policy.
A further bullet point states:

• Retention and enhancement of hedgerows and the introduction of new landscaping features that will ensure the preservation and enhancement of biodiversity resulting in and an overall net gain. Development should demonstrate the enhancement, restoration or creation of wildlife corridors
This is not practical as the proposal covers the River Ray CTA with industrial and residential plus the proposed new ring road through to Gavray Drive roundabout that cuts the site into pieces.

Further bullet points state:

• Provision of opportunities for Green Infrastructure links within and beyond the development site to the wider town and open countryside including appropriate improvements to connectivity between areas of ecological interest

• Adequate investigation of, protection of and management of protected habitats and species on site given the ecological value of the site, with biodiversity preserved and enhanced

• A scheme, to be agreed with the Council, for the protection of existing wildlife habitats and species during construction of the development

• The northern section of the site within the Conservation Target Area should be kept free from built development. Development must should avoid adversely impacting on the Conservation Target Area and comply with the requirements of Policy ESD11 to secure a net biodiversity gain.

• Development proposals to be accompanied by a landscape and visual impact assessment together with a heritage assessment
Again, the soundness of the proposal can be questioned as the area to the north of the site, it is suggested, should be kept clear from built development. The plan should show this and not show it as built development as well as the River Ray CTA as it cannot be both!

Do try to send something in as otherwise this will just go through ‘on the nod’.

John L Broad

85 Mallards Way

01869 324008
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