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Dear Mrs Roche
Planning Application  10/00558/OUT
I am writing as the County Councillor for Bloxham Division which includes the village of Bodicote to comment on the above planning application.

This Full Application is for 86 more houses in Bodicote Parish at land south of Blackwood Place and Molyneux Drive, Bodicote.
I am pleased to note that your Council has found itself able to describe this application as within the Parish of Bodicote while your Council continues to perpetrate the deception of describing the 1,000 houses in the Parish of Bodicote to the east of the Oxford Road as “Bankside” and as an urban extension to the town of Banbury and while you apply the same description to the additional 400 houses you are proposing behind the private fitness and rugby club in Bodicote.  

The permission granted for 1,000 houses in Bodicote and to the east of the Oxford Road derived from your Abandoned Local Plan (you describe it as “non-statutory”).  

More over …..

Your recent Draft Core Strategy proposes a housing target for the four villages of Adderbury, Bloxham, Bodicote and Deddington of 350 houses over the sixteen years to 2026 of 350.  Making a crude allocation across four villages in equal proportions and over sixteen years, suggests that each village might reasonably take 5½ houses per annum.
Bodicote is a village currently comprising some 1,700 homes.  Your proposals to build an additional 1,000 + 400 houses within the Parish - and whatever name you give to it – will double the size of this Domesday village and create two halves of Bodicote:

· a village with a mixture of fine old stone homes and more modern and less attractive sixties to nineties estates bolted around it with 

· a 21st century urban extension with all the failings of unimaginative design, excessive densities leading to ghastly little boxes and insufficient parking provision.  

How you can even dare to consider bolting on another small estate of 86 houses is beyond my wit to understand.  It adds insult to the considerable injury you have already inflicted on this Domesday village.  It will add to the traffic congestion that already exists on the main road and that the 1,400 houses will exacerbate and it will do absolutely nothing to create a cohesive and integrated community in Bodicote.
I fear that your selection of Bodicote for this huge increase in housing provision is partly based on the myth that, as a Category One village, Bodicote is capable of taking further housing growth.  This assumption is fundamentally flawed.  Compare Bodicote with Deddington or Bloxham.  Both of these villages have a flourishing Market Square/High Street.  In comparison, Bodicote has:

· one Post Office and Stores;

· a filling station and car sales facility that adds significantly to parking problems;

· a primary school that is full and has insufficient parking for parents and staff that adds daily to congestion in White Post Road;

· Cherwell’s headquarters adding daily to congestion in White Post Road;

· a farm shop that adds daily to congestion in White Post Road;

· three public houses – just

· a church and a chapel.

Bodicote does not have:

· a cash machine;

· a library – other than the mobile service;

· a take-away facility;
The additional 1,400 houses proposed will:

· destroy the separation of Bodicote from Banbury in violation of Cherwell’s original policy of non-coalescence;

· double the size of this Domesday village;

· increase substantially congestion on the main road which is already a serious problem.

On this basis alone, this application for 86 houses should be rejected.

More over …..
I now turn to a series of technical reasons for your elected members to reject this application:
1 This site is not allocated for housing development in the legitimate Cherwell Local Plan, the Abandoned Local Plan (which you refer to as “non-statutory) nor in the Local Development Framework which has yet to be completed and approved.,

Para 4.4.5, page 27 of the Transport Assessment acknowledges that the Abandoned (“Non Statutory”) Local Plan 2011 “has been approved as interim planning policy for development control purposes.”  This large-scale housing site in not included in the Plan; it is not even included in the Draft Core Strategy Consultation Document.

Para 2.12, page 7 of the Planning Supporting Statement claims that the 400-house extension to the 1,000 houses already given planning permission in Bodicote (described by Cherwell as “Bankside”) would extend beyond the southern limit of the development proposed at Cotefield Farm.  This is simply not true.  There would be no housing as far south as the proposed development and page 12 of the Planning Supporting Statement acknowledges this fact.  
2 The proposed development would be contrary to Policy H13.  This describes Bodicote as a Category One village, where large-scale development such as this would not be permitted.  However, I challenge the appropriateness of Bodicote being designated a Category One village at all, given the paucity of infrastructure within the village.
3 The proposal is also contrary to Policy H18.  New dwellings beyond the built-up limits of settlements will only be permitted if three criteria are met and the proposed development meets none of these.  Page 13 of the Planning Supporting Statement also admits that this proposed development “conflicts with Policies H15 and H19 of the Abandoned (you call it “Non Statutory”) Local Plan”.
4 There is wholly inadequate parking provision on the proposed site.  These 86 houses will contain approx 275 bedrooms.  The application proposes 35 3-bed houses and 21 4-bed houses plus 21 social rented and 9 intermediate tenure houses without an indication of the number of bedrooms in the latter.  County Council highways officers advise me that 80% of garages provided in new housing developments are not used to store motor vehicles but to contain the growing physical possessions that households are accumulating and for which there is insufficient storage space in modern homes.  It is obvious to most of the real world (although not to all planning or transport officers) that a 3-bed house will probably attract a couple with 2 cars plus one adult with a third car for another member of the family of driving age.  Similarly, a 4-bed house will probably attract 4 cars.  I calculate that this development will need some 275 parking places for residents plus more to serve the needs of visiting services,  relatives and friends.  Call it 300. The application is proposing 216 places of which I assume 86 are accounted for in a single integrated garage.  

More over …..

Based on 80% of the 86 garages  not being used for car storage, it should be assumed that integral garages will account for just 17 parking places, leaving 300 - 17 spaces required and giving a shortfall of 300 - 17 - 216 = 67 spaces.
5 Primary School provision   Bishop Loveday School is full.  Primary schools at Adderbury, Bloxham and Deddington are either full or under pressure.  Sending children by bus or taxi is neither sustainable nor acceptable to many parents.

6 Congestion   Para 1.8, page 2 of the Transport Assessment says: “there are no outstanding concerns relating to the highways and transport issues and therefore it is considered that there are no reasons relating to transport and highways matters for not permitting residential development on this site.”  This statement merits a single word response beginning with “B” and with eight letters but it would be inappropriate in a public document.  Instead, I will draw your attention to the County Council response to consultation:

	(a) It objects to the scale of development proposed as it would be large in scale and would generate significant additional population in a village which lacks a reasonable range of jobs, services and facilities, would be likely to place pressure on existing infrastructure, especially schools, and would give rise to increased travel by motorised means, particularly by private car to Banbury and beyond. As such it is contrary to the sustainability objectives of SE Plan policy BE5 for village management, SE Plan policy CC2 which seeks to reduce the need to travel as a means to mitigate climate change, SE Plan policy T1 which seeks to locate development so as to reduce journey lengths and to the thrust of PPG13. It would also run counter to the strategic objectives of Oxfordshire 2030 and this Council’s priorities for creating healthy, thriving communities;

(b) It objects to the scale of development and the strain it would place on the existing junction which is proposed to be used as an access to the site. This junction is currently at capacity and development would compromise the safety of drivers leaving the site during peak hours contrary to policy T1 of the SE Plan;


7 The Transport Assessment has totally failed to include the impact of the 1,000 houses to the east of Oxford Road in Bodicote parish (you call it “Bankside”) and the additional 400 houses imposed by the Cherwell Executive as an addition to the 1,000 houses.  In what planet are these people living?
8 Appendix G on Trip Rate generation calculates that 67 houses (not 86?) will generate 38 morning trips.  Most family units comprise a husband and a wife with a car each and, very often, jobs taking them in diametrically opposed directions morning and evening and children attending two schools, involving trips in different directions.  In what planet are these people living?
9 Para 8.9, page 43 places reliance on a South East Relief Road to “alleviate traffic flows on Oxford Road”.  It is by no means certain that this will ever be built, given this country’s current financial constraints. Neither a feasibility study nor any costings have yet been undertaken.  Even if this road was eventually built, it would be many years in the future.  In the meantime, the Oxford Road would suffer from increased traffic problems beyond, even, the current congestion.  . In what planet are these people living?

More over …..

10 Sustainable development:  The Transport Assessment (at page 23) acknowledges that PPG13 seeks to “promote accessibility to jobs, shopping leisure facilities and services”.  There is very little in the way of jobs, shopping or services nearby.  PPG13 also seeks to “reduce the need to travel, especially by car” but people in this proposed development will certainly need to travel to get to work, do their shopping and access services.  The village store has only limited supplies.  This policy “encourages the development of housing within existing urban areas”.  Bodicote is not urban.  Bodicote is a Domesday village.  This proposed development is not within Bodicote’s traditional curtilage.  It is outside the established village boundary

11 Drainage & Flood risk Assessment   Pages 14 & 15 state that drainage would be to a reservoir and from thence to the Sor Brook and that downstream conditions are unknown.  Given recent flooding problems in this area, the effects are an unknown quantity at this stage.
12 Landscape Assessment The land immediately south of Bodicote is acknowledged as an area “where landscape character is still reasonably strong and worthy of conservation”.  The argument on page 12 is spurious - it states that the green framework for development would “enhance the settlement edge of     Bodicote”.  It ignores the housing estate of 86 houses proposed to be built there.  Given the ghastly little boxes that are springing up in my three larger villages as a result of Cherwell policies, they certainly won’t enhance the southern edge of Bodicote in the least.  This application represents wholly unacceptable encroachment into open countryside contrary to policies G1 and H1 of the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016, Policies H1 and C7 and C8 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Policies H1a, H2, H19, EN30 and EN312 of the Abandoned (you call it “Non Statutory”) Cherwell Local Plan.
13 Densities  The housing adjacent to this proposed site is of lower density than that proposed – between 6-7  dwellings per acre (15-18 dwellings per hectare if you insist on European measures) - compared with 10 dwellings per acre (25 dwellings per hectare) in the proposed development.  As with all modern proposals for new housing, the proposed gardens are ridiculously small.  This proposed development is out-of-keeping with the adjoining street scene.

Policy C31 requires development to be “compatible with the residential character of the area”.  This development would not meet this criteria.  It proposes a very high density, incompatible with the existing housing adjacent to it, in Blackwood Place, Keyser Road and Molyneux Drive.  

The proposed housing does not confirm to Policy D3 because it does not “reflect the traditional pattern of the arrangement of street blocks, plots and the buildings and spaces”.  The proposal shows far higher density housing, with much smaller plots and hardly any garden area.  Nor does it “respect the scale, proportion, massing and height of adjoining building and the street scene”.  It would also “interfere with valued views, vistas and landmarks”, a reason acknowledged by the District Council in its planning guidelines for refusing such applications.

More over

14 Emerging government policy The coalition government has signalled its intention to tear up the South East Plan and to revoke nationally imposed density and residential parking requirements.  If elected members have the courage they demonstrated in throwing out the Application in Adderbury to the south of Milton Road, they should throw out this application without hesitation.  Approval would impose on a village that has had more than its share of dumping a wholly unacceptable, inappropriate and unwanted development.  To fail to reject this application would be sheer cowardice.
I shall be grateful if you will email me to:

(a)
acknowledge receipt of this consultation response and
(b)
confirm it has been posted on your Planning Portal web site.
As ever
Keith R Mitchell

Cllr Keith R Mitchell  CBE

Elected Member for Bloxham County Division

Comprising Adderbury, Bloxham, Bodicote, Milcombe and Milton

Copy:   
Cllr Miss Lynda Thirzie Smart, District Councillor for Bloxham



Cllr Mrs Christine Heath, District Councillor for Bloxham


Bodicote Parish Council
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Surgeries:  First Saturday of each month:

9:30 am to 10:30 am  Ex-Servicemen’s Hall, Bloxham      10:45 am to 11:45 am  Church House, Bodicote

12:00 noon to 1:00 pm Church House, Adderbury           1:15 pm to 2:00 pm  Black Boy PH, Milton

Second Saturday of each month:      12:00 noon to 1:00 pm   Horse & Groom PH, Milcombe
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