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	Watchfield Parish Council




Vale of White Horse District Council,
Abbey House,

Abbey Close,

Abingdon,

OX14 3JE

May 16th, 2013

Dear Sir or Madam,

Re: Vale of White Horse District Council Local Plan 2029 Part 1

Watchfield Parish Council has the following comments and objections regarding the structure and content of, and omissions from, the above Local Plan. 

· There is an acknowledgement that the A420 between Swindon and Oxford is functioning at capacity now, but there is no strategy or timetable for improvements. This is despite the expected 8000+ houses and distribution centre on the eastern edge of Swindon and the hundreds of homes for which permission has already been granted along the A420 corridor. The AADT near Watchfield is already over 20,000 vehicles and likely to increase significantly. The Transport Route Congestion Assessment on the A419/A420/A415 Link, carried out on behalf of the Western Vale Villages Consortium by Bob Hindhaugh Associates Ltd, is attached. The use of western villages as ‘rat-run’ routes from the A420 will only worsen following development with associated safety implications. There needs to be a properly costed programme of improvement, or a stop to development along the corridor, as the road network cannot be considered to be sustainable. For this reason the Local Plan is not sound.
· The impact and influence of the Defence Academy UK on Shrivenham and Watchfield has been completely ignored. There is a large volume of traffic associated with the transient population and the facility is set to expand with the MOD draw-down of other facilities around the country. Watchfield Primary School is only accessible along the MOD/DIO road infrastructure, which is currently inadequate and dangerous. The expansion of Shrivenham and Watchfield and plans for the increase in school places do not include the improvement of the road layout around the school. The Local Plan needs to include a commitment to liaise with MOD/DIO organisations and ensure a safe road infrastructure for Watchfield Primary School.
· You state that ‘The larger villages of Watchfield and Shrivenham may have the potential to accommodate some housing growth above local needs’. However, you do not provide any evidence for this statement and how such growth would be considered sustainable, given the reliance on car travel in such rural communities. Please qualify this statement and provide evidence to substantiate.
· How are you defining an appropriate level of growth across the rural areas? The NPPF has removed all reference to proportionality so the criteria for appropriate growth need to be stated.

· Housing figures are based on the SE Plan and not SHLAA/ SHMAA and the infrastructure provisions are based on the changes to OCC LTP3 which has not yet been approved at 
County level. There is also no evidence presented for the employment forecasts. The housing numbers need to be confirmed at a truly local level, the infrastructure based on plans signed off by OCC and evidence-based employment forecasts given. 

· Under the ‘duty to co-operate’ the neighbouring authorities should be specified, together with the extent of co-operation. Given Swindon Borough Council’s plan for expansion on the eastern side of Swindon, the villages in the western Vale need to be assured that they are not going to be subsumed into an eastern encroachment into the Vale of the White Horse. The statement or working positively with SBC but not adversely affecting the west of the Vale is far too vague.

· How are you assessing local housing need and how are you ensuring the local community and Parish Council is in support? The mechanism for this policy needs to be specified.

· The proportion of affordable housing required is uniform across the district and across urban and rural sites. Given the poor public transport network and high car dependency in rural villages, high levels of affordable housing will lead to social and economic deprivation. Please tailor the percentage of affordable housing to be appropriate to the location.
· The policies for housing densities and open space do not reflect the practice of developers to build the maximum density permitted with the minimum requirement for public open space. The inclusion of SUDS basins and noise bunds in POS should be discontinued.

· There is an absence of a phased policy for employment to match housing growth. The SE Regional Plan used to contain a 1:1 ratio of new homes to new jobs, but this has been removed. The co-location of housing and employment would minimise commuting, contribute to the reduction in carbon targets and stimulate economy in the Vale; this policy should be reinstated and the separation of housing and employment sites should be removed.

· Grampian-style water and sewerage agreements should no longer be considered to be adequate for new developments. There needs to be specific and detailed plans in place for sewerage routes and capacity, fresh water supply and capacity and full surface water drainage assessments carried out prior to permission for development being granted.

· The S106/CIL contribution percentage allocated to the community involved should be explicitly expressed as a minimum. The practice of allocating S106 Sport and Leisure contributions to the larger hubs disadvantages the communities directly involved and will lead to increased travel from high car use rural areas. 

· There are no specific policies regarding policing in the Vale. Given the huge increase in numbers of residents this is a serious omission. Villages in the western Vale already feel disadvantaged by the assumption that their policing needs will be served from Swindon, so specific policies relating to the sizes of developments are required.

· Establishing a settlement hierarchy which includes larger villages does not allow for the fact that some villages have been allowed to grow significantly under lax planning rules but do not have the community centres, infrastructure, facilities or open space to sustain greater development. The generic term of larger villages is too vague and those identified for expansion should be accompanied by an explanation of how this is sustainable. The scoring used in the evidence base needs updating as many facilities in large and small villages have changed.

· There should be a specification that care facilities for the elderly and disabled should be located in urban centres to allow residents full access to facilities. Allowing such developments in rural locations where there is a high dependency on the car will lead to social and economic isolation.
· There appears to be no policy for maintaining agricultural and grazing lands, or agricultural production (a major industry in the Vale). Nor is there a policy to ensure that brownfield sites are developed in preference to greenfield sites. Given the Local Plan mission 
statement to maintain the unique qualities of the Vale, these policies must be in place before the Local Plan can be considered sound.
· The flood data used are incomplete and do not account for problems due to surface flooding. Watchfield is a village built on bedrock and prone to flash surface water flooding. There should be specific policies in place to ensure development does not exacerbate this problem.
· Shrivenham and Watchfield are continually referred to as a single entity. These are two separate villages and communities and there needs to be some provision in place to maintain the green buffer between the villages.
· The requirement to move to a low-carbon economy will not be met by development in rural villages without local employment opportunities and adequate public transport links to large retail centres and leisure facilities. Concentrating large developments in villages with extremely limited health provision, employment, retail and leisure facilities will lead to high car use. 
· Air quality data for new developments are currently drawn from limited monitoring stations, often many miles from the proposed site. For example, a development adjacent to the A420 in Watchfield was passed on air quality data gathered in Abingdon. Developments of 10+ houses should incur a local air quality survey on site.

· Transport Plans for new developments should be realistic and locally tailored, not generic and map-based. The suggestion that some of the narrow rural ‘rat-run’ roads are suitable for cycling and walking as a commuter alternative are unsafe and unrealistic.
· There are many references to the Science Vale but nothing ion the planning policies that would draw on scientific innovation and development. There are no references for requirement for grey-water collection and use, or green technologies in new builds. It seems a missed opportunity to become a beacon for environmental development rather than join the race to the bottom of build standards.

· There seems no specific policy to protect the Ridgeway, along with the views from and to this important national feature. This needs to be put in place.

· The ‘Cranfield’ facility is categorised as a higher educational institution with no qualification that it is situated ‘behind the wire’ at the Defence Academy UK and does not hold courses open to the general public. This should be amended as it is misleading.

Until modifications are made to the Local Plan to accommodate the above points, it cannot be considered to be sound.

Yours faithfully,
Dr Cindy Matthews

Clerk to Watchfield Parish Council

Inclusions:-

1. Transport Congestion Assessment on A419/A420/A415 Link by Bob Hindhaugh Associates Ltd

2. Appendices to the Transport Route Congestion Study

3. A420 Photographical Survey
All correspondence should be addressed to the Clerk

Chairman

R Holman – 96 High Street – Watchfield – Oxon – SN6 8SW
Tel: 01793 782234 – e-mail r.holman96@btinternet.com
Clerk
Dr C Matthews – 8 Barrington Road – Watchfield – Oxon – SN6 8SU
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