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	Watchfield Parish Council




Lisa Kamali
Planning Department,

Vale of White Horse District Council,

135 Eastern Avenue,

Milton Park,

Abingdon,

OX14 4SB
October 07 2016
Dear Ms Kamali
Re: P16/V0978/O Outline application for up to 136 residential dwellings including access. Land off Faringdon Road, Shrivenham - revisions
Watchfield Parish Council strongly OBJECTS to this application on the following grounds:- contravention of local and central government policies, overdevelopment, misleading and out of date public consultation, economic, social and environmental unsustainability, lack of infrastructure and irrevocable damage to historical and natural assets.

1. Core Policy 4 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1 states that, development outside the existing built up area of settlements will only be permitted where it is allocated by LP2031 or in a Neighbourhood Plan. This development is entirely outside the built up areas of Watchfield and Shrivenham and will, in effect, remove the only green space buffer remaining between the two villages. The submitted LP2031 does not include this site for development, nor is identified in any Neighbourhood Plan. Therefore, VWHDC should stand by their submitted plan and refuse this development.

2. Chapter 5 of the LP2031 states that, the Western Vale countryside and villages will have their distinctive characters maintained. As this development will join Watchfield and Shrivenham into one entity it is obvious their individual characters will be destroyed. Again, VWHDC should stand by their submitted plan and refuse this development.

3. This location is not a designated strategic development site within LP2031 and, as such, should be refused.

4. NPPF 8 states that the economic, social and environmental sustainability roles should not be taken in isolation but are mutually dependent. It was made clear at the Government Select 

Committee Forum into the effectiveness of the NPPF, attended by the Chairs of Shrivenham and Watchfield Parish Councils, that Councils should ensure developments are sustainable across all 
strands and not just on balance. This development fails on social, economic and environmental sustainability and so should be refused.

5. This development is contrary to NPPF 9 in that it does not make it easier for permanent jobs to be created, leads to a net loss in biodiversity and diminishes leisure facilities for the existing population.

6. NPPF 74 states that existing open spaces, sports and recreation buildings and land should not be built on unless the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in terms of quality and quantity. This development removes the golf club clubhouse and part of the golf course, making the remaining space unviable for a similar facility. This is a reduction in recreational and sports facilities. Although Shrivenham Golf Club has a membership, it is open on a permanent basis to non-members to play and thus qualifies as a public sports facility. There will also be a reduction in recreational open space for both villages.

7. This development is contrary to NPPF 109 which states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes and providing net gains. There will be a large removal of open space, destruction of 180 trees with their associated habitats and the development will severely impact on the Local Nature Reserve and SSSI.

8. NPPF 118 states that if proposed development on land is within or outside a SSSI, either individually or in combination with other developments, it should not normally be permitted. The Tuckmill Meadow SSSI is very close to the site and no Impact Zone Assessment has been carried out. Previously, Natural England stated that they believed an application on this site is likely to damage or destroy the interest features for which Tuckmill Meadow has been notified. We are extremely concerned that the applicant refers to a proposed country park, that currently does not exist and does not form part of the application site, as some kind of mitigation. Clearly, without the details of this forming part of the application area, it should be disregarded. Its inclusion is misleading.

9. This proposal fails on grounds of sustainability and overdevelopment. Just because Watchfield and Shrivenham are classified as larger villages they cannot sustain continual expansion with no increase in facilities, infrastructure or employment opportunities. With all the proposed development for the two villages, the combined population of Watchfield and Shrivenham will be comparable to that of Faringdon but with NO secondary school, NO library, NO dentist, a small medical centre already over capacity, NO cinema, NO leisure centre, NO swimming pool, a 
FRACTION of the retail facilities, a FRACTION of the employment opportunities and a FRACTION of parking facilities. How can this be considered to be sustainable?
10. This development seems to seek to ‘borrow’ infrastructure from neighbouring proposed development, not yet built. This development needs to be sustainable in its own right but it is pre-empting the Local Plan regarding education, whereas OCC has not factored in the applications which have not yet been granted. The larger developments to the west are likely to have a longer development timescale and therefore facilities will not be available for residents from this proposal. To assume this development can ‘piggy-back’ on another developments facilities is not a sustainable course of action.

11. This application should have a new public Planning Consultation. A wealth of new development in the vicinity will have had a significant impact on the implications of this development and residents should have chance to question the developers regarding the proposals. Current circumstances negate previous consultations. Any consultation should happen outside the summer vacation times in order to reach the maximum number of residents. Failure to carry out an up-to-date, relevant and honest consultation should hold sway when considering the application.

12. The traffic generation figures uses data from ONE DAY in July 2014 when the Defence Academy was operating at much reduced summer levels – this portion of the Transport Assessment has still not been updated and merely makes assumptions based on this outdated data. This development site has the potential to generate an additional 272 vehicles, all requiring access to Faringdon Road, most of which will have an onward journey to the A420 as there are no increased permanent local employment opportunities afforded by this development. The Hindhaugh assessment, accepted by the Vale, OCC and SBC, states that the A420 operates at capacity at peak times, particularly at the A420/Townsend Road junction.

13. Pennyhooks Lane is a byway open to all traffic (BOAT) and cannot be closed or interrupted without relevant permissions. The SSSI to the north of the site is managed by BBOWT and access is needed to the site, including vehicular access for livestock grazing. Pennyhooks Lane is also the secondary access to Pennyhooks Farm, an outdoor education centre for vulnerable adults. This access was extensively used during the A420 resurfacing work and its closure would lead to isolation of this facility.

14. The applicant suggests, based on 2011 data, that 13.65% of residents will walk to work and 15.10% will cycle. Based on the granted and proposed developments for Shrivenham only this means that 462 residents from new homes would walk or cycle to work. This is clearly idiotic as the number of employment opportunities within safe cycling or walking distance has not increased.

15. The Public Right of Way that is proposed as the main route for pedestrians from the site into Shrivenham is along an unmade stretch which becomes very muddy in wet weather. It also crosses land under the ownership of the MOD.

16. Other footpath links proposed for use by new residents fall within a, yet to be built, development in a Local Plan Strategic Site which is unlikely to be delivered in the short term.

17. The bus route to be used by the new residents will involve crossing a 40mph stretch of Faringdon Road which has already been the site of a schoolchild fatality. No crossing provision is detailed. The 65 bus service referred to no longer exists and has been out of operation for over a year with no prospect of being reinstated.

18. The character of the area will be detrimentally affected by this development. There is a public right of way running across the site from Watchfield to Shrivenham which affords views across to the Grade 1 listed St Andrew’s Church situated in a conservation area. The positioning of the dwellings along the footpath will result in important views being lost. Policy HE4 of the adopted VWHDC LP 2011 is consistent with criterion 10 of paragraphs 17, 131, 132 and 133 of the NPPF which seeks to conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance. The open aspect of this site makes an important contribution to the setting of the church.

19. The drainage report states no recorded flooding events. This is locally disputed as, during wet weather, large areas of this site are under water. The area to the south east of the site is designated as public open space but would be the natural site for the SUDS which cannot be counted towards POS, according to the Vale 's own planning officers and policy. The distribution of POS must be an outline consideration to ensure the site is capable of sustaining the number of houses, POS and SUDS. The increase of impermeable areas across the site will mean existing pooling will inevitably increase. The revised FRA alludes to consultation with local councils and community stakeholders. This certainly did not include Watchfield Parish Council or any of our local habitual users of the infrastructure and area.
20. The developer’s own archaeological assessment indicates a more thorough field assessment is required given the area potential for finds. A local expert also indicates the possibility of a Saxon 

Mill in the vicinity. An extensive and valid investigation should take place to ensure no local historical data or finds are lost.

21. The site is not ecologically sustainable. 

a) The developer’ "extended" habitat surveys were carried out on ONE DAY in May 2014 and ONE DAY in September 2015 during daylight hours only. Bat surveys involved the use of faulty 

equipment and reptile surveys carried out in sub-optimal conditions. Tuckmill Meadow SSSI is approximately 125m to the north of the site and Pennyhooks Brook Marsh, a local nature reserve, 
is approximately 600m to the north-west. The location of the development would inevitably lead to an increase in footfall, dog walking etc. into the LNR and SSSI which Natural England fears will destroy the special nature of the areas.


b) The developer’s assessment considers there is only medium potential for foraging and commuting badgers and ignores the large active sett on the nearby LNR.


c) It seems inconceivable that a proper assessment of aquatic and terrestrial habitats in the area would have uncovered no examples of Great Crested Newts as they are endemic in both Watchfield and Shrivenham. This assessment should be repeated.


d) There are a number of ancient semi-natural woodland areas falling within a 1km radius of the development, the nearest being Wellington Wood situated approximately 200m from the site. These would be adversely affected by the proposed development.


e) There are two hedgerows forming the south and east boundaries and the hedge on the south west boundary has been dated to around 1400 and offers high potential for breeding birds. The ecological assessment and arboricultural impact assessment contradict each other regarding the retention of these hedgerows.


f) The assessment evaluation of the impacts on protected species makes reference to the LNR and suggests no recreational impacts on the site. BBOWT, who manage the SSSI, have already expressed concerns regarding visitors from other developments further away so it stands to reason that the impact of residents from this development will be greater. Natural England believe significant harm will be caused. The mythical country park is clearly included to allay fears whilst not actually making any enforceable commitment. Again, it is not a part of this application and therefore cannot be taken to be a serious and permanent effort to provide public open space.

g) The arboricultural impact statement indicates the removal of 180 trees from the site. This will have a large impact on water uptake from the site and exacerbate local flooding. The removal of such a large number of mature trees will obviously impact greatly on foraging and nesting habitats for birds and bats. Replacement of some trees post-development with mainly deciduous varieties will in no way replace the habitat loss or visual amenity and will take many decades to form an effective screen which will be only functional 6 months of the year with deciduous varieties.

In summary, Watchfield Parish Council STRONGLY OBJECTS to this development on the grounds of contravention of local and central government policies, overdevelopment, misleading and out of date public consultation, economic, social and environmental unsustainability, lack of infrastructure and irrevocable damage to historical and natural assets.
Kind regards,

Claire Arnold (Clerk to Watchfield Parish Council)
All correspondence should be addressed to the Clerk
Chairman

Sue Nodder
Tel: 01793 780329 – sue.nodder@watchfield.co.uk
Clerk
Claire Arnold - Watchfield Village Hall – Chapel Hill – Watchfield – Oxon – SN6 8TA
Tel: 01793 644703 – e-mail watchfieldclerk@hotmail.co.uk
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