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UPTON PARISH COUNCIL

Parish Clerk

Clare Lightfoot
“Thimbles’
Newman’s Close
UPTON

Didcot, Oxon
OX119JA

Tel: 01235 850486

16™ September 2008
Vale of White Horse District Council
Abbey House
Abingdon
Oxon OX14 3JE

Attention Miss Emma Parkes

Dear Miss Parkes

Upton Parish Council response to Planning Application UPT/18307/3
08/01392/FUL

Upton Parish Council are very concerned about the return of this application and
would like to be informed why the District Council have accepted it again still
containing all the existing omissions and inaccuracies. The only changes we note
have added to those inaccuracies since the entrance splay may now be 11m, 33m, 45m
or 90m depending on which drawing or document you are reading.

As far as the re-submission goes, we repeat and resubmit all of our objections of our
letter of the 2 July with minor changes and the correction of a typing error (it should
be 8° not 8%).

(. We note 2 changes in the re-submission:

1. That the fence has been moved back. Do the Highways Department accept that the
fence is now on the site boundary? If so will the Highways Department accept
responsibility for the area outside the fence and arrange for the removal of the earth
that the Arboricultural Report claims is killing the trees in that area.

2. The entrance splay has been made deeper by 0.4 metres. Such a change is
irrelevant, it is not the depth of splay but the number of trees/bushes that have to be
cut back and kept cut back that affects the visibility. These trees/bushes are outside
the site boundary and are presumably the responsibility of the Highways Department,
will they agree to cut them back when they have already stated that it would be
detrimental to the area. We object to any removal of bushes or trees from this area.
We cannot comment on the length of the splay as we have no idea from the
information pack which drawing or document you are working to. Last time we
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thought the splay length was meant to be 66 metres but it was shown as 33m or 11m
on the drawings this time the confusion is even worse.

May we return to and re-emphasise our objection to the proposed access.

How will the contractors go about constructing the access ramp. We understand that
the owner of Beeching Close will not allow it to be used by contractors vehicles, this
means that all work in cutting down trees, bringing in materials and levelling with a
bulldozer will have to be done direct off Station Road with all contractor vehicles also
parked in the road. Since the trees cannot be felled across Beeching Close these will
have to be felled down onto the road. Are you thinking of closing the road for a few
days when that road is so vital to the community as explained in our letter of July 2%
Even after construction an 8° slope is 1 in 7, a very steep slope for heavy contractor
and delivery lorries negotiating a sharp bend on a recently laid ramp with a temporary
surface trying to turn onto a well used road that is part of a national cycleway with
poor visibility. To make it even more dangerous both the road and the ramp have fall-
away banks on both sides. The alternative is off-loading in Station Road and using
smaller vehicles to take the materials down to the site, for safety reasons this will
mean temporary closure of the road.

Will you please ensure that you consult the Health and Safety Dept that will be
responsible for the site and if you even consider saying yes to this application please
can we have an on-site meeting with a representative of the Highway’s Dept and the
Police to satisfy our very strong concerns regarding safety and what appears to be
inevitable road closures.

In our 2 July* letter we made it very clear that in our opinion this application is totally
unacceptable, this note only deals with the changes in the re-submission and re-
emphasises our objection to the proposed access. We are however seriously concerned
that you apparently accepted the building, which is totally out of character with the
area and with this village and despite all the errors on the plans.

May we repeat our request for a letter from you explaining why you have accepted an
application, not once but twice that contains so many inaccuracies, we are fortunate to
have a member of our council who is able to fully understand all the drawings, other
councils may be less fortunate. If you intend to take any notice at all of Parish Council
comments please ensure you send out sensible information.

We are also concerned that these applications are incomplete and that you allow
agreements on drainage etc to be secretly negotiated between yourselves and the
applicant without any notification to Parish Councils as in the case of Ravello
(Chilton Road) and to be repeated in this application.

We want to work with you to achieve better planning for this parish please do not
continue to ignore our requests and our grave concemns.

Yours sincerely

Clare Lightfoot
Clerk APPENDIX 2

*copy attached for completeness
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2™ July 2008
Upton Parish Council response to Application UPT/18307/2 08/01024/FUL

The Upton Parish Council object to the application UPT/18307/2 08/01024/FUL regarding
Beeching Close. 10 parishioners attended an Extraordinary meeting, held on the 30" June
2008, to put across their views to the UPC. The following reasons for the objection are
detailed below:

Application Inconsistencies, Omissions and Errors

There are many inconsistencies, omissions and errors within the application package, it is
therefore not possible for us to fully understand what the applicant intends. The Upton Parish
Council are concerned that the Planning Dept. will be making a decision based on inaccurate
plans and request a response to this point.

e The Design and Access Statement (section 3.2) refers to the proposed building’s frontage
being aligned to Station House although the plans show it standing several meters back
from the frontage of Station House.

e There are errors between the various plans regarding the line of the existing Beeching
Close and the Western side of the site boundary

e The Arboricultural Report suggests Tree Belt 2 may be outside the site boundary
although drawing P01 shows a wooden fence apparently including these trees within the
site boundary.

e Trees T9 and T10 are included in drawings PO2 and PO5 when they are scheduled for
removal in the Arboricultural Report (in this case they are shown to give screening) but
they are correctly not included in PO1 (where there is a wish to favourably display the
dwelling with more space around it).

e There is no detail included regarding the sewerage connection and drainage
considerations.

e The plans do no include mention of the detail that the foundations of the proposed
dwelling at the rear of the building will be in the old railway track that has been in-filled.

Access

There is no adequate explanation of the access arrangements during the construction phase of
the project although the information given leads to the assumption that the proposed access
poses safety concerns for use by construction lorries and other heavy commercial vehicles

. particularly as it is likely that the larger vehicles will either have to reverse into or out of the
site. The level section of the drive prior to entry onto the road is 6m long, not as long as
some of the larger vehicles so their rear wheels will still be coming up an 8° slope as well as
round a sharp bend as they try to pull out onto the road. The turning onto the road will be
very tight as the road is fairly narrow with a steep slope on the other side of the road as well
as steep slopes on both sides of the drive. Manoeuvring onto or off the site could be difficuit
and dangerous as well as cause delays on the main road into the village that is also used by
the service and school buses, most domestic traffic. Station Road is also on of Sustrans
Route 44 which is heavily used by commuting cycle traffic from the Harwell/Chilton
Campus and also recreational cycle traffic.

The documentation provided with the application also includes an appeal against the decision
from the County Council regarding the proposed access and includes information on what is
considered to be three similar sites where an appeal against refusal has been considered by
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the Building Inspector. All three are for multi-unit sites exiting onto much busier roads and
do not appear relevant to this application.

Proposed dwelling

The dwelling is very large for the site, this is of concern to the Parish Council for various
reasons:

o The proposed new dwelling will be the most prominent in Beeching Close as it will stand
adjacent to the main entrance into the village and will not be well screened as you
approach from the North/West along the A417 or as you approach from the West down
Chilton Road. Its sheer size will overwhelm the existing historic Station House.

e A main material used (timber cladding) is not in keeping with neighbouring properties or
with the village. Whatever materials are used they must blend sympathetically with the
historic Station House and other existing buildings, there is virtually no timber cladding
anywhere in the village. .

e With a previous application in this parish we have seen the effect of over-cramming
making it very difficult to sell either property at market price.

Tree screening

[

R
The Arboricultural Report is found to be inconsistent and incorrect with the following points
of concern:

o The report does not mention any new trees/shrubs that are to be used as screening or
where they are to be planted.

e The report does not mention the mature and healthy ash in Tree Group 1, a group
scheduled for removal.

e Regarding Tree Belt 2, although marked for retention, the report omits to say that several
of these trees are badly damaged due to a road traffic accident and subsequent fire, it
does, however, say that the soil heaped around the trees will cause further damage and
goes on to say replacement should be considered. Thus, marking Tree Belt 2 for retention
is misleading as it is not likely that the existing trees will survive.

o The report suggests that Tree Belt 2 may be outside the development area, so there is
concern as to why the site owner has been allowed to dump soil around the trees.

o The new access is not only less safe but also requires the felling of a healthy mature ash
tree at least one mature Sycamore and two Hawthorn bushes.

. o The over large size of the proposed property takes the foundations very close to the trees
that are being retained as cover. About three years ago on that same site there was a
serious problem of root heave under Station House. Several tress were removed that
were much further away from the existing building than the proposed new building will
be from the cover trees that will remain on the site. Whilst it is accepted that the new
foundations will be deeper and more substantial, the proposed building is too close to the
retained trees and shortly after it is built there is a risk of the cover trees interfering with
the new building and the occupant requiring them to be felled.

Change of Use of Land

It should be noted that much of the land on which this development will be built was sold to
the applicant a few years ago by the County Council with a change of use agreed from
roadside verge to use as a garden. We would have expected some constraint imposed by the
County Council on any further change of use and we ask for clarification on this point. If it is
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now to be allowed as building land, the County Council would appear to be guiity of
seriously under-selling a publicly owned piece of land.
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