Further objection to Planning Application Development at Sidford. 16/0669/MOUT.

The applicant has submitted further details of his proposals for the development of this site, following your letter to him dated 28th June under Environmental Statement Regulation 22.
We have examined the Applicant’s reply and the SVA have further comments and objections to the Application based on this reply.

These comments and objections are IN ADDITION to those contained in our original representation dated June 10th 2016.

 

1. .Adverse effect on Norman Lockyer Observatory
Light pollution from the proposed industrial estate would adversely affect the operations of the Norman Lockyer Observatory, an important facility for research, and observation. This has not been investigated

2. Massing of Buildings
The Applicant shows the type and massing of proposed buildings on the site, although this is only an outline planning application. These buildings are too high, (17m to the ridge), and too large... We object on the grounds that that they are too massive and their size must be reduced.
3. Mix of Building types
As we stated in our previous representation, the Applicant has applied for a mixture of B1, B2 and B8 use, contrary to the Local Plans which states that the onus must be on B1 use. We object on that basis.
4. Access to site
The Applicant has applied for the construction of an access to the northern part of the site. The LP Strategy 26 states that the second phase, (northern part of the site), can only be constructed when 90% of the first phase is built. The northern access must not be built at this time
5. Traffic and Highways
The Applicant’s traffic assessment is based on a split of development, (9120sqm B1, 6840 B2, 6840 B8) which is not allowed in the Local Plan, (this states that all development should have the "onus" on B1 (Strategy 26 in the Local Plan). 
The Applicant’s analysis is based on an opening year of 2014 and a design year of 2019, (6.1 of their report) .Delayed construction, (2019 completion at the earliest) will have a marked detrimental effect on the robustness of the Developers calculation 

The Applicant’s analysis is uses a highly conjectural assignment of traffic of 15% northwards along the A375 through Sidbury. They have given no justification for this split. (7.13 of the Transport report) .
Contrary to the observations of DCC Highways, the proposal , have a marked effect on the safety in Sidford and Sidbury as there are long lengths of highways with no footpaths in many locations in the latter

SVA has asked DCC Highways the following questions, which should be answered before the Highways comments can be considered.
1. Why have you accepted a transport report that is clearly out of date and assumes construction and design year figures which are wrong? 

2. Why have you not taken into account the fact the Developer’s assumed development split is contrary to the LP and that traffic figures will be higher if the LP strategy is implemented? 

3. Why have you not considered the great numbers of tourist vehicles, which are not mentioned in the Developer’s report, which substantially congest the A375 during the tourist season? (See Cllr M. Rixson’s report which shows the congestion) 

4. Why have you not challenged the Developer’s statement (5.10 in their Transport Assessment), that "it seems reasonable to conclude that the surrounding highway network does not suffer from an inherent infrastructure weakness that could be considered dangerous.." when a cursory inspection of School Street in Sidford and the road through Sidbury shows that it does in fact suffer greatly from features that give great risk of danger? (see bullet point 5 above) 

5. Why have you accepted the Developer’s assertion of 15% going northward through Sidbury and why have you not taken into account the sub standard highway and footway network in that village? 

6. On what basis do you assert that the increase in heavy traffic will not be noticeable to the public? 

7. Why have you not taken into account the construction traffic during the probably two year construction period, and made recommendations as to its effect and amelioration? 

