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EAST THAME RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION

Reference: P20/S2593/O

Outline planning permission (landscaping reserved), to provide a Health Centre (D1), up to 75 bedroom Care Home (C2), up to 51 Assisted Living Units(C2), up to 110 Pupil Day Nursery (D1), New Vehicular and Pedestrian Accesses, Engineering (including Ground Modelling) Works, Infrastructure Works (including Drainage Works and Utilities Provision), Car Parking, Lighting and Landscaping.
A. Input of health providers
There is no obvious involvement of our current GP practices, Rycote and Unity Health in the preparation of this specific proposal, nor is there from any other health bodies in Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire such as Oxfordshire Clinical Commissioning Group, Buckinghamshire Clinical Commissioning Group, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust or Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust. These organisations would variously commission and run services from the proposed health centre.
It would be reasonable to expect that they should be supportive of this proposed development and that at the very least they would have provided a statement of need for the new facility.
The Planning Statement makes reference to various strategy documents from the CCG’s and health trusts locally and highlights discussions with the current GP surgeries over the last two years but there is no hard evidence of endorsement of this plan by any of these bodies.
Furthermore, the list of organisations listed on SODC website which have been invited to respond to this application does not include any of these above organisations. This seems most unusual and leads one to conclude that this is a speculative application by the developers that lacks support from our healthcare providers. 
It must be a concern that if this major development was to be given the go ahead it may result in a facility that does not meet the needs of our healthcare providers locally. The development of a new health centre is a part of Thame’s strategic infrastructure and must therefore have the buy-in of the relevant health authorities. The pre-application discussions emphasised, and required, the inclusion of the needs of Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Trusts. 

It is vital that clear and comprehensive direction is given by the ‘Healthcare Authorities’ and not assumed or contrived by a developer. The latter are currently and obviously focussed on the Covid 19 emergency.

The Thame Neighbourhood Plan acknowledged the need to ensure the adequacy of health facilities in a growing town. It did not, however, identify the location, scale or fundamental nature of that enhanced provision. The latter should properly be part of the proposed version 2 of that plan and produced in association with all interested parties. 

B. Appearance, facilities and siting of the Health Campus 

The edge of town location of the site means that the development will have a significant visual impact on the approach to the town. The current layout and design lack any acknowledgement of the sensitivity of the location.

There is precedent further along Howland Road and on Wenman Road for buildings to be set well back from the road with bunding and tree planting to soften the impact. 

The vernacular style for this area of Thame is red brick not the varied, haphazard, style (Bauhaus with Lego) adopted by this proposal.

The proposed location of the health centre itself (within the site) prohibits expansion except by means of additions to the proposed structure; the construction of which would mean disruption to the centre. Expansion is already signalled by the intention of the Unity Health practice to consult its patients on the future of its Long Crendon satellite practice (2500 patients)- see parking below. This potential- there are other satellites- has been ignored.

The plan to relocate all the facilities at the community hospital (‘Community Hub’) has not been followed through or fully allowed for. It does not make sense to have separate locations to treat the same medical issues. The aim was to provide a comprehensive solution.

The proposals for the ability of GP services to have standing availability of beds in the care home for urgent need (for geriatric care) appear to have been forgotten or dealt with in a cursory manner.

The crowding of buildings on this site without full justification amounts to overdevelopment. For example, the nursery has barely any space for outdoor play. The care home has expanded by 25% since the pre-application! The density goes against design
principles for an edge of settlement development which and is more akin to a city centre plaza.





C. Pedestrian and Cycling Access to the site.

A great deal is made in the application about the sustainability of the site and this in large part is attributed to its accessibility by active travel modes. The site is a green field on the eastern outskirts of the town situated on a busy roundabout outside the perimeter road. There are currently no pedestrian or cycle links directly to the site, therefore accessibility will be reliant on the inclusion of footway and cycleway infrastructure to serve the site within the application. 
For people with cars or travelling from outside Thame the proposed site is conveniently located.  However, many people who will regularly have to use the Health Centre will be elderly residents who may not drive.  Hence how will non-drivers get to the new hub and cross the bypass safely? The proposals are not convincing.

To establish a baseline travel pattern for the site a mode split has been calculated based on Journey to Work data from the South Oxfordshire Area. Whilst some journeys to the site will be made by employees of the site the vast majority will be made by patients, elderly living on the site, or parents dropping off and picking up children. The mode of travel to the site must be expected to be a different mix than a place of employment and much more likely to be in a vehicle than on foot or by bicycle. The baseline calculation must therefore be suspect.

The presentation at the public exhibition held during the pre-application process states that the Health Campus development could

“establish a positive relationship between the potential development and Howland Road and the residential community to the west by presenting active building frontages and facades to Howland Road and by establishing an environment alongside Howland Road that will be attractive to use to pedestrians and / or cyclists”
and
“create a shared use path leading to a toucan crossing to the south of the site which would connect to the lightly trafficked Towersey Road and a footway leading to refuge islands on the roundabout at the Kingsey Road junction to the north of the site which would connect into the existing footway on Kingsey Road”

These objectives are not achieved in this application.

Pedestrian Access
Howland Road
The proposals presented at the pre-application exhibition showed a toucan crossing close to the Towersey Road pedestrian access on to Howland Road. This would provide a safe crossing on Howland Road but wouldn’t be close enough to the roundabout for pedestrians coming from Kingsey Road to use.
The application seeks to address this problem by moving the crossing nearer to the Kingsey Road roundabout, just beyond the Fanshawe Road access which brings another set of issues
· The crossing is too close to Fanshawe Road as drivers turning left out of the road will be looking right and will not have time to react to a red light on turning out.
· A section of footway shown highlighted pink on the map at the end of Fanshawe Road does not exist in the last section and in fact is part of the front garden of No.2. The drawing of this footway across this privately owned land is either a gross and lazy error or a violation of the owners’ rights and is misleading as to ease of pedestrian access to the development site. The Association confirmed, with the residents, ownership of the land against the Land Registry records. Any attempt to narrow the road to create the footway would be extremely dangerous and contrary to highway standards.
Pedestrian and cycle access for a significant number of residents would be via Howland Road from the side roads of Pickenfield and Pearce Way and the link to the Phoenix Trail cycle path is on this section of road. There is currently no continuous footpath beyond the Pickenfield access on the east side of the road. There is a short pedestrian / cycle link in front of the Groves and Windles employment site on the western side of the road that links to the Phoenix Trail.

To ensure this development is sustainable it should include a pedestrian cycle link all to way from the Phoenix Trail to Kingsey Road roundabout by providing the missing sections.

The toucan crossing should be moved to the original proposed location near to Towersey Road and an additional crossing provided on Kingsey Road.
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Kingsey Road
Kingsey Road, west of the roundabout is a busy road, and it is essential to provide a safe crossing. There are no footpaths on the south side of Kingsey Road or from Queens Road. 
The site plan conveniently does not show this area.  

[image: ]There is no traffic island and there are no traffic lights. 
At the junction with Tythrop Way pedestrians quite frequently cross the road at this point to access footpaths and the Rugby Club and can often be seen dashing across to avoid cars coming off the roundabout. It is currently a hazardous crossing point and this application does nothing to improve this for the increased number of pedestrians who would cross here to access the Health Campus many of whom would be the less able-bodied, infirm and parents with young children trying to cross it is a concern.

A traffic light controlled pedestrian crossing should be installed to cross Tythrop Way from Kingsey Road to the Rugby Club.

Tythrop Way
There is currently no pedestrian or cycle path along Tythrop Way, however there is a wide grass verge along the western side all the way to the Aylesbury Road (A418) roundabout. The application takes no account of pedestrian or cycle access from the side roads Vane Road, Cromwell Avenue or Roundhead Drive to the site.

A pedestrian / cycle path should be created in the grass verge from the Kingsey Road roundabout to the Aylesbury Road roundabout

The proposed footway on the Rugby Club corner should be extended further parallel to Whites Farm Allotments to an additional traffic light crossing across Kingsey Road into the site nearer to the main vehicle access point. 

These additional footpaths would have the advantages of being a straightforward pedestrian route from the Town Centre, easier and safer access to the Health Campus, Chinnor Rugby Club, and the Thame to Haddenham and Kingsey Public Footpath Network.
Also, a traffic light crossing on Kingsey Road just before the main site access would act to slow down traffic approaching the Roundabout from the Kingsey / Princes Risborough Direction.  




Wider cycle network
The proposal choses to highlight the Thame Neighbourhood Plan aspirations for improved walking and cycling provision but does nothing practical to contribute towards achieving them.
The Thame to Haddenham cycle way is a long-held aspiration that until very recently looked like it would become a reality when funding became available through the Oxfordshire Growth Board. We have heard in the last few weeks that this funding has been withdrawn. There will undoubtedly now be another significant delay to delivering this cycleway. The preferred route has been changed and it cannot be certain that it won’t change again. The majority of the route falls within Buckinghamshire so may rely on funding from across the county border. Whichever route the cycle path eventually takes it will link into Thame somewhere along Tythop Way. 
For sustainable links to Haddenham and the station and Long Crendon a pedestrian / cycle path along Tythrop Way should be included. 
The network of footpaths and Bridleways shown on the TNP plan do not represent a practical means of access to the Health Campus, the only exception being the Phoenix Trail. These are unsurfaced footpaths used for recreational purposes, some of which are flooded and unpassable for much of the winter. The roads do not have cycle lanes and are only used by the most fit, confident and experienced cyclists, and certainly not by the average visitor to the Health Campus site. It is very misleading to imply that they represent a contribution to the sustainability of the site.
Cycle racks
Covered cycle stands should be provided in front of all buildings on the site.

D. Public Transport to the site.

Regarding public transport, the only meaningful, concrete, proposal by the Applicant is to site a bus stop on Howland Road outside the proposed site.  Given the limited bus services in the area this is adequate, particularly given this will be a vital service for old and less bodied people who may not have access to a car.
Other key deficiencies in the plan include:
· Section 5.3.25 to 5.3.35 of the travel plan describes local bus and rail links, curiously highlighting public transport connections with Oxford, Aylesbury, High Wycombe, Banbury and London.  However, the majority of people that will access the health hub services are local people within the town and surrounding area.  The plan places little emphasis on how local residents will access the site particular the elderly, less bodied and those without a car.  The very people who need access to this facility the most have been omitted and not considered in the travel plan.

· The travel plan describes the two bus services (280 and 40) that pass the proposed site but these are run by different companies and provide hourly services.  Both services make limited stops within Thame with their primary purpose of linking Thame Town Centre with surrounding towns.

· Chapter 6 of the Applicants travel plan makes much about the 280 service that currently provides a circular clockwise route past the proposed site (i.e. via East Street, Kingsey Road, Howland Road, Wenman Road, Thame Park Road, and Park Street).  The applicant implies this will lead to on average, a half hour service that passes the Site and links with Thame town centre.  Unfortunately, the Aylesbury to Oxford 280 service and the reverse Oxford to Aylesbury service are timetabled to stop at Howland road within 2 minutes of each other, so in practice a 280 bus will stop at the site approximately hourly, meaning some patients using this service would have to arrive up to an hour early for their appointment.

· By siting the Health Campus on the edge of the town on a green field site off the bypass, it is conveniently located for people with cars. The applicant’s own data predicts a growth in trips of which 80% will be via motor vehicles, these additional trips seems counter to the Town Council’s objective to reduce carbon emissions within the town.

· The applicant states that the travel plan will set a target for 5% of users to use public transportation, this is based on ‘Journey to Work’ data in the South Oxfordshire Area rather than data on journeys to GP services, nurseries etc.  Given the proposed location of the site and lack of regular, convenient public transport this target appears unrealistic.  The Applicant has committed to conduct a survey upon completion of the development but there is not commitment on what action would be taken if the objective is missed.

· As part of the travel plan, The Applicant is also proposing to distribute ‘travel welcome packs’, ‘cycling buddy schemes’, ‘cycle weeks’ and other promotional events.  However, without safe pedestrian access, safe bicycle routes and regular/convenient public transport this will be ineffectual particularly as many users will be elderly, immobile or accompanying young children

· The location of the bus stop on Howland Road will cause congestion from the roundabout and potential danger to cars exiting from Fanshawe Road. It should be inset.

In conclusion, the only meaningful, concrete proposal by the Applicant is to site a bus stop on Howland Road outside the proposed site.  Given the limited bus services in the area this is inadequate.
Investment from the developers should be demanded to enable proper provision of public transport, preferably on a local hopper bus service.  Without this elderly, immobile patients who will have the most need for this facility will find accessing these critical services difficult.
E. Parking
Parking facilities threaten to be inadequate by reason of lack of adequate assessment and provision:
a. A total of 170 car parking spaces will be provided for staff and visitors to the development as follows: Health Centre 95, Care Home 25, Assisted Living 28, Nursery 22. 
b. The proposal is silent on the number of people working on site and their car parking requirements. This in contradiction of the OCC Highways requirement dated 21st Sept 2018 (under SODC Ref P18/S2818/PEJ) that stated: “We will require the developer to adhere to the SODC parking standards for new developments, however, information should be provided about number of staff and shift work patterns for the care home and assisted living centre, so we can reach a conclusion.” Information is absent and since then the Nursery (110 places) has been added to buildings’ provision as well as the capacity increased in the case of the Care Home & Assisted Living spaces.
c. The approach to controlling staff travel by car stretches credibility. Theoretical intentions with regard to encouragement to staff cycling, car sharing etc are useless without an appreciation of staff numbers and shift patterns. Apart from the Health Centre, the number of care beds (75), assisted living flats (51) and nursery places (110) imply very significant staff levels. With full employment in Thame the likelihood of car travel is high. Appreciating the need for, and ensuring the provision of car parking, must be done in advance and not when damage to neighbours’ amenity values has become severe.
d. If the car parking demands payment, as currently, the effects listed above will only be exacerbated.
e. There is a significant danger that Fanshawe Road, Brett Close and Putman Close will become a staff, or overflow, car park for the Health Campus destroying residents’ amenity value. This threat should be dealt with now rather than left to events as the Travel Plan signals by wishing to include local residents in review groups. The above-named roads are two-thirds shared access only so making additional car parking difficult because of narrower access. There is also potential for Churchill Crescent, Vane Road, Griffin Road (shared access), Whittle Road (shared access) and Towersey Road to be affected by overflow parking.
f. Given there is a suggestion that Unity might plan to close outlying surgeries and that the hub might become a regional centre for some other health services (thus increasing numbers requiring to travel from outside the locality) applying the Bucks CC Zone 2 requirement figure would be appropriate. This is the less accessible zone. That sees the parking requirement for health centres as 1 space per 14m sq. That would therefore require 173 spaces (2,418/14) - almost doubling the proposed allocation FOR THE HEALTH CENTRE ALONE. 2418 sq. metres is the proposed size of the Health Centre without any expansion.
CONCLUSION
From the original intentions, this development is falling short in its ability to deliver. It ignores, skates over or misleads in terms of its ability to address fundamental problems. You are left with the impression that it maximises value for the developer rather than secures a first rate and long-term health centre for town residents. Outline permission should not be granted unless and until the fundamental problems are tackled and satisfactory solutions found in advance. The Travel Plan, in particular, comes over as a ‘smokescreen’ which will allow damage to residents’ amenity and quality of life.
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