Minutes of Meeting of the Kidlington Parish Council held at 

Exeter Hall on Thursday 25st March 2010



Present
:
Cllr D Betts   (Chair)







Cllr A Dyer







Cllr T Emptage







Cllr A Graham







Cllr A Hornsby-Smith







Cllr R Marshall







Cllr Carole Pack







Cllr Chris Pack







Cllr C Robins







Cllr D Thompson







Cllr M White






District Councillor Doug Williamson and 

County Councillor Mike Gibbard.

Apologies:
Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs D Holloway, D Rae, 

and T Wyse.
Declarations of Interest  :
i) Cllr R Marshall declared an interest in Agenda Item 9 – Station Fields as his employer was the lease holder.
ii) Cllr Betts declared a prejudicial interest in Agenda Item 4 – Presentation by 

North Kidlington School – as a Governor and Lead Governor on the item under discussion.
56.
Minutes

The minutes of the meeting of Kidlington Parish Council held on Thursday 21th January 2010

 were agreed and signed as a true record.

Cllr Betts left the meeting and Cllr Carole Pack took the Chair.

57.
North Kidlington School
The meeting was addressed by Mr Chris Dyer who was the Projects Manager for WS Atkins and Jennifer Makkreel Senior Projects Officer for Oxfordshire County Council.  Mr Dyer presented proposals for the pre-school building to be sited at North Kidlington School.
The County Council had received a funding for a program of 6 pre-schools throughout the county 
of which the North Kidlington School project was one.

Magpies were the current lease holder of the pre-school and would be taking residence of the new building.  

A contract had been placed by Oxfordshire County Council for a 30 place pre-school with 

Eco-canopy.  Currently the project was being worked up to a brief for the building layout.

Consultation was currently taking place to place the building on the site of the existing temporary building which was closer to Benmead Road entrance.  It would be a single storey flat-packed cedar clad building which was both sustainable and maintainable.
The planning application was to be submitted to Oxfordshire County Council by the end of April and scheduled to be considered by the committee on the 12th July.

The building could be easily transported to the site and would be erected within a 2-3 week period.

Cllr Chris Pack asked whether there would be playground space and it was confirmed that there would be a small secure play area adjacent to the premises, it would not be an adventure playground but would be landscaped.  The actual area of the play area had not been finalised as yet but there was an assurance that it would not involve the removal of valued land.

The site of the building was to maximise use of existing dead space and it was understood by the officers that permissions were not required for the removal of playground area where it was classified as dead space.
Cllr Graham was concerned that this was a very restrictive site and the play facilities were below
the expected standard and he was concerned that there could be an impact on proposals for the other buildings on the site.

Ms. Makkreel confirmed that the Early Years advisor had examined the site and agreed that the area taken was acceptable.

Cllr Dyer asked where the building was sourced from and was told that Eco-Canopy was from Hertfordshire.  The County Council had gone through some very strict procurement processes and were assured that maintenance would not be a problem.

Mr Dyer and and Ms. Mackreel were thanked for their attendance and left the meeting.

Cllr Betts returned to the meeting and resumed the Chair.

58.
Core Strategy
The Council welcomed Mr Philip Clerk of Cherwell District Council Planning Team to present
the Draft Core Strategy of the Local Development Framework for Cherwell.  Mr Clerk was accompanied by Ms. Julie King who was the newly appointed Planning Policy Team Leader.

Mr Clerk reminded the Council of the options for growth consultation which had taken place 18 months previously.  He explained that the District Council was now setting draft preferred proposals for a strategy for the development of the District as a whole.

The Council had been guided by the South East Plan which had made a requirement of  13,400 homes to be built in Cherwell District between 2006 and 2026.
The North West Bicester Eco-Town proposal would accommodate approximately 5,000 homes but only 3,000 of these would be within the timescale.  It meant that the target for Bicester would be exceeded by approximately 600 dwellings and gave the opportunity to remove an equivalent number of housing from the rural areas in particular to the southern part of the District.
All committed housing built or with planning permission or reasonable certain to go ahead were included within the numbers.  This reduced the total to 5600 homes to be built apportioned across the district.  The District Council classified any development of 400 plus homes as strategic.

In both Banbury and Bicester there were reserve allocations which would only be released if the preferred site did not come forward or were too slow to meet the deadlines.

The District Council had not thought to allocate actual sites in the villages, they would be mainly smaller sites and the villages had been grouped to accommodate a certain number which could be distributed in any formation.

A small number only (220) was allocated to the grouping in which Kidlington sat.

There were a limited number of policies other than housing within the draft Core Strategy but one 
of these related to the village and town centres.

The Council was advised that the consultation period finished on the 19th April and the final strategy would be approved hopefully by Cherwell District Council September / October 2010.  It would then be returned to the parishes and others for consultation prior to submission to the Secretary of State.  It was expected that the submission would take place December 2010.   The process was for representations at the formal stage.  The Inspector would see the comments and those making their observations may be given the opportunity to speak at the enquiry if the Inspector so determines.

It was anticipated that the enquiry would take place in May 2011 with the report due in September 2011.    If the Inspector deemed the Core Strategy proposals “sound” the District Council was able to adopt them.

The Chairman explained that there was an item on the Council Agenda to discuss the draft response from the Parish Council which had previously been circulated to members.  The proposal had been prepared by Cllr Hornsby-Smith on behalf of the Parish Council in consultation with Cllr’s Chris Pack and Maurice White.  This had been at the resolution of the Policy & Finance Committee.

The Draft Response had been sent through to Philip Clerk for his information so that he had some prior understanding of the questions that he was likely to receive from the Parish Councillors.  Mr Clerk commented that he had understood that the Parish Council had queried why the number of houses had been reduced so dramatically from the issues and options for growth stage.
Mr Clerk was aware that the Parish Council had previously commented with a proposal of upto 
1300 new dwellings.
He explained that 225 of these were on sites within the built up area of Kidlington of which 157 
had already been taken account of including 92 on the site of the Thames Valley Police.
The remaining 1100 were on Green Belt land which presented difficulties for the district in overcoming.

Mr Clerk understood that the 220 split between the groupings in which Kidlington sat was residual for Kidlington and the District Council would have no disagreement on 225 houses for example being allocated to Kidlington if appropriate sites became available.

He referred to the suggestions previously submitted by Kidlington Parish Council on Green Belt land most of which were under the 400 strategic numbers.

The largest and only one that would fit into the strategic category, was for 500+ houses on the old rugby ground which could if accepted be a strategic option in terms of the Core Strategy.

The Council was advised that a piece work was currently taking place which we visited the land opportunities around Kidlington village and may raise 225 houses from non-green belt sites.

Mr Clerk also referred to the Parish Council’s suggestion of 300 dwellings at Campsfield House 
and that in that context he would need to be sure that it was deliverable.  He was unaware of any proposals by the Home Office to close Campsfield House and therefore an allocation on this site could not be relied on.  If it came forward for 300 houses on its own, it would not be considered strategic.

He referred to the land south of Langford Lane which was located in Green Belt and stressed that 

the current policy was to resist land in the green belt.  He agreed that it was possible for the District Council to make minor non-strategic changes within the green belt and to take smaller areas of land out of it if the Council felt it was appropriate but would have to consider the proximity to other areas around Kidlington, which maybe better that employment was concentrated in these areas and all proposals that had been submitted to date had in fact concentrated on employment.

The members were then invited to ask questions.

It was suggested that the police appear to have a plan to stay on the existing site on the Oxford Road and it was accepted that if the Police failed to relocate it would reduce the opportunities for Kidlington.

Cllr Robins understood that the District Council wanted reassurances from the Home Office but suggested that it could work the other way and that the Home Office may be more interested in relocation if it was aware that Cherwell District Council had plans for developments.

He also expressed his concerns that Kidlington was placed within a number of other villages but because of its size.  His view was that it made sense to put Kidlington on its own with its own allocation.

Mr Clerk had responded that the inclusion of Kidlington in a general group reinforced the point that there were limited opportunities for development in Kidlington without inclusion into the Green Belt.  The grouping meant that if a larger total came forward in an individual parish it would reduce the need in the others.
Cllr Hornsby-Smith thought there was a difficult argument in relation to the green-belt and he explained that when the options for the growth paper had been put together, the Councillors doing
so had looked at the value of the land in question.  The Parish Council was anxious not to lose its historic boundaries but had promoted sites eg, Campsfield House, as a brown field site.  He felt that if there was development at Campsfield House, although the rugby field was within the green belt it would be seen as infill in redevelopment terms and could add to sustainability because of its proximity to adjacent employment land.

A lot of the sites that had been put forward were small parts of larger areas that had been promoted and he asked Mr Clerk to what extent it the District Council at the strategic development of what the Parish Council had put forward.
Mr Clerk confirmed that the planners had not looked at the Parish Council’s proposals in that way, but stressed he would not be able to recommend the promotion of Campsfield House unless the site came forward for development.  He was sure that the Home Office knew the value of its assets and would be able to put the case for housing.  If it did come forward at a later stage it could still be considered and the green belt status may not be a problem.  It was however, suggested that the large number of dwellings which the Parish Council had calculated could be put on the total Campsfield House and Rugby site (800), was an over-estimate as the District Council had subsequent to the initial consultation claimed that it had been provided the wrong hectarage.
Cllr Chris Pack referred to the upset of the Parish Council in reference to the boundary of the village centre.  He asked where the decision had been made not to pursue the major development on the Exeter Close site.
Mr Clerk confirmed that the District Council had looked at advice given in 2006 / 07 from the PPS6 study.  In that study the few which he understood had not been accepted by the Parish Council was that the evidence insufficient to assume that there was interest in developing further retail.
If sites were added in to retail area, the District Planners needed to consider the impact on the properties within that area on whether it would be like existent properties.  There was a refresh of the PPS6 assessment which would revisit the capacity information in the light of what had happened in the District since the last time it had been reviewed.
It was confirmed that the Village Centre Management Board would be consulted and that the views recorded in the Kidlington village Health Check would be taken into account.
Cllr Graham asked what would happen if the Secretary of State found the document unsound.  It was explained that under the new rules the concerns were not so much about objection but about the soundness of the plan.

Mr Clerk agreed that the early Core Strategies that had been submitted have had a poor record in being seen as unsound.  To avoid this communication had now improved and there was a closer liaison with the department to ensure that the document was not viewed unsound at the final stage.

He confirmed that it was now possible for the inspector to find part of the document unsound and to be able to able to ask for additions ??????????????????????.       Then the District would have to start again.

Mr Clerk was thanked for his attendance and left the meeting.

The Chair proposed that the item for consideration of the circulated draft report be moved to follow on from the presentation.

Cllr Graham proposed and Cllr Dyer seconded to defer consideration of the draft to a special meeting to discuss it prior to the Planning Committee scheduled for the 15th April.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith apposed this suggestion saying that it would give limited time before the consultation deadline of 19th April to bring a new document  together.  The proposal was brought to a vote and was lost 5 votes to 4.

The Chair confirmed that the Policy & Finance Committee had given a brief to Cllr Hornsby-Smith to confer with other selected members of the Council to produce the submitted draft document.

Cllr Graham referred to the individual sites shown at the beginning of the document and wanted to revisit these and the numbers but Cllr Robins saw that the statement was a historical record of the sites put forward in 2007, but the consultation moved beyond.

Cllr Dyer was worried that in submitting the draft it was re-issuing a document that had previously been rejected.  

Cllr Hornsby-Smith disagreed, and felt that the District Council had failed to listen and the Parish Council now needed to stress the need for more housing within Kidlington and to sustain the village centre.

Cllr Graham insisted that the response should be a free-standing document.

The Chair felt that the process needed to be gone through.
Cllr Graham left the meeting at 8.55pm

The Council looked at the draft response and Cllr Hornsby-Smith explained that in summary the points made.  He said that the vision of the document claimed to revitalise the urban centres but given no thought to the means to provide this revitalisation.
Kidlington Parish Council was in disagreement with Cherwell District Council over the special strategy and with regard to the 14th Strategic Objectives found that these similar to the vision were not followed through in sufficient detail.

The Council was not in agreement with the overall distribution of housing nor with the locations.  It had not been thought appropriate for Kidlington Parish Council to refer to the reserve locations of the sites which related to Banbury and Bicester.

The Parish Council as stated previously had a fundamental disagreement with the housing numbers and had stressed that it was more interested in why there was a need for housing to turnover to sustain the village centre.  It had been inappropriate to comment on the windfall determination in villages, but agreed with the District Councils policies to affordable homes and this was one of the criteria for why Kidlington wanted more development.

Strategic employment locations and strategic land values were not relevant to Kidlington nor was the relocation of Banbury United Football Club.  However, reference had been made to the Kidlington Health Check top request for pedestrianisation of High Street and to the designation of the village centre which was against the consultations and presentations of the Kidlington residents.

????  Trish to read this through carefully again ????

In regard to comments on the Draft Core Strategy the response referred to the quoted PPS6 Health Check assessment on the centre, which had advised that there was a need for more convenience stores which had apparently been flagged up due to interest expressed by Lidl.
In fact the evidence was that the opposite was the case, and that there was insufficient comparison stores.  
It was noted that comment had been made of no detail on the canal within Kidlington though this had been majored as an area of interest within Banbury and Bicester.
It was thought that the impact of the Chiltern Railway application was relevant and Cllr Hornsby-Smith claimed that there had been the discouragement of growth of Kidlington because of the perceived traffic problems but in fact there had been no major growth to the community for 30 years because of its location within the district it was in fact the sustainable area.

It was explained that it was often overlooked that Kidlington offered counter commuting capability if looked at in the context of Oxford City.  This had been demonstrated by the location of Elsevier, where commuters traffic went against the normal flow.

The recommendations in the issues and options consultation had been looking to meet housing need.  The intention of submitting the old rugby site for housing rather than employment had been based on the proposals of the northern gateway employment centre advocated by within the City Council core strategy in concern as to whether more employment was needed within the constrained area.  This was why the Parish Council had concentrated on the position of housing.  

Cllr Dyer asked how the Council had come to the figure of a need for housing and asked whether it was to cater for immigration to the area or for local people.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith explained that the District Council Housing Survey (Fordham Study), had been undertaken and had quite rightly been criticised in view of its methodology.  A further study had however, revealed 370 need within the district including Kidlington.

The building suggestions within Kidlington had not been made to get rid of the large housing waiting list but to contribute and to gain a benefit for the retail area.

Cllr White referred to his experience with demographics and for the school and stated that the number of immigrant families within Kidlington was small though there were large number of temporary groups in rented accommodation in particular students.

The big problems facing Kidlington was the provision of housing for the young people and in particular for key workers.  
It was noted that there was reference to a sustainable appraisable in the Core Strategy document but it was not there.  Cllr Gibbard believed that it would be included in the next round of consultation.  The Council RESOLVED to submit the circulated draft as its response to the District Councils’ Draft Core Strategy.

59.
Committee Minutes

A consideration was given to the minutes of the following Committees which were confirmed and adopted.

Planning Committee


-
14th January 2010

Community Committee 

-
4th February 2010

Planning Committee


-
11th February 2010

Policy & Finance Committee

-
25th February 2010

Planning Committee


-
11th March 2010

60.
Annual Parish Meeting

There were no items raising at the Annual Parish Meeting which had been held the previous week though members had been circulated with an assessment of the responses to a questionnaire distributed at the meeting on communications.  It was recognised that this was just a snapshot of views taken at the meeting.
The Chair reported that comments that had been fed back to him separately had been that the meeting had been too packed with two major items presented.

61.
Finance

i) Authorisation of Cheques

The Council ratified authorisation of all cheques between 19th November 2009 and 1st February 2010.

Co-Operative Bank Place (Current Account)
-
£110,654.74

Payroll Payment Report



-
£33,761.33

ii) Precept

The Council had previously been circulated with a report relating to the precept and the Chairman explained that at the meeting held on 21st January the Council had agreed to set a precept at 4% with no specific figure.  The intention had been to take money from reserves.  The notification to the District Council had not included the reserve and the net effect was that the Council tax bill had been higher than the resolution.  
Legal advice had been obtained and the Chair felt that there was a need for transparency, and the options were to do nothing which was unacceptable, to re-bill residents at a cost which would exceed the additional 2% and pose a reputational risk or to ratify the precept levied in the sum of £548,206.

RESOLVED  to recommend :-

i) To agree to the revised precept of £548,206 noting that this would not require contribution from reserves.

ii) To agree to measure to be adopted for the budget setting in future years to include :-

· Chairman of Committees – discuss service priorities with the RFO in May / June to give sufficient guidance to prepare committee draft budget.
· Draft budgets agreed by each Committee in September.

· Policy & Finance Committee to consider the committee budgets and to 

agree a recommendation to Council with a final precept figure at its meeting in November.

· Council to ratify a precept at its meeting in December.

· The precept submission to be prepared by the RFO, and signed off by both the RFO and the Clerk before submission to Cherwell District Council.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith welcomed the staged presentation and confirmed that he had found budget process in the current year as a confusing one.

It was RESOLVED to suspend Standing Orders 1(a) to allow for the meeting

to continue till 10pm.
62.
Pedestrianisation of High Street

The Council had received a circulated report relating to the proposed pedestrianisation scheme for High Street.

It was noted that the Parish Council meeting of 19th November 2009 had resolved to support an option to implement a pedestrianised core period of 10.00am till 16.30 with exemptions to owner access and emergency vehicles and for postal operators with limited disabled parking in the western area of the High Street.  As part of the project brief the project team had asked for the Parish Council’s view on cycling as part of the management of vehicles / pedestrian management.  The group had discussed whether there should be a ban on cycling and suggested that although cycling should be encouraged and recognising the Sustrans Route, there was a danger of a loss of feeling of pedestrian safety if cycling was permitted.  There would be minimal enforcement but it was noted that failure to dismount could be of a criminal offence and the cyclist would be liable in the event of an accident.
The Parish Council RESOLVED to support the suggested option by the Kidlington Centre Management Board for an advisory route asking cyclists to dismount when passing through the western end of High Street.

63.
Reports to Council

Cllrs Gibbard and Williamson reserved any reports to the next Council Meeting in view of the lateness of the hour.

Both Cllr Gibbard and Williamson were thanked for attending what had been a long meeting.

RESOLVED “in view of the confidential nature of the business about to be transacted 
it is advisable in the public interest that the press and public be temporarily excluded and they 
are instructed to withdraw|”

Cllr Marshall left the meeting.

64.
Station Fields

The Committee considered a report prepared by the Clerk in regard to renewal of the lease for the Station Fields Allotments site, and RESOLVED to accept the terms of the proposed lease to include the reversal of annual rental as £100 and the lease term being 6 years and 360.

However, the Council asked that the clause relating to the payment of the landlords legal fees be removed and requested that the Clerk negotiate on this.

The Clerk was permitted to negotiate terms without returning to Council.

????? Reversal of confidential session ?????
Cllr Marshall returned to the meeting.
65.
Questions to the Chair.

Morton Close.

There was no progress in regard to the land at Morton Close.

66.
Reports to Council

i) St Marys Field

It was noted that the application to TOE for funding for the paths had been refused.

but that alternative grant funding options were being sought.
ii) One Stop Shop

There was nothing to report, but new councillors requested that from training be put together on this issue.



iii).
Sara Hepworth
The Chair reported the resignation of Sara Hepworth.  The vacancy had been advertised and no election request had been forthcoming.

The process had therefore commenced for co-option at the next Council meeting.  
The Chair confirmed that the resignation had been made with regret and due to 
family circumstances.  He reported that Sara had written a letter for the Kidlington News about being a Parish Councillor.  Her resignation left some vacancies in representation and bodies of these and others may require temporary replacements pending the  Annual Council in May.  
Chair.
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