Minutes of the Meeting of Kidlington Parish Council
Held at Exeter Hall, Oxford Road, Kidlington

On Thursday 15th November  2007


      Present:-

Cllr Chris Pack (Chair)






Cllr D Betts





Cllr A Graham





Cllr S Hepworth






Cllr D Holloway






Cllr A Hornsby-Smith

Cllr P Horsley






Cllr G Lawfull






Cllr Carole Pack






Cllr C Robins

     Also present:-

Cllr Maurice Billington

Hugh Williams and Paul Pinkney (both of Cherwell District Council)

Apologies:-


Apologies for absence received from Cllrs T Atsoparthis, J Garlick, D Rae and T Wyse (District Councillors Neil Prestige and John Wyse had also been unable to attend.)

Declaration of Interest: -
None.

38.  

Local Development Framework (LDF)
The Chair welcomed Hugh Williams and Paul Pinkney from the District Council Planning Department to give an overview of the new local development framework system.
Mr Williams tabled a document comparing the old development plan system with the new (see attached).  He added that there was no adopted plan for Cherwell District Council at the present time, meaning that there was a need to push forward with the new system as quickly as possible.  He explained that planning systems were now reliant on policy rather than guidance.

The south-east plan set out the housing figures with which local development frameworks had to comply.  The adopted local development framework would reach to 2026, the same time period as that of the south-east plan.
Mr Williams was asked if the plan was static until 2026, and he explained that there would be an annual monitoring report on the framework, which meant that review could be carried out at all times.  In fact the principle behind the LDF, (a suite of documents), was that it could be reviewed in parts and therefore be more responsive to change during the time frame.

The first stage of the process was the Core Strategy, which was the development plan document.  This set policies to achieve the vision and the objectives for the district.  The document would show urban extensions, but would not include all small sites.  These would be shown in the delivery development plan document (DPD).  That document would include items which were not of strategic importance, and would include a suite of policies to help to determine planning applications.

There would also be a technical map showing the sites and their designations.

Other documents would be supplementary planning documents.  One of these would be on planning obligations, for example developers had to provide support documents such as Section 106 agreements on items such as affordable housing, play areas etc.

There would be other technical development documents, including issues such as climate change.

A timetable had been produced for the production of the DPDs, and the district council was in discussion with the government office of the south-east (GOSE) concerning these, and believed that agreement had been reached.

One of the documents to be produced was a statement of community involvement, setting out who the district council would consult with on policies, and how it would do so.  At the end of the document suite was an annual monitoring report.  If the monitoring indicated an issue, this could be addressed through the framework review.
Mr Williams explained that the core strategy included issues and options, and a number of major studies had come from the consultation process, which would not be ready until the summer 2008.  In September 2008 the District Council would be publishing its preferred option paper, which would be a smaller document than the original consultation, and would set out its preferences for a way forward.  This would be submitted for consultation.  Agreement from within the community would demonstrate that the preferred options paper was in line with the necessary consultations, enabling submission.  The target date for submissions - to the government office - was May 2009.  The mission document required more definition and had to be backed by full support documents.  

The final stage was an examination in public (EIP) with an inspector.  This was a shorter operation than in the old framework, and more informal, concentrating more on a round table discussion.  At the end of the EIP the inspector would report.  The change from the old development plan system was that the district council would be unable to modify the inspector’s report.  The report would be seen as binding.
The District Council had already consulted on sites in the Bicester and central Oxfordshire area, and its purpose had been to get all submitted sites into the open.  The consultation exercise had thrown up some new sites for which a further consultation would be submitted early in the new year.  It was possible that some of these would be centred around Kidlington, but there would be fewer submitted sites than in the previous document.
Although the District Council needed to achieve a preferred options paper for September 2008, it could not progress until it received the inspector’s report on core sites.  The legislation required a test of “soundness”, and the planners were advised that they should not prepare documents until they knew that the core strategy was “sound”.  However there was some confidence following from the GOSE discussion, and Mr Williams was happy that they would be able to proceed.
Cllr Hornsby-Smith stated that the Parish Council welcomed the framework, but had noted that the issues and options paper had suggested that there would be area action plans for Banbury and Bicester.  The parish council submission had been for an area action plan for Kidlington.

Mr Williams commented that there was no intention to produce specific area action plans on any of the core issues.  He advised that for Banbury the regeneration area was being dealt with in the core strategy itself and would be backed up by supplementary documents.
He explained that supplementary planning documents could be produced for specific areas or for any site within an area.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith responded that he may have misunderstood but that he did not think so; and that in his opinion the effective way to plan was through an area action plan.  He said that in the last 15 years there had been no supplementary planning documents for Kidlington - which needed a strategic framework in order to produce a Section 106 funding programme throughout the Kidlington area.  He was disappointed that the document would be a centralised policy document, and he wanted to see coherence.  He imagined that the District Council would produce Cherwell-wide policies on different subjects.
Mr Williams recognised the need for differences throughout the district, and promised that site- specific issues would be looked at within the LDF.  In fact, he felt that the LDF process encouraged place-specific/place shaping, and promised that there would be clear sections in each document referring to this.

A strategy was to be set for the three urban centres, and there would also be identified themes, eg for housing, which would set out an approach for each specific area.

Cllr Betts asked whether the basis for determining planning applications within the framework would mean that matters for determining development control would be largely changed.

Mr Williams concurred that as there was no knowledge of whether the preparatory documents would get through the soundness test and to the end of the process. The framework for decision making would have to be dealt with as it emerged.

The different stages meant engagement of the community throughout the development process.  It implied that the policy changes could not be used until after September 2008.  The government was allowing “saving” of existing policies.
Cllr Graham referred to Kidlington’s desire for an urban design framework plan - which he realised was not part of the strategy process.  He asked whether it could become part of the supplementary planning documentation.  Mr Williams thought it could, but it would need to reflect the objectives set in the policy framework.

Mr Pinkney explained that the urban design framework would not be limited merely to the urban centre.  He was looking at progression early in 2008 for the adoption of principles which would deal with spatial issues within the centre.  The Chair asked how the Parish Council could input into these issues, and Mr Pinkney advised that a vision day organised by the consultation officer, Ms Astrid Blackburn, would be held in January.  He agreed that the parish council would be invited to participate, and promised to inform the council when the vision day was to take place.

Ms Blackburn would then write up a spatial strategy consultation, to be reviewed by the executive in July.  This would move on, together with the business plan/action plan for the Kidlington centre, as a more visionary document.

The Chair referred to the number of documents and anachronisms that were being produced, and understood that this was a document that would shape the community for a long time.  Planning committees would have to relate to it, and he asked whether it would affect day to day planning decisions.
Mr Williams explained that the government was encouraging fewer detailed development control policies, so the document would be less Cherwell specific.  Included in it there would therefore have to be placed specific terms and a requirement to explain the approach.  This would not be necessary where it followed the government approaches.

Certain issues of guidance would have to be followed, eg climate change.  

The Chair asked the officers about the process with regard to the burial ground, and Mr Williams asked if the Parish Council required assistance from the District Council to set up a new site, as it was doing in Bicester.  He said that Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council had raised the issue of diminishing burial space in their response to the issues and options paper.  

The Clerk explained that the council had for some time been pursuing options for a new burial ground site and had appointed outside consultancy support.  Two sites had been identified, but required bore hole testing to produce a report on their appropriateness for burial purposes.  Unfortunately these sites were not yet in the public domain.  Unfortunately, the second site had experienced objections from the tenant farmer, so digging the bore holes had been delayed, and the full report had yet to be received.
Mr Williams said flexibility could be built into the LDF process to allow a site to come forward.  He suggested that there would be no problem if a site was not submitted until March, when the results of the bore holes would be known.
The Chair then asked whether there was any restriction on submitting further development sites (for housing).  It seemed that theoretically submission could be until September 2008, but the planning officers found it difficult to make comparisons that late in the process.

It was explained that there was a requirement of a five year supply for housing, so if a need for new land during the monitoring process was shown, then new sites would have to be considered.

Cllr Graham asked about the eco-towns scheme which he understood were outside the LDF framework.  It was confirmed that Eco-towns could be considered by government even though they were not in the Cherwell District Council planning document.  It was thought that the district would then have to integrate them into the framework, but it was a subject which was not fully understood yet.

In conclusion, Mr Williams commented that brown field sites within the urban centres could continue to come forward, and that windfall sites would not be delayed.  

The Chair thanked Mr Williams and Mr Pinkney for their clear presentation and attendance at the meeting.

39.
Report of County Councillor
The council had received a tabled written report from Cllr Billington, who expanded on certain issues.  In connection with the cabling work connecting the Thames Valley Police south to north, the verges would be checked in the growing season.

Cllr Robins noted comments on the railway station and was aware that the County Council reviewed the project on a regular basis.  It had been a county aspiration for some time but was a low priority due to funding.
Cllr Hornsby-Smith noted that Cllr Billington was meeting the County Council officers relating to the recycling facility at the grain silo and the access to the site, and asked him to raise a number of specific issues.

· Why 36 car parking spaces were being provided for 24 movements per day?
· Why lorries were being allowed as car movements when they were longer vehicles?
· How the County Council had arrived at the assumption of traffic at the roundabout being able to be dispersed; and where it would disperse to?
· The claim that there was little queuing at the roundabout at peak hours, and what was classified as peak times?
· The claim of inefficient access at the traffic lights, to ask whether they were aware of 40 buses at peak hours and the additions would add to the traffic light phasing?
· At the public inquiry, the inspector had stated the bus lanes were specifically for buses, and that he was very definitively against the lane being used by other traffic.  Cllr Hornsby-Smith thought that the delays in submission of the application until January were possibly due to thoughts that the bus lane could be reallocated to accommodate other traffic.
Cllr Betts asked if when Cherwell District Council had unblocked sewers on the Cherwell estate, there had been a charge.  Cllr Billington confirmed that this was not a free service, though where it was of a minor nature, no charges were levied.

Cllr Billington had referred to “rumours” about a recycling plant at Station Fields.  He had said that the County Council had not received any applications.  He was advised that it was an actual application passed to the Parish Council for comment from the County Council.
The Clerk was requested to ask the Highways for a list of highway work throughout Kidlington on an ongoing basis.

Cllr Billington was asked to expand on the progress on the Exeter Road/High Street application, and it showed that the situation was very complicated.  The Council decided to request a written answer, and this was referred to the Chair of the Planning Committee.  

An update was given on an application made to Oxfordshire County Council for a lorry park opposite Stratfield Brake.  However, the motion had been withdrawn prior to the Council meeting.

Comment was made about the cars being parked on the verge in Langford Lane by the car sales showrooms, and this would be referred to the District Council Enforcement Officer.

40.         Minutes
i) Minutes of the Extraordinary meeting of Kidlington Parish Council held on Thursday 19 July 2007: 
The Council had been reminded that these were deferred for signature whilst a check on reference to K1 14 was made.

The Clerk had checked notes and identified that the reference should be to K1 3 – the old rugby ground site where there had been a suggestion by Cllrs Graham and Betts that it would be more suitable for employment than housing.  K1 14 was the land to the rear of Hampden Farm leading off Webbs Way for which there had been unopposed rejection of use as a development site, citing the fact that there was high landscape value to the area.

The paragraph had therefore been amended to include the comments previously attributed to K1 14 into the section referring to K1 3.  The minutes were then agreed and signed as a true record.

ii)
Minutes of the meeting held on Thursday 20th September 2007 were agreed and signed as a true record.

41.
Matters arising from the Minutes of the meeting held on 20th September 2007
i) The workshop (Minute 36(i))
The Chair reported that the workshop had actually gone extremely well and produced some recommendations of which both officers and portfolio members at the District Council were aware.  

ii) Website (Minute 36(ii))


The Chair reported that he and the community projects officer had been working on a review of the website which was receiving 4-5,000 hits per month.

iii) Parking outside the Ovisher (Minute 37(i))

The Council was advised that the order to restrict parking on the slip road outside the Ovisher was about to be signed.

42.     Minutes of Committees
Consideration was given to the minutes of the following committees which were confirmed and adopted:
i) Planning Committee – 27th September 2007

ii) Policy/Finance Committee – 4th October 2007

a)   Fair Trade (Minute 15)

The Council had been recommended to support in principle the issue of Fair Trade and a broader sustainability programme from the Parish Council.  RESOLVED that the Parish Council supported the issue.of Fair Trade in principle, and also a broader sustainability programme which would be reported to the next meeting of the Policy and Finance Committee.

b) Roger Almont’s Charity (Minute 24)

The Chair reported that he had not yet met the new headteacher of Gosford Hill School, but was programmed to do so the following week, where he would mention the Charity.

iii) Finance Committee – 11th October 2007

a) Stratfield Brake pumps (Minute 29(i))

The Chair of the Stratfield Brake Management Committee asked that the Council note that there may be problems with the cost of the sewage pumps, though it was still hoped that this would be covered by insurance.

iv) Planning Committee – 25th October 2007



v)
     Community Committee – 8th November 2007

a) Broadway redesign parking issues (Minute 44)

It was noted that the Traffic Advisory Committee had asked for inclusion of double yellow lines on the south side of the scheme, which the County Highways had agreed to draw up as a hybrid scheme based on the original submitted scheme, and the subsequent one produced by Carl Smith.
b) Project list (Minute 51)

The Chair of the Community Committee recommended that an updated project list be submitted to all councillors for information.
c) “An Inconvenient Truth” (Minute 52)

It was noted that the screening of “An Inconvenient Truth” had been very well attended, and the Community Committee had been requested for use of a room in Exeter Hall for a follow up event, which was likely to be a discussion group to promote “green issues”.

RESOLVED that the Council promote the issue of the environment and was happy to allow the group to do this on their behalf.

d) Memorial stones (Minute 55(i))
The Chair asked for further consideration of this issue, knowing the family was under some strain, but after some considerable consideration the Council agreed that the decision of the Community Committee had been the correct one.
43.    Policy Documents
The Council considered documents recommended for adoption by the Policy and Finance Committee on 4th October as follows:
i) Child Protection Policy

ii) Equal Opportunities Statement

The Council RESOLVED to adopt the code of conduct for the welfare of children (Child Protection Policy) as submitted, and ii) the Council RESOLVED to adopt the equal opportunities statement as submitted, with a request that the comment regarding the Council expecting employees and users of the facilities to treat all members of the public in accordance with the principles should be placed as the first statement.



44.
Finance – Authorisation of Cheques
The Council ratified authorisation of all cheques between 1st September 2007 and 8th      November 2007.
Co-operative Bank plc (current account) - £73,554.72
National Westminster Band - £235.89

Payroll payment report - £33,488.40



45.
Questions to Chair
i)

Sainsbury’s Travel Plan
Cllr Graham had noted that the Sainsbury’s travel plan required a review report in late    November 2007.  He requested that the Clerk write to find out what that report would reveal.  

46.
Reports to Council


i)

Stratfield Brake

Cllr Betts as Chair of the Stratfield Brake Management Committee reported that he believed that relationships with the user clubs were now improving considerably.  Yet again the service level agreement had progressed and should be signed before the next meeting.

He also referred to the already identified potential cost to the pumps, but he also asked the Council to be aware that there were ground maintenance issues which were not the responsibility of the clubs, and which may have to be reviewed within the next year’s budget.


ii)

Exeter Close
The Chair reported further on the proposal for SEEDA funding for a project within the Exeter Close site.
Time has been spent on refining ideas which included increasing the visibility of the site from the main road, cycle/footpath way across to Crown Road, landscaping, new tennis courts and on site equipment.  
The ambitions for the site had gone slightly further; in particular there was submission of the priority relating to the children’s centre, and the expressed needs within the Healthcheck for additional community facilities on the site.  
There was the possibility that new build may be attached to the Forum for a multi-purpose facility and one stop shop and advice (eg CAB type).  This would be a major separate project and was really only at an identification formulation stage.

However, there was a need to get Cherwell District Council on board and the Chair had enlisted the support of the Planning and Housing Portfolio Holder, Cllr Michael Gibbard of Yarnton.  He had been supportive and had attempted to convene a meeting to discuss the practicalities of a proposal.
There had been some officer resistance with lack of understanding as to why the meeting should take place, but it had convened the previous Monday and had been chaired by the Head of Property Services – David Marriott.  The meeting had been encouraging and the District Council had agreed to give support with work for the bid through investigation of ownerships, landscaping etc.  

The Chair believed that the District Council was beginning to realise that Kidlington had done a lot of research work.

It was also noted that Julian Owen – the consultant who had assisted with the Healthcheck – was now helping with the SEEDA bid.

RESOLVED that  standing orders be suspended for 10 minutes, the time being 9.30 pm.
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’.


47.

Site allocation
The Committee needed to consider whether it should put forward a site if it so wished, before the end of year, though recognition was given to the contention of doing so.

The Council understood that the matter could be left till September 2008, giving time to research any project and what could be achieved.

AGREED to continue to research options and make a decision as to whether a development brief could be produced and not to rush forward with any final conclusions.


48.

Any Other Business


i)
Stratfield Brake Committee
The Chair reported that Cllr T Atsoparthis had been unwell and had been unable to attend recent meetings.  He was one of the council representatives from the Stratfield Brake Management Committee and his sickness was putting pressure on the remaining two members.  Cllr Guy Lawfull had agreed to act as substitute for Cllr Atsoparthis in the immediate term.


ii)
Fire Station Risk Management

Cllr Hepworth had spoken to Alan McCall of Kidlington Fire Station, who wanted to talk to the Council about starting changes, and the Clerk was requested to write and ask if a representative from the Fire Station could attend a meeting.


iii)
Remembrance Day Concert

   The Council noted a thank you letter from the Chairman of the Royal British Legion for the help in allowing use of the Exeter Hall to hold a concert in aid of the Poppy Field appeal.  It was too early to say how much money had been made on the night, but it had been felt to be a great success.  The Council would be informed once all expenses were paid of the amount made.
Chair
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