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

On Thursday 3rd April 2008

      Present:-

Cllr Chris Pack (Chair)






Cllr D Betts





Cllr S Bird

Cllr A Graham





Cllr D Holloway
Cllr A Hornsby-Smith

Cllr P Horsley






Cllr Carole Pack






Cllr D Rae






Cllr C Robins





Cllr T Wyse



Also present:-
Mary Harpley, Chief Executive, Cherwell District Council







and Mr Dominic Ward, Deputy Head, Gosford Hill School
Public participation
Mr Dominic Ward introduced himself as the Deputy Head of Gosford Hill School and explained that he was speaking in relation to Item 7 of the Agenda concerning youth work in Kidlington.  For some time a group representing the church, school and residents had been meeting because they were keen to expand youth provision within Kidlington.  They were aware that support was provided in a number of different ways, and they were looking for outreach work to complement what currently existed.  

There was a general awareness that a number of young people do not connect with the existing provision.

There was a view that youth services were under-resourced within Kidlington, and the group were trying to find resources to fund a youth worker.  Financial pledges had been received from the churches, and the school was offering accommodation and administrative support.

It was estimated that there would be a need for approximately £24,000 per year over a five year period, amounting to nearly £150,000.  For obvious reasons, the group could not achieve that level of funding alone and wished to make application to other sources including the Chill Out Fund.

The group was aware that the Parish Council wanted to see improvements to youth work, and was asking for support from the Council.  For example, it would be helpful if the Parish Council could be quoted on an application form as supporting the project.

Mr Ward was asked whether Anthony Sayle - the northern area youth officer - had been approached, and this was confirmed.

Cllr Rae pointed out that previous application had been made to the Chill Out Fund and money had been granted when the Parish Council was trying to obtain Friday night sessions at the Forum Youth Centre.  

Pledges of financial support had in fact been received from the District Council as well as the Parish Council, but unfortunately there had been problems with recruitment and only one officer had been appointed.  For that reason the money had been directed into evening outreach service.  It was noted that the Council had been represented in the search for improved youth provision by Cllrs Tracey Wyse and Sara Hepworth.

Comment was made by councillors that there was no doubt that there was a need for greater provision in Kidlington, and the Parish Council was committed to seeing improvements and wanted to support those aiming for this, but at the current time there was an uncertainty how this could be done.  They acknowledged that there were different approaches to youth provision, and that these needed to be integrated.


      Apologies:
Apologies for absence received from Cllrs J Garlick, S Hepworth and G Lawfull. 

The Council heard that Cllr Lawfull was recovering from a minor operation and sent their best wishes.


Declaration of Interest: -  Cllr Graham declared a personal and non-prejudicial interest in the item relating to Eco-towns, in view of the fact that his employer (English Partnership) had been quoted at the recent announcement as participating in the selection procedures, though he had no personal involvement in this.
Cllr Robins declared a personal interest in the item relating to youth work in his capacity as Chairman of the Churches Together.
Cllr Rae declared a personal interest in the issue relating to bus passes, though it was noted that a number of councillors, being aged over 60, also had a personal interest in this matter.


15.
Reports of County and District Councillors

The Council were circulated with reports from District Councillor John Wyse and County Councillor Maurice Billington, as well as a report on County Council matters from the leader of the County Council, Cllr Keith Mitchell.

A request was made for a more detailed report on the proposed recycling plant at Gosford grain silo, in particular when it was to be determined.

Cllr Pack also promoted the Cherwell Link, which was distributed to all households, and referred to the Inside Cherwell publication, which was for councillors only.  He identified the new Cherwell District Council website, which had been launched the previous day, together with the one stop shop facility at Bodicote House.

Mary Harpley added that the new website had received immediate triple A accessibility standard and was particularly set up to improve transactions.

Cllr Pack added that the Parish Council was anxious to have a one stop shop in Kidlington, and was following progress of the Bodicote House trial with interest.


16.
Minutes
a) 
10th January 2008
The Minutes of the meeting held on 10th January 2008 were agreed and signed as a true record.

b) 
Extraordinary Meeting 21st February 2008

The Minutes of the extraordinary meeting held on 21st February 2008 were agreed and signed as a true record.

c) 
Extraordinary Meeting 20th March 2008

The Minutes of the extraordinary meeting held on 20th March 2008 were agreed and signed as a true record, with the amendment on the seventh paragraph of page 2, Minute 63, to read “recycling warm air” instead of “area”.

17. Matters Arising from the Minutes of the above Meetings 


i)
   Local Development Framework (Minute 50(i))
This had been further considered at the Extraordinary Council Meeting, and there was an item on the agenda to consider new site submissions.

ii) Sainsbury’s Travel Plan (Minute 50(v))

A monitoring report had been received by Sainsbury’s and forwarded to the District Council Planning Office.  It would be discussed at the forthcoming Policy Committee Meeting.

iii) CCTV (Minute 54(i))

Members were advised that a new camera pole had now been erected in High Street to take the CCTV.  The street lighting would be attached to the same column and the adjacent street lighting column would be removed when the new pole was connected.

However, there had been no consultation by Cherwell District Council regarding the actual position of this new column, which had been placed within the pitch of one of the market stalls.

It had been discussed with officers of Cherwell District Council, together with a complaint on the lack of consultation.

The officer in question had apologised, but it was important to stress to the District Council that officers must remember that their actions could impact on other people.

iv) Shipton Quarry (Minute 58(iv))

The announcement on the shortlist for eco-town bids had been made that morning.  Shipton Quarry had not been included, but the Council were reminded that the County Council had approved plans to build up levels on the site to allow for car storage.

18. Minutes of Committees

Consideration was given to the minutes of the following committees which were confirmed and adopted:

i) Planning Committee 17th January 2008

ii) Planning Committee 14th February 2008

iii) Planning Committee 13th March 2008

iv) Community Committee 24th January 2008


i) 
Exeter Close (Minute 57(vii))


Question was asked about the consultation with residents relating to a fair at, and it was  

reported that as there was no likelihood of the fair taking place in the current year, consultation would be carried out later in the year.

v) Policy Committee 7th February 2008


i)
Stratfield Brake pumps (Minute 49(i)): Cllr Betts reported that Cllr Rae as District Councillor had managed to negotiate a 75% payment by Cherwell District Council towards the cost of the tanker emptying.
It was agreed that this needed to go to the Management Committee for acceptance, and Council asked for the Management Committee to negotiate as high as it possibly could.


vi)

Finance Committee 21st February 2008
19.

Extending Youth Work Provision in Kidlington
The Council had been circulated with a letter from Revd Hilary Campbell, asking for support in applying for an extension to youth work provision within the community.

This had been addressed by Mr Dominic Ward during the public participation session, and Cllr Wyse updated the Council with a request for general support for its objectives.  She explained that this was a long process and that the funding issue had been a major hurdle.
The Council did not want to duplicate on any services and hoped that Jill Rivick, who was part of the extended schools initiative, would be involved, and this was confirmed.

The Chair stated that the Parish Council was supporting by providing representation on the Committee, but the dilemma that was faced was how it could physically support their actions.  It was thought that there should be a more careful look at all the provisions for the young within Kidlington, and requested that a small group of councillors look into this.

Cllr Rae expressed her disappointment at how efforts to achieve an improved service for the youth in Kidlington had panned out.

It was agreed that a small sub-group consisting of Cllrs Wyse, Holloway and Hepworth should meet to work up a strategy for the Parish Council and that, having done so, they should speak to representatives from all local groups dealing with youth within Kidlington.
Cllr Hornsby-Smith recognised the importance of working with young people and in view of the attendance of the Chief Executive at the meeting, asked if the District Council could be proactive in reinstigating support.  Mrs Harpley agreed and considered that a similar discussion could be held anywhere within the District.  She would try to work out the best way to talk to the County Council.

The Chair stated that in his view the extension of provision should be seen as an opportunity to stimulate young people.  The community was doing good work with providing services, but this was not being reflected in the priorities of the County Council.

20.                Local Development Framework: Additional Sites Submission

The Council had been circulated with a draft response to supplemental consultation on site allocations, issues and options, new and amended sites, and was asked to agree the principles relating to the submission.
The Council confirmed its opposition to a coalescence of settlements between Begbroke and Kidlington, and to development of the Green Belt unless it was to provide for affordable housing.  The Council continued to support the view of affordable housing provision on the site of Campsfield House and at the old Gosford All Blacks Rugby Football Club site.  It wanted to maintain its boundaries into Oxford and against Yarnton/Begbroke.

The maintenance of the Green Belt was considered to be especially important where it bordered the Mill Street end of The Moors.

The Council was in agreement with the response (Annexe A as attached) with some minor technical amendments of a planning nature, including the white paper and housing needs surveys issues which were quoted.  
The Chair reported to the Council that there had been approach from an agent acting on behalf of a company wishing to develop the old rugby site at Langford Lane for a technical science park area, and they had requested attendance at a Council meeting as part of their consultation on a planning submission.  It was agreed that they should be invited to attend the forthcoming Policy Committee meeting, and that all Council members could be invited to attend the presentation.


21.

Concessionary Bus Passes
The Chair reported on a furore surrounding the new national bus pass scheme which had come into operation on 1st April.
Cherwell District Council executive had taken a decision in September that had not been generally picked up by other councillors.  Basically the new national scheme had core times which commenced at 9.30am and Cherwell District Council had adopted this as a starting time instead of the previous 9am start that had applied for the previous scheme.

It was not just the over 60s that were affected by the bus passes, but a number of other vulnerable groups, and carers’ organisations were lobbying for a reconsideration.  As a councillor he had received many phone calls and Age Concern had produced a petition which would be held in the Parish Council offices.
Mrs Harpley as Chief Executive was invited to explain the rationale behind the decision which she said had been triggered by two influences.  Firstly the previous bus pass scheme had already been costing the District Council more than predicted, as not all costs were covered by the government.

Also the decision had to be made in the summer when the exact details of the new scheme had not been available, and there was no knowledge of how many would take up the passes.

The decision that had been taken by the executive had been taken with some reluctance and in view of the problems that this appeared to be causing, the leader of the council, George Reynolds, had said that after a six months trial period the scheme would be reviewed.

Cherwell and Vale of White Horse District Councils were the only two within Oxfordshire that had implemented the 9.30am start.
Cllr Hornsby-Smith said that when he had left Cherwell District Council as a councillor there had been £17.5 million in the reserves, and he asked for an update on the level of reserves.  He that there had in his last year of office been a £300,000 underspend.

It was confirmed that there was no underspend in the previous financial year and that there had been little movement in the reserves since Cllr Hornsby-Smith had left Cherwell  However, the Chief Executive did point out the £20 million programme to refurbish the three main sports centres, which would cause a diminution of the reserves.

There was also the general economic climate and the fact that investment of reserves had been used as income to fund services, and that there was a need to protect the remaining reserves for the time being.

Cllr Robins asked whether the District Council could not contribute to a scheme at the same level as had existed prior to the national scheme.  He believed there may have been an overestimated cost of the national scheme.

He thought that the biggest cost had been the increase from half to full fare when it was brought in.

Mrs Harpley confirmed that there was still an uncertainty of take up, and she stressed that in September they had not known what the scheme would be.  She would, however, provide an estimate, (and stressed that it would be only an estimate,) of the cost of the additional half hour.

The Chair responded that he had been in conversation with the Operations Manager of the Oxford Bus Company, who had said that the bus drivers had to check many different cards and passes, and as they were working within all districts, had to remember which card started at what time.

Cllr Carole Pack asked why there was a cost when there were many empty seats on the buses.

Mrs Harpley confirmed that the District Council had made representations to the government, asking for a decision.

She was thanked for answering questions fairly and honestly.  
RESOLVED that Cherwell District Council’s decision to change the starting time for bus pass holders is causing widespread anxiety amongst elderly and other affected groups, and will lead to considerable inconvenience to those in the south of the district who need to travel into Oxford and in particular to the hospitals.  
Kidlington Parish Council urges the Cherwell executive to reconsider its decision and to restore the starting time to 9am.

The Parish Council also urges the council leaders of all districts to achieve a united policy for a 9am start across Oxfordshire.



22.

Exeter Close Project


The Chair reported that the full amount of funding available (£120,000) had been received from SEEDA for the Exeter Close project, enabling the Parish Council to start work.  

Cllr Betts thanked the Chair for steering this project forward to this point.
The Chair also wanted to voice his thanks to the staff, and in particular to Nicky Marsh who in her first year as Community Projects Officer had made some stunning achievements.



23.

Reports to Council



i)
Kidlington in Bloom
Cllr Carole Pack as Chair of the group reported that the initiative was progressing well, and that planting and workshops would be taking place as usual.
ii)
St Mary’s Field
Cllr Carole Pack reported that a working group of 14 had attended the site the previous Saturday and good work had been achieved.
iii)
Allotments
Cllr Carole Pack reported that she had taken over as Chair of the allotments group, with the administrative support of Carol Sheppard.
A firm line was being taken against tenants who did not look after their plots and following a warning, letters were to be sent out giving notice to quit.  A large waiting list existed for allotment plots.

iv)
Website

The Chair reported that the website would shortly be updated and that the new prototype would be far superior to the existing one.

v)
Management Board
The Chair commented on his disillusionment with the progress in relation to the business plan for the village centre, as previously agreed by the Cherwell District Council executive.  He understood that the action plan could not be developed due to restructuring, but there had been no budget to support the plan.
Cllr Hornsby-Smith and Cllr Graham pointed out that the draft spatial strategy within the local development framework gave a three quarters of a page sketch referral to Kidlington.  This was considered too brief.

Mrs Harpley, Chief Executive, was asked to help with development in this area.  She promised to look into the matter and was disappointed to learn that there were concerns about the attention given to Kidlington in the spatial strategy.

vi)
Football Development Plan
The Council was advised that the District Council estimate of costs to project manage the groundworks programme had been excessive and way beyond the budget.
In consequence Andrew Barnes from Sacha Barnes Associates had tendered to undertake the work within an £8,000 cap.

There was concern expressed about the basis of the District Council’s charges, and Mrs Harpley explained that this was an activity which was outside the service level agreement held with the Parish Council.  From her own experience she was aware that tenders could vary considerably.

The Council RESOLVED to appoint Andrew Barnes of Sacha Barnes to carry out this work at a cap of £8,000 plus expenses.

vii)
Sports Centre

Mrs Harpley reported for the information of the Council that work was    about to start on the refurbishment of the Kidlington and Gosford Sports Centre during the summer.  
She left the meeting at 9.25pm.



24.

Calendar of Meetings
The Council had been circulated with a draft calendar of meetings for the year 2008/9, together with a complaint by a member of the public that the schedule of Parish Council Planning Committees had not provided sufficient time for a particular application to be notified and discussed with concerned members of the public.  He had requested that the Parish Council consider more frequent Planning Committee meetings.
It was understood that the District Council was changing the area Planning Committees and their schedules, so it was not the right time to change the programme of Planning Committee meetings within the Parish Council.  The comments made by the resident would be noted.

It was also noted that there was a Community Committee meeting scheduled for 9th April 2009 which would be Maundy Thursday.  The office would look at this and move that committee to another date.

Stratfield Brake Management Committee would be asked to set a schedule of meetings to be included and the Kidlington and Village Centre Management Board the same.

Resolved to suspend standing orders to allow the meeting to continue to 10.15 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.

25. Co-option to Casual Vacancy

The Council had received three application for the casual vacancy which had occurred through the resignation of Tom Atsoparthis.  All candidates had been invited to an informal session prior to the meeting, and had talked about themselves and engaged in discussion with existing councillors.  These had been Mrs Catharine Arakelian, Mr George Hedges and Mr David Thompson.  

The Chair reported that he had been very pleased with such strong interest and wished that all three could have been appointed.

There followed a discussion relating to the individuals and a vote was taken on who to co-opt.  RESOLVED to co-opt Mr David Thompson to join the Parish Council and to take up his seat at the Annual Council Meeting to take place on 8th May.

It was agreed that the two unsuccessful candidates should be kept in contact with and urged to apply again, should any more vacancies occur.

They clearly had a lot to offer to the community and there would be opportunities for their involvement, for example on working groups.



26.

Allotments
The Chair advised the Council on more information with regard to this issue, and it was RESOLVED that Cllrs Betts and Graham would look into the issue more closely and put together a report for a future Council meeting.
26. Staffing

Council received a report from the Personnel Sub-committee that had met the previous evening.

RESOLVED to support the recommendations.
The meeting finished at 10.15 pm.

Chair
Annexe A

Context and rationale for our response

The Parish Council has now considered new and amended sites that have been submitted since the original consultation response made in July 2007.

In our original submission, the Parish Council welcomed the fact that Section 6 of the government’s planning guidance Planning together ‘encourages LSPs, as part of a more strategic approach to community engagement, to consider the wider use of neighbourhood and parish planning…’

In our response to Issue based Option 1 we went on to add that Kidlington Parish Council had recently undertaken an exhaustive healthcheck process which we wish to submit as part of the evidence base. We set out that the main findings of the healthcheck process in terms of planning for development were as follows:

· Local residents believe that Kidlington is surrounded by attractive countryside and there is a need to protect it.

· The countryside most people were anxious to protect were the meadows behind St Mary’s Church, the countryside between Kidlington and Thrupp, Stratfield Brake and the Green Belt gap between Kidlington and Oxford.

· It is important to retain the village’s distinct identity as a village, and develop the village centre in terms of its retail offer, and its environment. 

· There is considerable recognition of the need for more affordable housing.

We also noted that these findings support and enhance the District Council’s key spatial objectives in respect of , objectives 5 (high quality environment), 7 (conserve and enhance the countryside, built environment and biological resource), 8 (conserve the green belt), 14 (provide more affordable housing), 16 (sustainable and thriving communities), 17 (maintain and enhance the vitality and viability of the main urban centres) and 19 (provide access to a range of quality services and facilities).

We set out how we considered the place-making agenda for Kidlington needed to be shaped by:

· the findings of the healthcheck, recognizing the natural boundaries of the village, 

· the importance of local recreational amenity and Green Belt land, and

· the delivery of sustainable housing development, particularly affordable housing, in order to meet local need, and improve local facilities and increased retail offer in the village centre.

We quantified local housing need by citing the Fordham research undertaken on behalf of the District Council, which found a need for 2,134 affordable homes within the lifetime of the plan in Kidlington, and the South East Plan’s provisional target figure of 1,106 homes for the south of the District outside Bicester. Our response to the sites with the proposed new site we have put forward (KI 25) at Campsfield House would provide around 1,300 dwellings in the Kidlington area within the lifetime of the plan (assuming an average density of 40 units/hectare) thus going some way beyond the provisional South East Plan target, but meeting some of the Council’s need for additional housing in a category 1 settlement, and to assist in delivering the healthcheck aspirations.

It is in this context that we have evaluated the new sites put forward.

Site specific responses

BE 3

This cannot be considered an infill site. It is part of the Green Belt and would effectively coalesce the settlements of Begbroke and Kidlington, contrary to Green Belt policy and the express decision of the Inspector to the draft South East Plan to reject a review of the Green Belt in the Kidlington–Yarnton–Begbroke area. The existing policy framework (Local Plan Policies H9 or H10, and H16 of the non-statutory Local Plan) also seeks to prevent these kinds of large scale urban extensions into the Green Belt, and our view is that there are sites within the Kidlington area that do meet local needs without requiring large-scale development in the Green Belt. By being an urban extension, this site would undermine the central purposes of the Parish Council’s place-making strategies for Kidlington. We are opposed to development on this site.

BE 4

The Council is opposed to the development of this site for similar reasons to its opposition to site BE 3. Development on this site would effectively create ribbon development between Yarnton and Begbroke. Begbroke (East) is categorized as a category 2 settlement in the non statutory Local Plan, whereas Kidlington has a higher order of facilities and services. The purpose of the Green Belt is to preserve the landscape setting of Oxford and in this location the effect would be the exact opposite. We are in favour of development in the context of a place-making agenda, and this proposal undermines the Council’s efforts to secure an improved village centre and community in Kidlington.

GO 3

Although this site may have been amended slightly since its original submission, it is substantially the same site, which is a large area to the South and East of Gosford. We believe it would be poorly integrated into the communities of Gosford and Kidlington, and development would be counter to Green Belt policies. In our previous submission we stated that we could support small scale development of up to 1.5 hectares close to the C43 at the northern end of the site, subject to receipt of specific proposals. We believe that new sites GO 6 and GO 7 are closer to those aspirations than this site, and we remain opposed to development at this site given its current designation.

GO 6

At 4.4 hectares, this site is somewhat larger than the small scale development that the Council had set out in its response to original site GO 3. However, it may be possible to create a small residential development of about 1.5 hectares on this site that could be integrated within Gosford and Water Eaton. We do not oppose development on part of this site, but would want to assess any application on its own merits.

GO 7

This is a substantial reduction on the originally submitted site  GO 2. The Council had objected to development on the original designation. The resubmission removes some of the Council’s objections to the original GO 2 proposal. We stated that we could accept development of about 2 hectares integrated into the current Water Eaton Lane area. This proposal is for over 9 hectares and retains mixed use elements which concern us in terms of traffic generation. Our overall view is that this designation remains too large, and would be difficult to integrate with the current settlements.

GO 8

This is a large site that, taken together with site GO 9 seeks to redevelop a large tract of the northern fringe of the Oxford Green Belt. It is spatially completely remote from Kidlington in terms of community services, so would contribute little to the Parish Council’s place-shaping strategy. As stated in our original response, we remain opposed to creating isolated employment sites. However the fact that the proposed site abuts the canalised and the Stratfield Brake Woodland area, and is designated for employment purposes is of particular concern to the Parish Council as it would undermine the amenity value of these areas, and the investment that has gone into improving the local environment. Contrary to the developer’s submission part of the north-west of the site is in the flood plain. We believe access to this site is poor, and, we have concerns about traffic generation in an area that is already congested.

GO 9

This is in fact three separate sites that are located west and north east of the Peartree Interchange. The developer claims that the sites are for mixed uses in a ‘strategically important position on the northern edge of Oxford.’ Oxford City Council are developing plans in the north of the city for an Oxford Gateway employment area. Additionally there is a submission for a significant extension to the Spires Business Park (KI 24) which we consider to be better suited for their respective purposes. As the developer advises, these sites represent an urban extension of Oxford rather than an integrated part of Kidlington. Such an urban extension was expressly rejected by the Inspector of the draft South East Plan. We suspect that part of the easternmost site also takes land from the existing golf course. We oppose development at this site.

KI 2

This is an area of Green Belt land east of Oxford Canal. In our original submission the Parish Council highlighted the fact that this site was adjacent to the Rushey Mead SSSI and we are concerned about the integrity of that site. It would also impact on local residential amenity. Outline planning permission has been granted for a station car park in the northern corner, a use that was agreed to be consistent with Green Belt policies. The proposed use is not consistent with these policies, and we believe that there are sites for employment generating land that would have a lower impact on local amenity. We continue to oppose the development of this site.

KI 22

This site is modified from the original KI 1 site submission west of Webbs Way. However, the modification does not address the Council’s objections to the original site. These were that it lies within a conservation area, adjacent to St Mary’s Church, St Mary’s Fields wildlife area and the historic houses of Church Street. This is a Green Belt area of exceptional value to Kidlington for its views and for walking. It is river terrace just above the flood plain and parts have, historically, experienced flooding. Despite the resubmission, access to transport is poor, being, as it is right on the limit of the 500m distance from the nearest bus stop. The information concerning Oxford Rail Station, some 10km away is not relevant as there are no direct buses to the rail station from this location.

KI 23

This site is in the far north of Gosford to the east of the C43 and adjacent to Gosford Bridge. It is in the flood plain in an area not protected by existing flood defences. It is also in a relatively isolated location, further removed from facilities than sites nearer the centre of Kidlington and Gosford. It therefore has none of the advantages of small-scale development in sites GO 6 and GO 7 have, whilst also having significant disadvantages. The Parish does not feel that this is an appropriate site for development.

KI 24

This is a proposal for a significant extension of the Spires Business Park. We note that the area of wetland immediately to the west of Banbury Road is not proposed for inclusion in this site, which we very much welcome, as this is a wildlife haven. We consider that an extension of employment generating land in this location could be supported, and consider that coupled with the residential development on sites KI 3, KI 13 and new site KI 25, the proposed site is in a very sustainable location.. However, the Council has concerns about the northern boundary of this site, which extends some way beyond the existing employment land. We could not support development that extends that far beyond the existing northern boundary. Part of this site has, in the past, received planning permission. We would support a revised site designation.

KI 25

This site is the Parish Council’s submission for the proposed redevelopment of Campsfield House Immigration Removal Centre, making use of the existing footprint. This is a brownfield site, and would offer opportunities for environmental improvement and the opening up of what is, at present, an area of Green Belt that is disfigured by the existing use. Housing on this site would be close to the employment generating land, and taken together with other sites in the area would trigger improved local bus services and better integration of this area with the centre of Kidlington and its amenities. The Council has supplied full details in support of the site and a sustainability report as part of its submission to this consultation process.

SC 2

This is the ‘eco-town’ submission for Shipton-on-Cherwell. We consider both development of this site and the proposed eco-town at Weston-on-the-Green as having a direct impact on the success of the redevelopment and improvement of Kidlington as a place to live and work. The proposed development at Shipton-on-Cherwell is unsustainable for a major housing location, located as it is some 14km from the centre of Oxford, and 20km from the major employment centres of the city. We are very concerned about the traffic impact such a ‘new town’ would have, particularly as the existing local train service is not regular enough to divert much in the way of car-borne traffic, even if the County’s priorities for stations at Grove and Kidlington were overturned in favour of a station at Shipton-on-Cherwell. Part of the site has been designated as an SSSI. In our earlier submission we supported its use for leisure purposes, supplemented by low-impact employment generating purposes based on the existing built footprint. We consider the paucity of data supplied as part of this consultation as evidence that the developer is not serious in approaching this development through the usual plan-led approach. We strongly oppose this development.

WG 8

This is an extensive new ‘eco-town’ proposal which straddles the A34, which is already operating at full capacity. Although much has been made of the fact that this site could help pave the way for the East-West railway, similar arguments could be made in favour of development at Bicester, or indeed at Kidlington in communities that already have an established centre. The size of the proposed settlement is unlikely to prevent considerable out-commuting, much of which would be car-borne. We consider this proposal undermines the regeneration and improvement of Kidlington in a less sustainable location, and part of the site is within the Green Belt. The Parish Council opposes this proposed development site.

YA 11

This is another large site that would have the effect of coalescing Yarnton and Begbroke. Although this site is to the west of the A44, fundamentally we believe it undermines the integrity of the plans to redevelop Kidlington and the Parish Council’s policy of supporting appropriate and sustainable in-fill development to assist in an overall place-making strategy for the village. Again, this site represents an urban extension in Green Belt land which has been ruled out by the SEERA Plan Inspector’s Inquiry. We believe the sites the Parish Council has endorsed contribute not just to the housing stock in an area ‘north of Oxford’ but will help meet local needs within a context of the need to build a better local community.
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