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

On Thursday 19th July 2007


Present:-


Cllr Chris Pack (Chair)






Cllr D Betts






Cllr S Bird






Cllr A Graham






Cllr A Hornsby Smith






Cllr P Horseley






Cllr Carole Pack






Cllr D Rae

Gosford & Water Eaton Parish Council representatives:

Cllrs J Bunn, D Jones, K Fuller and M Smith plus Mr C Smith (Clerk)

Plus 14 members of the public.

Apologies:-

Apologies for absence received from Cllr D Atsoparthis, Cllr J Garlick, Cllr S Hepworth, Cllr D Holloway, and Cllr T Wyse

Declaration of Interest: -
Cllr D Betts declared a personal interest in relation to site KI 16. 
Public participation

Concern was expressed that the meeting and the consultation had been under publicised. 

The Chair pointed out that the meeting had been publicised in the normal way. However, the notification of the Cherwell District Council site allocation consultation could have been better. The Parish Council had had no prior notification and only learned of the detail in June. It had been too late for the Kidlington News. The Parish Council had put detail onto the website and had formed a working party to draft a response for consideration by the Council.
He had personally taken it up with CDC on behalf of residents and had got an extension to the comment deadline to the end of July.

The Council agreed to allow comment by non members at the discretion of the Chair.
25
Minutes

It was agreed to defer the signing of the minutes of the meeting held on Thursday 21st June 2007 to the next ordinary meeting of Council

26
Bicester and Central Oxfordshire Site Allocations consultation

Members of the Council had been circulated with a draft report from the working group asked to make draft comments and considered the Council response to the consultation document as follows:

Issue Based Option 1

Views about the approach
· Support. Encourages greater community involvement in planning.

· Kidlington Healthcheck provides excellent framework for LDF process.

· Summary of main findings of Healthcheck

· Kidlington’s natural boundaries with village centre at heart support a particular “Kidlington” identity”
The comments in the report as summarised above were accepted with the addition that the base on which the information in relation to the Healthcheck was provided would be specified.

Site Specific Option 5

Submission of new sites within built-up limits of other settlements

The report recommended the inclusion of the Campsfield Immigration Removals Centre as a possible additional site for housing development.

There was a discussion regarding the availability of the site which would be dependent on it being released by the Home Office. There was also a defeated proposal to only consider the site for development other than for housing.

The Council agreed to support the addition of Campsfield House as a site for possible development.

Issue Based Option 3

Opportunities & Constraints. Criteria for assessing sites

The working group had identified a list of criteria similar to those in the paper based largely upon Healthcheck findings and used them in conjunction with each other.
There was no disagreement with the criteria as listed in the report

Issue Based Option 5
Please provide details of any local issues that you would like the Council to consider and which might affect the provision of new housing

Affordable housing has already been identified as a priority for Kidlington. The working group was promoting the need for a target which is deliverable and which is plan led to achieve the right mix of housing.

It was acknowledged that there were problems with the definition of affordable housing and the amount required in Kidlington. The recommendations in the report were agreed subject to an addition that further research was required.

Issue Based Option 8
Which option for delivering housing in areas other than Bicester would be most appropriate for the southern part of the District?

Option 1: Focusing on previously developed land outside of villages

Option 2: Extending villages

Option 3: Focusing on transportation nodes within settlements (for example junctions between major roads or major roads and railways)

Option 4: Developing new freestanding settlements (including housing, employment, services and facilities)

Option 5: Combination of options 1 to 4 (please specify)

The Council agreed Option 5 to be the most sustainable. It was in support of Option 3 where possible provided there was no conflict with retail and mixed use development in village centre 
Option 1 was considered acceptable where there was scope on previously developed land but with high standards of public transport. 
Site Specific Option  8/9 SHIPTON QUARRY

How best should the Council approach the future of the former Shipton on Cherwell Quarry 

If an alternative use is preferred, what approach should the Council take to the reuse and/or redevelopment of the former Shipton on Cherwell Quarry

· Housing unsustainable here

· Nature reserve

· Part is SSSI

· Some employment units on existing building footprint

The Council was in agreement that this site should be used for recreation and employment on the footprint of the existing buildings - as stated in the current Local Plan. The response should stress that a railway station for Kidlington was a more sustainable option than providing one at Shipton on Cherwell to support a proposed development.

Issue Based Option 9
If village extensions are required to accommodate housing development, how should they be provided?

Option 1: Identify a single larger site (for example, over 50 dwellings).

Option 2 : Identify a number of smaller sites (for example, less than 50 dwellings).

The working group was recommending a flexible approach. 

The Council agreed that the identified Langford Lane sites could if combined with Campsfield become a larger and sustainable site.

Issue Based Option 11
Providing Sites for Affordable Housing

Are there any issues you would like the Council to consider in identifying sites that potentially could be developed solely for affordable housing?

The Council was in agreement that it was in support of a mix of housing.

Site Specific Option 17

Sites for Housing for the Elderly, those with Special Needs and the Homeless

The Council deferred consideration of this to relate to specific site K1 15

Issue Based Option 15

What should be the Council's approach to the provision of employment land in Bicester and Central

Oxfordshire?
· Mixed use redevelopment in village centre

· More intensive uses at Langford Lane

· Fewer large scale office sites

The Council confirmed its agreement with the report recommendations indicating a preference for smaller scale “starter” office units rather than the large office blocks or units such as existed currently at Langford Lane taking large spaces but with few employee opportunities; and endorsed the comments that mixed use development within the village centre created  more secure and safer environment.
Issue Based Option 18

How should the Council plan to identify sites for employment in Kidlington?

Option 1: The Council should encourage the continued growth of wider employment opportunities, taking a broadly positive approach to all forms of employment.
The Council was in agreement with the working group report.

Issue Based Options 22/23

· How should the Council plan for the future growth of Kidlington village centre?

· What should be the focus of any new development within Kidlington village centre?

The Healthcheck findings and KVCMB Business Plan set out the need for

Option 1: The Council should adopt a comprehensive approach to allocating development sites within Kidlington village centre.

Option 2: Mixed use redevelopment including new homes.
The Council endorsed the view of the Village Centre Management Board that there should be a comprehensive approach to development of the centre and understood that Cherwell District Council was being pressed for an urban design framework plan to facilitate this.

Issue Based Option 26

Which existing formal or informal open spaces do you consider should be protected? (Pleasespecify)

Are there any sites that you consider suitable for open space/recreation use, if the findings of the PPG17 study and subsequent strategies indicate a need to allocate additional areas of land to meet identified deficiencies? (please specify)

The Council supported the recommendations set out in the tables within the document. It was in particular support of recommendation 12 with identified need for development of Exeter Close site as a park , multi-purpose venue etc. 
Issue Based Options 28/29

Are the existing open space/recreation facilities near you in need of enhancement? (Please specify)

What approach do you think the Council should take towards open space and recreation provision on smaller sites?

The Council wished to press for a balance of formal and informal recreation areas
Site Specific Option 4

Sites within the built-up limits of other settlements

Appendix 1 includes sites suggested for housing development within other settlements (i.e. other than Bicester). Which sites would be suitable and deliverable? Which sites would not be appropriate?

The reasons for your views should be provided having regard to any constraints and opportunities for development.

The Council wished these questions to be addressed in the examination of the Kidlington sites.
SITES
GO1

The council was in support of this site as an exception site for which outline permission already exists.

GO2
The Council did not think that the whole of this site was viable for development, though it was possible that the northern part (along the eastern boundary of Water Eaton Lane and opposite Beagles Close) could be developed. The council would want to be able to reserve the right to assess any application for part of this area on merit.
GO3

The Council wanted to register a similar comment to that for site GO2

GO4
The Council was aware that there was an application for a large scale materials recovery site in this location. The Council could not support application for this site other than one serving local needs as there were major concerns about increased traffic levels in the area which had been identified as suffering from existing congestion.

GO5

The Council would oppose development on this site 
KI 4

The Council had no problem with the principle of airport modernisation and was pleased that the current developments were enabling the setting of guidelines for the operation of the airport.

KI 3

Affordable housing; increase local housing supply; environmental gain; not ideal living environment during day; adjacent to reasonable transport links

Suitable for housing

The Council agreed with the comments in the draft report that it was very close to the airport but that combined with other housing development within the immediate area it could be supported.

KI 13

Nearby housing- at Campsfield House – if supported.
The site would be suitable for housing - which is the priority – and not for employment-especially as if it were to follow the nearby motor park development there would be low density employment that was no a requirement of the area.
The Council was in support of the view expressed by the working group and as included in the report. 
KI 2

Conservation greenbelt -countryside; impact upon residential amenity; employment
Unsuitable for business use apart from a small-scale station car park.

The Council considered that this site should be left alone until and if there was a railway station at which point there would be support for a small car park for the users of the station only.
KI 14

The Council took a vote that any development on this site would be for employment rather than housing but the motion was lost 3:5.

It was accepted that this development should be considered as part of a greater development of housing in this area e.g. alongside Campsfield House.

The wording of the final report should reflect the concerns of members.

KI 9
Traffic; coalescence with Kidlington/Begbroke; encroachment upon green belt increases housing supply and affordable housing; incompatible with vision for Kidlington; poorly integrated with Kidlington and Begbroke; part in flood plain; contrary to findings of healthcheck
Unsuitable for large scale development
The Council confirmed its view that this was an unsuitable site for large scale development comment was made that there was no attempt in the proposal – as made by the University for this Site – to integrate it with Kidlington. The site though numbered as relating to Kidlington was not in Kidlington parish.

KI 12

Heart of conservation area; countryside character (Area of High Landscape Value-Inspectors Report 1991); river terrace just above flood plain; access; traffic impact upon Manor Way, Church Street, St. Mary’s Close and The Moors; residential amenity; green belt; historic environment; views across to Church; affordable housing; increasing housing supply.

It was noted that there was uncertainties within the working group about this site and the discussion at the meeting reflected these conflicting views.

The Council agreed that the concerns that had been expressed about development on this site should be recorded in the report.

KI 15

Using developed land; pleasant environment; reasonable access to bus routes and village centre; impact upon existing residential and retirement home; traffic impact on residential road.

Should be supported especially for retirement homes.

The Council agreed that being an existing developed site this was a suitable site for development. As it is adjacent to an existing retirement complex, it was preferred as a site for residences for the elderly for which there was an identified need. Comment was made that this would be particularly appropriate as  access would be through the existing development.
KI 16

Countryside character (Area of High Landscape Value-Inspectors Report 1991); river terrace just above flood plain; residential amenity; green belt; ecology; affordable housing; increasing local supply

Unsuitable for development
The Council was in opposition to development of this site for the above reasons.

KI 1

Conservation area; countryside; countryside character (Area of High Landscape Value-Inspectors Report 1991); river terrace just above flood plain; flooding; poor access to transport; residential amenity; green belt; historic environment

Totally Unsuitable for any development

The Council was totally opposed to development on this site 
KI 10

Conservation area; countryside; flooding; access; residential amenity; green belt; not part of historical boundaries

Totally Unsuitable for any development
The Council was totally opposed to development on this site 

KI 14

Conservation area; countryside; flooding; access; residential amenity; green belt

Totally Unsuitable for any development
The Council was totally opposed to development on this site 

KI 5

The Council supported the Green Road site being developed for community use wanting to be fully involved in any possible development.

KI 6

Detailed planning permission had already been granted for this site with the support of the Parish Council.

KI 11

Subject to provision of affordable housing.
The Council would support an affordable housing development on this site adjoining the approved development.

KI 18

Impact upon car parking

Unsuitable-must preserve parking space
Whilst agreeing with these comments the Council recognised that this site should be looked at together with sites KI 19 – 21 in the light of a mixed development for the centre and parking requirements.

KI 19

Impact upon car parking

One application already approved for office development with an appeal reaching enquiry in September for housing development.
Whilst agreeing with these comments the Council recognised that this site should be looked at together with sites KI 18 and 20 – 21 in the light of a mixed development for the centre and parking requirements.
KI 20

Opportunity to achieve environmental gains; open up site to centre; 
Should be considered
Whilst agreeing with these comments the Council recognised that this site should be looked at together with sites KI 19 –18 and 21 in the light of a mixed development for the centre and parking requirements. The Council recognised that the benefits of development at this site could achieve rear servicing and pedestrianisation.
KI 21

Should be considered
Whilst agreeing with these comments the Council recognised that this site should be looked at together with sites KI 19 –20 in the light of a mixed development for the centre and parking requirements. The Council recognised that the benefits of development at this site could achieve rear servicing and pedestrianisation.
KI 7
The Council had no objection to this as an infill site for housing development for which outline planning permission had already been given.

However, development was dependent on Thames valley Police moving to an alternative site.
It was noted that this site was located in Gosford & Water Eaton parish and was therefore incorrectly referenced.
KI 8

This was the site of the Bowood House Hotel and development was already under construction. The council had been in support of this development.

KI 17

Greenbelt; Flood plain; Ecology (reed beds) traffic impact-with interchange ofA40 & A34, Freize Way, Sainsbury’s Roundabout

Oxford extension which could not be integrated into Kid. Don’t support isolated employment sites. 
The council considered that this site – proposed for commercial development - would have a severe impact on traffic and were opposed to it.
It was also noted that it was located within the parish of Gosford & Water Eaton and therefore was incorrectly referenced.

Discussions during the meeting about specific sites related to whether it was possible for sites not identified thought the Local Development Framework to be added at a later stage. There was some concern that this had occurred under the Local Plan system.

Cllr Alan Graham explained that the LDF had to pass a test of soundness. He added that the possibility of additional sites were more likely where the housing authority failed to meet its housing targets. This was why there was a need to produce a good sound plan.

Chair.
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