Minutes of the Meeting of the Planning Committee Meeting 

held at Exeter Hall, Oxford Road, Kidlington 

on 10th July 2008

Present

:
Cllr Carole Pack (Chair)





Cllr S Bird





Cllr A Graham




Cllr S Hepworth





Cllr A Hornsby-Smith





Cllr P Horsley




Cllr D Thompson

Apologies
:
Cllr Tracey Wyse
23. Declarations of Interest

Cllr D Thompson declared a personal interest in Planning Application No. 08/01502/F.  Honor House,  21 Honor Close, Kidlington.
24.

To Approve Minutes from the meeting of 12th June 2008.

The minutes of the meeting of 12th June 2008 were agreed and signed as a true record.

      25. 
Matters arising from the meeting of 12th June 2008.

Minute 16(ii) Risk Assessment

     Consultation deadlines / Kidlington News – The acting Clerk circulated the    

     following draft of an announcement to be placed in Kidlington News :

“Dates of Kidlington Parish Council meetings August 2008

All meetings are held at Exeter Hall.”
Planning Meeting – Thursday 7th August 2008 – 7.30pm

Please note that planning applications are sometimes received in the Parish Council office very near to the date of the next Parish Planning meeting and will be seen at that meeting – therefore if this applies to plans that you might wish to make comment on please ensure that you come into the Parish Office to view the plans immediately.  Plans can also be viewed on-line at www.Cherwell-dc.gov.uk
To contact the Parish office write or call at : Exeter Hall, Oxford Road, Kidlington 

OX5 1AB  Tel  :  01865 372143  / admin@kidlingtonpc.demon.co.uk “
It was agreed that a similar updated announcement be placed in the Kidlington News each month.
26. Planning Applications.
The Planning Committee considered a list of Planning Applications from Cherwell District Council.:


i)
Planning Application No. 08/00368/F 
– 
101 The Moors
ii)
Planning application no. 02/01455/F
-
103 The Moors 
Correspondence was circulated plus a petition signed by residents of 

Mead Way.

iii)
Gosford Silos
- near Kidlington
-

Oxfordshire County Councils – SP501 117

This application was on the agenda of the Council Meeting on 3rd July 2008 at that meeting it was agreed that Cllr Hornsby-Smith prepare a comment to be ratified at the Planning Meeting on 10th July.
The Planning Committee RESOLVED – that the comment be forwarded to Cherwell District Council.
.

27. Planning Decisions

The Committee noted a list of Planning Decisions from Cherwell District Council

28.
Land Adjacent to 62 High Street, Kidlington

i)
Correspondence was circulated from the applicant’s solicitors “Darby’s”

RESOLVED - that the Parish Council will not reconsider it’s objection  to the 
proposed stopping-up order.

ii) Correspondence was circulated from Cherwell District Council :
“Without planning permission, the removal of the grass verge and the laying of a hard surface on part of the land adjoining 2 Exeter Road, Kidlington.  Reference No. ENF 02/05”
Cherwell District Council reported that at the Planning Meeting on 26th June 2008, consideration was given to a request by the owner of 62 High Street, Kidlington to vary terms of the enforcement notice to remove the tarmac surface.  The decision was deferred until comments are received from Kidlington Parish Council.
The owner has suggested he removes the unauthorised hard-standing and installs a product called “Netpave 50” this is a system of recycled polyethylene – it has a cellular structure and open base allowing unrestricted grass growth.

A copy of a Netpave brochure supplied by the owner was circulated.

RESOLVED – that the following comment be forwarded to Cherwell District Council 

‘Kidlington Parish Council object to the replacement of the tarmac hard-standing with “Netpave 50” on the following grounds :-

If the “Netpave 50” is laid, cars will be parked on this area of the strip of amenity land resulting in the loss of public right of way and obstructing the open aspect altering the character of the area.  Grass will not grow where cars are regularly parked’.

The Parish Council expect the Enforcement Order to stand.

28. Correspondence
None

30. Any other Business.

None





Chair
CHERWELL DISTRICT CONCIL
Planning Applications

10 July 2008

01/08/00386/F

Mrs B Manuell & Mr C Murphy

Demolition of 101 The Moors and construction of 1 chalet bungalow and 5 houses with ancillary works (as amended by agent’s letter dated 7/6/08)

99 and 101 The Moors, Kidlington

The Parish Council object to this application on the following grounds  :

a) Inappropriate development

b) The frontage of the the houses 101A and 101B on to The Moors – shared drive and parking arrangements – detrimental to the amenities of neighbouring properties.

c) Potential adverse impact on No. 34 Mead Way – inadequate information on landscaping.

d) The proposals for 101A and 101B The Moors and 36a and 36b Mead Way are not compatible with the appearance, character etc of neighbouring properties – detrimental to the streetscene of Mead Way and The Moors – contrary to Policy C30 of the Cherwell adopted Local Plan.

02/08/00845/F

Paul Hemphreys

Restrospective change of use of first and second floor from residential to tattoo studio (sui generis)

23A Banbury Road, Kidlington

No Objection

03/08/01002/F
Mr Mark Harman

Conversion of dwelling to 2 no. flats with new porch and access to footpath and two storey rear extension (as amended by plan 1118/2A.)

41 Lyne Road, Kidlington

The Parish Council object to this application on the grounds that the minimal proportions of the proposal for conversion into 2 flats would not allow an acceptable Standard of amenity and privacy to the occupants – contrary to Policy C30(iii) of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

04/08/01171/OUT

Langford Securities Ltd

Outline application for demolition of existing building and erection of new three storey office building with ancillary accommodation in the roof space and associated car parking (as amended by drawing number 08033 101A) received by email 19/06/08)

Pow Wow Site St Georges House Langford Lane, Kidlington

No Objection
05/08/01267/F

Mr R C Hague

Two storey side extension

158 The Moors, Kidlington

No Objection
06/08/01273/F

Mr C Murphy

Conversion of cottage into 2 no. one bed flats, including rear extension, front dormer and parking at side

39 Lyne Road   Kidlington

Decision taken in consultation with the Chair due to time limit

The Parish Council object to this application on the following grounds

a)
the proposal will alter the character of the street scene – contrary to Policy C30 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

b)
the proposal for conversion to 2 flats would not allow standard of amenity and privacy for occupants – contrary to policy C30 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan

c)
restricted car parking space no room for manoeuvre access directly onto Lyne Road


07/08/01274/F

Ms Yvonne Goodgame

Two storey side extension with demolition of existing garage and re-siting of rear boundary wall.

10 Vicarage Road, Kidlington

No Objection
08/08/01329/F

Mr P Humphries

Single storey rear extension and conversion of garage with 2 no. dormers.

Church Cottage, Church Street, Kidlington

No Objection
09/08/1351/F

Mr & Mrs Jones

Single storey rear extensions and conversion of garage to form hairdressing salon and study.

10 Cherry Close, Kidlington

The Parish Council object to this application on the following grounds  :-

a) The conversion of the garage to form a hairdressing salon is an inappropriate proposal in a residential area – contrary to Policy C 31 of the Cherwell adopted Local Plan.

b) Increase in traffic etc, will have an adverse effect on the amenities of the occupants of neighbouring properties.

10/08/01412/F

Mr Mohammed Ali

Conversion of existing dwelling to form 2 no. one bed flats and construction of two storey side extension to form 2 no. one bed flats.

108 Hazel Crescent, Kidlington

The Parish Council object to this application on the following grounds :

a) Over-development of the site.

b) The proposal is not compatable with the appearance, character, layout, scale of existing dwellings in the vicinity – contrary to Policy C30 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

11/08//01430/F

Ms R Corness

Conservatory to rear

10 Partridge Place, Kidlington

No Objection
12/08/01432/F

Kilkenny & Gomm Developments Ltd

Demolition of detached house and garage; construction of 3 no. linked houses with parking and altered pedestrian and vehicular access.

9 Yarnton Road, Kidlington 

The Parish Council  objects to this application on the following grounds :-

a) The proposal is out of character with existing dwellings – detrimental to the streetscene – contrary to Policy C30 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

b) Inappropriate parking to the front of the development.

c) Proximity of access to the traffic lights on a very busy road.

13/08/01435/F

Mr Gooch

Single Storey side/rear extension

2 Lincraft Close, Kidlington

The Parish Council objects to this application on the following grounds  :-

a) Overdevelopment of the site.

b) The proposal would detract from the character of the area due to its poor design – contrary to Policy C30 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

14/08/01436/F

Mr & Mrs Daff

First floor side extension and rear dormer

21 Orchard Way, Kidlington

No Objection
15/08/01454/F

Ms C Roberts

Erection of first floor side extension, conversion of roof space and construction of box dormer to rear elevation.

18 Green Road, Kidlington

No Objection

16/08/01455/F

Mr C Murphy

Construction of 1 No. dwelling with access road from Mead Way

Land Rear of 103 The Moors, Kidlington

No Objection
17/08/01460/F

Henaud Developments Ltd

Erection of 5 No. two bed and 2 no. one bed flats with car parking, landscaping, bin store and cycle parking ; relocation of existing access road.

46 High Street, Kidlington

The Parish Council object to the application on the grounds of inappropriate street frontage – adverse effect on the character of the street scene – contrary to Policy C30 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.
18/08/01039/F

Mr Ian Brooke

Extensions and change of use of existing building from 1 no. house and 1 no. flat to 4 no. houses and 1 no. flat (as amended by drawings 1102/3A, 1102/6B, 110/7B, 1102/8C and 1102/9  received 26/06/08)

The Court House 42-50 Crown Road Kidlington

No Objection
19/08/01403/F

Mr Stuart Fox

Single storey extension to rear

28 Morton Close  Kidlington

No Objection
20/08/01494/F

Just Results Ltd

Change of use of first floor to allow A2 and B1 use and construction of first floor side extension.

First Floor 8 Oxford Road, Kidlington

No Objection
21/08/01502/F

Mr M Quinn

Residential development for 5 no. units and ancillary works

Honor House  21 Honor Close

Kidlington

No Objection
22/08/01525/F
Drs Simon and Lisa Brewster

Demolition of conservatory; construction of two storey side and single storey rear extension

72 Church Street  Kidlington

No Objection

23/08/01528/F

Premier Homes (Oxford) Ltd

Demolition of 2 No. bungalows.  Erection of 8 no. flats (consisting of a two & a half storey block of 1 No. 3-bed flat and 1 no. 2-bed flat ; a one and half storey block of 2 no. 2-bed flats and a two storey block of 4 no. 2-bed flats) with associated parking and landscaping.

64-66 High Street, Kidlington

The Parish Council has no objection in principle but objects to the predominance 

of parking onto High Street.  The Parish Council would favour a design of development in a continuous form around Exeter Road / High Street similar to the Minns Development around Station Road approach / High Street.

24/08/01549/F

Kidlington Parish Council

Construction of drainage swale and retaining area, to collect land drainage and surface water run-off

Orchard Recreation Ground, Evans Lane, Kidlington

No Comment

25/Oxfordshire County Council

Gosford Silos  Near Kidlington  Oxon – SP 501 117

Development of a waste reduction and materials recovery facility with ancillary developments.

Grunden Waste Management Ltd  Estates Office  Grange Lane  Beenham  Reading  

This application was seen at the full council meeting on July 3rd – it was agreed that Councillor Hornsby-Smith prepare  a comment to be ratified at the Planning meeting on July 10th.

Response by Cllr Hornsby-Smith on behalf of the Parish Council.

Introduction

The Parish Council made initial observations in 2007 concerning this application. We have had a chance to re-examine the current proposal to assess whether the objections and concerns that the Parish expressed at the time have subsequently been addressed.

The Parish continues to express its support for the principle of providing recycling facilities. We support the waste hierarchy set out by the government which sees waste reduction as the best solution, followed by re-use and only then recycling. We look forward to commenting on a site linked waste strategy that fully embodies this hierarchy. In the absence of a site specific strategy for Oxfordshire, we believe that this application is premature, and therefore no special circumstances can be demonstrated justifying development in the Green Belt.

The Parish’s main objection when this application first came forward was its traffic impact. We had hoped that these concerns would have been addressed, but they have not been, and, since the applicant’s own traffic counts were taken, use of the Park & ride at Water Eaton has tripled. We comment on this in more detail below.

Traffic objections

The proposal sets out that most employees would arrive by minibus in a 3-shift pattern of work. The calculation is 24 car/small van movements, which does not suggest the need for 36 car parking spaces, especially as it is also adjacent to the Park & Ride. Provision for cyclists has been mentioned in the Highways study, but this is not referenced in the plans. We seek assurances on this issue.

Although mention is made of the advantage of the proximity to the railway, it is not clear how much use would be made of rail-based transport of material, either in or out. We believe that no use is being proposed, and that this alleged site advantage is therefore invalid.

The key issue is that there will be 372 movements into and out of the site during the daytime, of which the proposal will add 16 movements between 7–8am and 30 between 8–9am. Although the applicant points out that this only represents a 1.4% increase in traffic along the A4165, the impact in terms of triggering the traffic light sequence an additional 15 times in the peak hour at the point of exit would be considerable at a time when there are already traffic queues extending way beyond Kidlington roundabout.

The applicant notes these queues at Kidlington roundabout and states ‘As in all congested peak hour situations, the demand is very fluid and drivers approaching the end of a long queue consider available alternative routes and modes of transport to get to their various destinations the quickest. The effect of traffic increases at the roundabout can therefore be dispersed around the local network.’ (7.10)

Our question is, given that Kidlington roundabout is the only southbound route out of Kidlington, and to two Park & Ride sites, where would those affected (including buses north of the current bus lane limit) disperse to? We consider this comment demonstrates a complete lack of awareness of the local network.
The consultant proposes two possible solutions: 1) shortening the inter-green phases on the lights, and 2) making the bus lane shared use between left-turners for the Park & Ride and the MRF. Concerning the first of these, we have seen no evidence to suggest that any reduction in the inter-green phases of the lights is either feasible or safe. The current sequencing is highly sensitive to buses using the bus lane, and the timing has been set up to reflect the interconnectedness of the Park & Ride entry and exit with the site entrance.

Two factors militate against the second of these suggestions: 1) the traffic counts taken by the applicant in April 2007 show only 220 Park & Ride cars entering the site. This is now over 600, mainly due to the provision of the bus service to the hospital and the introduction of free parking. Were the bus lane to be shared, it would negate the primary purpose of the bus lane and conflict with the effectiveness of the bus priority policy reflected in the current light sequencing. 2) The Inspector at the public inquiry into the Park & Ride application expressly ruled out sharing the bus lane, stating: ‘bus lanes are intended to provide priority for buses and therefore, in my view, to permit use by all vehicles, even over this relatively short distance, is an undesirable feature of the scheme which could delay buses whilst also giving rise to a degree of confusion elsewhere and to difficulties of enforcement.’ [IR 4.14.25] This report was accepted by the Secretary of State.

This stretch of road is in an area identified in the Local Transport Plan as being one of high levels of congestion. With further housing growth planned for Bicester, and possibly at Weston-Otmoor, we believe that adding to the traffic load at Kidlington roundabout would be irresponsible and contrary to policies to promote bus travel (T5), use of the Park & Ride (T6) and general anti-congestion measures.

It’s not clear from the plans whether the development would preclude access to any future rail station at Gosford from the Park & Ride area. The Parish raised this concern in its earlier observations. The applicant states ‘public access to the site is not generally appropriate.’ (p15 Application), and entrance to the site will be gated. We consider this unacceptable, particularly as it is likely that there will be an enhanced East-West rail service along this line in the medium term future, in which a station adjacent to the Park & Ride could form an interchange that the County Council has previously supported.
Green Belt objections

Having examined the proposal in greater detail, the Parish wishes to state that it is opposed to the proposal on Green Belt grounds. 

The key issue is whether special circumstances can be justified to make an exception for this inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

The applicant acknowledges that Oxfordshire is meeting existing targets for waste disposal, but feels that it is desirable to build up a network of sites to meet future demand. No comment is made concerning the applicant’s possible expansion at its two existing Oxfordshire sites, nor of the impact of the household food collection scheme due to be introduced from 2009. What is clear is that the scale of the proposed development would mean that the site would process half of all the recycled waste in the County – a scale that militates against the stated preference for a number of local sites meeting local needs.

According to the applicant PPS10 (para 21) states ‘In deciding which site and areas to identify for waste management facilities, waste planning authorities should:... (ii) give priority to the re-use of previously-developed land, and redundant agricultural and forestry buildings and their cartilage.’  However, this paragraph does not deal with Green Belt policy (also reinforced in Para 3.12 of the adopted Waste Management and Minerals Local Plan). In striving to make a link between this and Green Belt policy, the applicant relies on PPG2 Paragragh C4 of Annex C1, which permits conditioned re-use of redundant buildings in Green Belt land inter alia where there’s no greater visual impact, height or ‘(d)[it does]  not occupy a larger area of the site than the existing buildings (unless this would achieve a reduction in height which would benefit visual amenity).’

However, this annex only applies to major developed site. This is not a major developed site and therefore the argument that PPG2 Paragraph C4 of Annex C1 applies is invalid.

The draft South East Plan refers to the proximity principle (para 18.6). We do not believe that a site that would take half of the recycled waste from all of Oxfordshire would satisfy the proximity principle. We to support the principle of a network of sites across the county.

At present, the new Waste Management and Mineral strategy/plan is still in development. We are aware that the waste authority has been directed to provide clearer guidance as to the proposed uses of sites given at the consultation stage. This application is therefore being presented in something of a policy vacuum, particularly as Grundon’s is not on the County’s shortlist of preferred waste partners. 

It would be difficult to assert, therefore, that special circumstances exist that outweigh Green Belt policy against inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and we do not believe such circumstances exist.

An additional point that we would like to make is that the footprint of the proposed development is far larger than the Grain Silo that it would be replacing. The main building would measure 127.5m long, 45m wide, and with a height ranging from 10m–15m. As our attached diagram shows, this is a massively extended area, which removes any possible planning gain achieved from the demolition of the existing building. 

Proposals for a far smaller building on the site have already been rejected at public inquiry. In 1999, an Inspector turned down an alternative use of the grain silo site for office use as being incompatible with employment and Green Belt policies. That building was 10m high. The Inspector wrote:  ‘I accept that the proposed office would be visually more acceptable than the existing grain silo, but in my view the office building would still be harmful to the appearance of the countryside, particularly in an Area of High Landscape Value.’ Although the materials of the proposed building would reduce the visual impact of the existing grain silo, from most viewpoints, the moderate, reduction of height to 15m needs to be set against the substantial increase in the building’s footprint.

Finally, the Council would like to see further evidence that the proposed lighting scheme and noise and odour mitigation measures are effective in minimising harm to the Green Belt. We would also like to register our concern that the scheme should not result in a loss of biodiversity, and seek assurances on that issue.
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