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 Kidlington Parish Council Planning response to planning application 24/00539/f 
Response to Cherwell (CDC) Consultation Period ending 30th May 2025  

1 Summary 

1.1 We understand that the Council is expected to determine this application at the Planning Committee 
meeting in July 2025. We consider that this would be premature given that several material planning 
matters remain unresolved;  or prior to the first game. We are critical of the fact that various statutory 
authorities (e.g. Thames Valley Police (TVP) and the emergency services), appear content to abdicate 
their responsibility to scrutinise the proposals in detail until planning approval has been given.  
 
It is not acceptable to defer considering these matters. There is a risk that the current proposals and 
models will change significantly when subjected to detailed scrutiny. There are genuine concerns that 
safety, policing, counter-terrorism, traffic and crowd control operational plans could require mitigation 
measures that would not otherwise be considered acceptable (such as prolonged road closures).  If 
planning approval is given subject to conditions they will be difficult to enforce.  Promises of related 
infrastructure provision (e.g. Freize Way access route, a pedestrian bridge, Parkway upgrades etc) might 
never be fulfilled. Once site clearance has been completed and construction started it seems likely that 
the stadium’s operational demands - no matter how unreasonable will be a fait accompli . 
 
We urge Cherwell to require OUFC to develop the overarching operational strategies and make them 
available to stakeholders including KPC, other consultees and Council for agreement before the 
application is decided.   

1.2 Should the application be approved, KPC intends to make a Section 106 request in order to secure 
community benefits and to mitigate the additional local pressures likely arise as a result 
of the application. 

1.3 KPC objects to this planning application for the reasons given here and as detailed in our previous 
consultation responses dated 24 Apr 2024, 04 Jun 2024, 05 Feb 2025, April 2025 and in our 
accompanying open letter expanding on the need to finalise match day operational planning before the 
application is decided.  

2 Very Special Circumstances (VSC) to release Green Belt 

2.1 OUFC’s Planning Statement Addendum ISSUE 1 sets out the applicants case for releasing the Triangle 
from the Green Belt. It argues that the site should be downgraded from Green to Grey Belt and that 
regardless of this, VSC exist to justify approving the stadium development. 

2.2 The Triangle makes a strong contribution to the two most relevant Green Belt purposes and hence it 
is NOT Grey Belt.  
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2.3 Purpose (a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 
KPC considers that the Triangle makes a STRONG Contribution to this purpose.  We concur with CPRE’s 
assessment (Section 2 of 8.1.13) that the site has been recognised as an important Green Barrier 
between Oxford and Kidlington since it was purchased by the County Council in 1936 to prevent the 
sprawl of ribbon development along the Oxford Road and preserve the gap between the City and 
Kidlington.  
 
As the development would be alongside the A4260 (Frieze Way) and the Oxford Road, it would breach one 
of the fundamental aspects of the Green Belt designation and of Cherwell Policy ESD 14 Check the 
growth of Oxford and prevent ribbon development and urban sprawl. 

National Planning guidance states that to make a strong contribution to this purpose the proposed site 
would be likely both : “- be adjacent or near to a large built-up area.  
- if developed, result in an incongruous pattern of development (such as an extended “finger” of 
development into the Green Belt).”  The Triangle meets BOTH these criteria, 

• It is near to the major housing development (sites PR6a and PR6b) -  large built up areas along the 
Oxford Road and near to the new ‘clear defensible” Green Belt boundary (the A34) established by the 
Cherwell Local Plan Partial Review.   

• OUFC accept that the site is adjacent to the main Oxford – Banbury Road built up area where urban 
sprawl and ribbon development will be most acutely perceived along one of the main approaches to the 
historic centre of Oxford City. 

• The proposed massive, 8 storey high commercial development will be a highly incongruous ‘finger’ into 
the Green Belt and very close to low rise built up residential areas. It will have permanent adverse visual 
impacts on the approach to Kidlington from the south and is not appropriate development for the 
Kidlington roundabout. 

2.4 Purpose (b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another.   
OUFC makes much of the PPG statement that "This purpose relates to the merging of towns, not villages”. 
In the 2021 Census Kidlington had a population in 2021 of 13,600 (14,984 if Gosford and Water Eaton is 
included). This is much larger than Woodstock (population 3,521). Indeed Kidlington is the 8th largest 
settlement in Oxfordshire. In terms of population, employment and service provision it has the attributes 
normally associated with a town.  
 
 The importance of maintaining the ‘Kidlington Gap’ in preventing the merger of towns has been 
reinforced and accepted since the Oxford Green Belt was established.  Any reasonable person looking at 
a map showing the development and population growth planned for the Kidlington area would agree that 
the Green Belt Purpose (b) applies and that the preserving the Triangle is essential to prevent the merger 
of Oxford with Kidlington.  Kidlington is classed as a village for purely historic reasons and this should not 
be allowed to obfuscate matters. 
 

KPC considers that The Triangle makes a STRONG contribution to this purpose. 

2.5 Purpose (d) to preserve the setting and special characters of historic towns 
This application would erode both the special character and setting of Oxford.  The stadium would be 
overwhelming in scale and wholly inappropriate ‘gateway development’ for a major approach to the City. 
It incorporates a hotel and ancillary development that would never otherwise be permitted.  
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2.6 Policy ESD 14 of the Cherwell Local Plan 2015 follows the principles of the National Planning Policy 
Framework stating the Green Belt will be maintained.  Cherwell’s current and draft Local Plans categorise 
The Triangle as Green Belt that is not assigned for development.  

2.7 Appendix 2 of OUFC Planning Statement Addendum summarises the ‘Benefits and Harm’ as a basis for 
demonstrating VSC.  The stated main benefit “Ensures Club's sustainable credible future and 
Championship status”. We repeat “OUFC’s clear preference to move and build a new stadium, along with 
the claim that doing so would help improve their commercial funding model are not material planning 
considerations when seeking to demonstrate Very Special Circumstances”.  
 
KPC does not agree that the area will benefit from the construction and operation of the stadium. 
Disruption to transport during construction is likely to be prolonged and severe. It is surprising that OUFC 
attempt to portray this as a ‘benefit’. Longer term, Kidlington already benefits from relatively high 
employment – and the airport and science park are expected to deliver significant new growth. 

2.8 Please refer to our previous feedback on the value proposed benefits to our community and the strength 
of local opinion opposed to a stadium in Kidlington. KPC remains of the opinion that the benefits offered 
by the stadium do not outweigh the harm to the area. 

2.9 The question of whether or not the Club can stay at their current stadium remains fundamental to 
deciding VSC.  We reinforce CDC’s Officer (letter 11/9/2024) request for proof that it cannot stay at the 
Kassam stadium. In our response (April 2025 point 2.6) we asked CDC to require written evidence that 
OUFC has: 

a) Tried and failed to negotiate a new long term lease agreement with the stadium company 
b) Made a market value purchase offer for the land and that this has been rejected; 
2.10 Investigated the feasibility of obtaining a CPO and can show this is not an option; and 
2.11 Supplied details of their proposed contingency arrangements for continuing to operate 

at a stadium once the current lease ends along with a valid explanation why these cannot be 
sustained long term. 

2.12 The question of whether more suitable alternative sites exist also remains unresolved. 

2.13 In summary, KPC considers that VSC have not been demonstrated and that our previously 
submitted reasons for objecting to the application on these grounds remain valid and we refer you 
to them (see 1.3 above).  

3 Traffic and Crowd Management 

3.1 In order to grant planning permission Cherwell must be satisfied that para 115 (d) NPPF is met i.e. 
significant impacts on the transport network or on highway safety can be mitigated.   
 
The latest Transport Assessment Addendum (ATA - 8.1.4) submitted by Ridge remains unconvincing, 
contradictory and has significant omissions. That this is still the case despite the enormous volume of 
documentation generated to date is a matter of grave concern. In KPC’s opinion this reflects OUFC’s 
insistence on deferring the review and production of detailed plans and policies for managing these 
matters. This work should be completed before after the permission is decided. KPC is a named 
member/ stakeholder of the proposed Match Day Steering Group. This Group should be convened under 
an independent Chair and provide its findings to CDC for agreement prior to deciding the application. 

3.2 CDC should require OUFC to provide evidence to support the statement (2.6.12) that This level of 
management is only expected if ticket sales are high. Major Events and standard days (small events) are 
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not expected to need a high level of management. Para 4.2.17 The Stadium is likely to hold 28 first team 
football matches per annum, including home league games, and pre-season and cup games. The 
stadium could potentially be full on these games depending upon the match and success of the team.  
 
KPC has repeatedly asked for clarification as to what is meant by “Major Events vs Standard Days vs High 
Ticket Sales.”  and an explanation of the level of management required for each category. How else can 
CDC decide if the disruption caused by the mitigation measures is reasonable and achievable? 

3.3 The document provides more detail on bus and shuttle bus arrangements, but it is still not clear how bus 
movements along the Oxford Road will be managed without further prolonging road closures. 

3.4 The capacity and suitability of Parkway to handle the expected matchday demand remains in question 
and it is not clear whether OUFC’s support for expanding the facility comes with any financial or other 
substantive backing (2.3.14). The application should not be permitted without firmer guarantees of this 
capacity, since the proposed alternative arrangements will simply create further congestion problems. 

3.5 The proposals (2.6.24) will result in a reduction in car-park capacity for rail users on match days.  Car 
park capacity will need to be significantly increased. The proposed blocking of entry and exit before and 
after matches would cause very serious inconvenience to local travellers and is an unreasonable 
demand. 

3.6 The calculations of delays to journey times on match days (7.5.3) are excessively optimistic and still do 
not make sufficient allowance for the inevitable increase in traffic resulting from new housing 
developments in the area, and a corresponding increase in population of over 60%. 

3.7 Modelling based on the Madjeski stadium is likely to overestimate the effectiveness of variable message 
signs in reducing traffic congestion (3.4.4). Given the lack of viable alternative routes the signage may 
have only have a marginal effect since for most purposes, the A44 is effectively the only alternative.  

3.8 There are no details about the pedestrian bridge across the Oxford Road, yet this would be an 
indispensable means of reducing match-day congestion. 

3.9 We see no evidence that the detailed reservations expressed in the Mayer-Brown Technical Note have 
been sufficiently addressed. The detailed criticisms of the pedestrian modelling methods used made by 
Lathbury Road Residents Association have been ignored.  

3.10 The latest ATA does not show any crowd movement along the Oxford Road to the North of the stadium. 
Modelling needs to account for potentially large numbers arriving by bus (eg. near Sainsbury’s) and 
possibly needing to be marshalled across the Kidlington Roundabout.  

3.11 The ATA illustrates the extent of the coned / barrier area required for crowd control and to enable bus 
movements along the closed length of the Oxford Road. These will no doubt be supplemented by 
temporary counter terrorism controls. We do not see how it is feasible to achieve a sufficiently rapid set 
up and removal time within the 30-45 minutes assigned for road closure.  
 
The ATA states at 2.6.17) “barriers will be removed for initial high density egress to prevent crowd safety 
hazards”. How will it be possible to allow bus movements along the Oxford Road during this period? 

3.12 In our experience of marshalling crowds attending large events at Stratfield Brake that parts of the slip 
roads alongside the Oxford Road to the North may need to be no parking zones on match days. 
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3.13 Despite claims to the contrary, this latest application fails to adequately address most of the concerns 
raised by KPC and others at earlier stages of consultation. We ask CDC to ensure that these oversights 
are fully corrected before the application is decided.  

3.14 KPC objects to this application on the grounds that the applicants have not shown that the development 
meets the requirements of para 115 (d) NPPF i.e. that significant impacts on the transport network or on 
highway safety can be mitigated. 

4 Controlled Parking Zones (CPZ) 

4.1 Details of the proposed Controlled Parking Zones (2.6.13) are still insufficiently specific: what regulations 
will be made, and how will they be e funded and enforced? 

4.2 We share TVP  (8.1.9) concerns that fans are very likely to drive to the stadium and attempt to park in 
residential areas, causing community tension and highway obstruction issues.  

ATA Sect 2.6.13 shows that roughly half of Kidlington would likely  be within the proposed CPZ required to 
discourage supporters travelling to stadium by car and parking on nearby residential streets on match 
days. In our view this is an excessive ask of residents.  
 
Furthermore, it is only pushing the problem further north. There will be nothing to prevent supporters 
parking on other roads and making use of local services, hospitality venues and  bus connections. We are 
aware that supporters see Kidlington as a more attractive venue than the current Grenoble Road/ 
Littlemore area for exactly these reasons. It seems possible that other roads, closer to the centre and 
other outlets may need to be include in the CPZ zone and it is difficult to see how this would be managed. 
 
KPC is not opposed to increased trade, though many residents are concerned by the prospect of match 
day crowds. The failure to consider the safe movement of pedestrians approaching the stadium from the 
north highlights a disconnected strategic approach.  

5 Policing, Security, Hostile Vehicle Mitigation, and Evacuation Measures 

5.1 We refer to TVP’s  final response (16th May 2025) detailed comments.  The stadium building, concourse 
and fan zone, Oxford Road, Frieze Way,  Oxford Parkway /  Park and Ride and the entrance to Stratfield 
Brake are all included in the development site red line and are part of ‘Zone Ex’ -  i.e.  those areas, either in 
the public domain or under private ownership, considered to be integral to the circulation and safe 
management of people both arriving at the venue and dispersing afterwards. As such they are likely to be 
included within any counter terrorism, and full emergency/ exceptional evacuation strategies.  
 
In our view, it is likely that a detailed scrutiny of the site will result in the Kidlington Roundabout and slip 
roads along the Oxford Road north of the stadium being included in Zone Ex.  

5.2 It is stated that the ground has been designed to meet all relevant regulatory requirements. However, it 
seems that the intention is to defer providing the relevant detailed policies and procedures for scrutiny 
and agreement until after planning approval has been given. This is not acceptable, especially  given the 
recognised constraints and difficulties of the site. As the application amply demonstrates the minimum 
expectation is for road closures and  significant transport disruption. 

5.3 The South Central Ambulance Service have confirmed (8.1.17) that it is part of a Council led Safety 
Advisory Group (SAG) for the current Kassam stadium. The Triangle proposals have been discussed by 
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SAG and it seems that the OUFC’s assurances that the new stadium would comply with the Green Guide 
for stadiums were accepted. It is deeply concerning that the ambulance service have decided not to 
consider and respond to the planning application. The Green Guide does not (we understand) apply to 
outside the stadium footprint (i.e to Zone Ex ). CDC should ask the service to consider the transport and 
crowd management proposals and to consider the concerns raised in  the Lathbury Road Residents 
Association letter (8.1.16) 

5.4 We remain concerned that the applicants have not yet provided authoritative assurances that prolonged 
road closures will NOT be required safety reasons. We ask CDC to insist that OUFC still provide a 
detailed, definitive emergency evacuation policy  and have this approved by Thames Valley Police and 
other responsible approval bodies (i.e. a Triangle stadium SAG) before deciding this application. In short, 
the stadium  Safety Advisory Group needs to be formed and report its findings and recommendations to 
CDC as part of the planning application. Again, the emergency services are only concerned with safety 
issues; it is CDC’s responsibility to decide if the mitigation measures are acceptable in planning terms. 

5.5 The Sports Grounds Safety Authority (SGSA) Guidance states that a “stadium’s core  Safety management 
plans must balance the operational requirements of the venue and the needs of those attending the 
event against any impact that the event might have upon Zone Ex and others, such as local communities, 
businesses and services”.  CDC must be in a position to consider the balance between the operational 
requirements and the negative impact on others impacts are  before planning approval can be 
considered.   

5.6 KPC endorses TVP recommendation that the  stadium bowl and pitch should only be allowed sport use 
and that concerts or other events that might attract more than 16K attendees not be permitted since the 
site constraints would make this unsafe. 

5.7 KPC object to this application on the grounds that the applicants have as yet failed to demonstrate 
that the application meets the requirements set out in The NPPF 2024, Section 8, Paragraph 102  

6 Ecological considerations 

6.1 Ecology Solutions latest document (8.1.5) responding to public and consultee comments does not 
engage with the concerns raised by KPC and others. It offers legal advice stating that the methodology 
used to assess  Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) is defensible “as regards the mandatory BNG legal regime 
(2.1.6) ” and overall concludes that (3.1) “there can be no substantive grounds for objecting to the 
proposals based on ecology and nature conservation considerations”.  

6.2 Ecology Solutions seem determined to exploit potential loopholes in the BNG methodology and 
technical terms in order to minimise the ecological value of the existing well established, undisturbed 
rich wildlife habitat while maximising the value of the semi-artificial football pitch turf enclosed by the 
stadium terraces, regularly floodlit and replaced annually.  

6.3 Ecology Solutions response is fundamentally contradictory in that it describes the willow plantation to be 
a well managed willow coppice that should be classified as broadleaf woodland coppice for BNG 
calculation purposes, but then uses a much lower value ‘arable land’ metric. We endorse the comments 
made by BBWOT in their latest submission (8.1.12) and ask CDC to give weight to their concerns. 

6.4 TVP (8.1.9) have confirmed that environmental conservation and BNG plans for the site will be 
compromised by the need to ensure public safety (e.g. via adequate lighting, open lines of sight and 
CCTV coverage of the whole area).  Similarly, ASPECTs latest review of the LVIA (8.1.8) notes that the 
replacement / retention of hedgerow along the site boundaries ‘may not be achievable due to safety and 
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emergency access requirements” (6.8 ).  Clearly the operational imperatives of the stadium are in direct 
conflict with OUFC’s aspiration to retain hedgerows, increase mature tree cover and create “vertical 
meadows’.  

6.5 Adverse Impact on Ancient Woodland, Woodland Trust land and Loss of TPO trees  
We  refer Cherwell to the evidence that the strip of woodland adjoining the Triangle to the South should 
be classed as Ancient Woodland for the purpose of determining this application ( see 8.1.18). Natural 
England (NE) Guidance states that c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable 
habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are 
wholly exceptional reasons (see Footnote 70)  and a suitable compensation strategy exists. The Stadium 
does not in our view meet the “exception reasons “ test.  
 
The response seeks to rebut the need for a 15m buffer zone on the basis that the woodland to the south is 
not currently listed on the Ancient Woodland Inventory. This is disingenuous. Not all Ancient Woods 
appear on maps dating back to 1600 and NE encourage  classification based on other markers.  Indeed, 
NE guidance to developers states that they should report potential Ancient Woodland to them for 
assessment, which Ecology Solutions seem to  have ignored.  
 
The woodland has many physical and ecological ancient woodland markers that confirm it supports an 
irreplaceable, complex ecosystem that has grown and adapted with native wildlife (Public Consultation 
Response 3843 refers). What remains covers only 2.4% of the UK. In any case, the site is a functional 
extension of the Woodland Trust land. It should be protected by a more adequate buffer and concerns 
regarding the increased flooding risk from carpark overspill should be appropriately addressed.  

6.6 The Woodland Trust (8.1.19) objected to the application and now restate that any potential damage to 
their land at Stratfield Brake must be alleviated entirely. KPC notes OCC’s drainage officer   concerns 
(8.1.14)  that “there may be unavoidable ecological implications within the Woodland Trust land to the 
west” … CDC should secure a commitment from OUFC to help deliver the drainage improvements . 

6.7 The Trust have also  asked Natural England to review the evidence and consider whether any of the 
woodland should be considered for Ancient Woodland designation. , CDC’s Arbocultural officer (8.1.20) 
has stated that a larger (15m) buffer zone should be enforced to protect Ancient Woodland, and this 
would require amendments to the site plan. CDC should to take a precautionary approach and defer 
making the  planning decision until Natural England has provided a judgement.  

6.8 Aspect’s review of the LVIA  (8.1.8) suggests that the plans should be amended to secure the retention of 
TPO trees. However, CDC Arbocultural officer (8.1.20) has accepted their removal on condition the loss is 
mitigated both from a BNG and amenity perspective.  

6.9 TVP final response supports  our concern that the safe and secure operation of the site are in conflict 
with environmental conservation and biodiversity net gain.  They state that in order  “to monitor, identify 
and respond to incidents of crime and disorder in and around the stadium development, it is imperative 
that an effective lighting and CCTV scheme is developed which ensures no areas of conflict between 
these two elements. Lighting, landscaping and CCTV must be designed holistically to ensure maximum 
visibility across the site”. They also “have concerns with the proposed "vertical meadow" which is 
proposed to obscure views into the cycle stores”. It is therefore likely that light pollution is 
underestimated; that more hedgerow and trees may be lost and that measures such  as the ‘vertical 
meadow’ will not be viable. All of this will be compounded should the proposed new sustainable travel 
route along Frieze Way be delivered, since it will require lighting and the loss of habitats along it’s length. 
This is further evidence that the claim of an increased BNG on site is overstated. 
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6.10 The applicants have not made any substantive changes to their actual proposals and continue to claim 
that the proposals will result in a >10% BNG while providing an improved habitat for invertebrates and 
birds. As stated previously, this defies commonsense and casts doubt on the reliability of the ESA 
environmental chapters. 

6.11 We have repeatedly asked CDC to require the ecological assessment / BNG calculations to be revised. A 
more realistic ecological assessment of the site before and after development is needed, that includes 
the impact of changes such as the emerging  safety and access constraints, the impact of clearing land 
for the proposed Frieze Way path and the Woodland Trust drainage issues.  Again, CDC’s Arbocultural 
officer (8.1.20) has confirmed that the BNG may need to recalculated for this reason. 

6.12 Having reviewed the additional information it is clear that no material changes have been made to the 
proposals. Hence KPC continue to object to this development on ecological grounds for the reasons 
given here and as detailed in previous responses..  

7 Economic impact 

7.1 The  new “Supplementary Main Town Cente Uses Audit (8.1.6) by Nexus Planning provides policy advice 
in respect of the impact the stadium and ancillary hotel gym, retail and hospitality outlets. The remit of 
this latest audit applied only to retail planning policy matters. It concludes that this “out of town” 
development is unlikely to have a direct adverse effect on local businesses and that the expected local 
population growth is likely to need additional gym facilities.  

7.2 This Audit does not address KPCs concerns that match day disruptions may adversely affect local 
traders (see our response April 2025, sections 5 and 6). Hence our objections based on potential 
economic damage and lack of mitigating community benefits stand. KPC intends to make a Section 
106 request in order to secure community benefits and to mitigate the additional local pressures 
likely arise as a result of the application. 

8 Documents reviewed for this response 

8.1 KPC  has reviewed the following documents released since our last response in April 2025.  
8.1.1 Planning Statement Addendum_ISSUE 1  
8.1.2 OUFC - Response to Security Questions [UPDATE] 
8.1.3 Supplementary Main Town Cente Uses Audit - LPA ref 24.00539.F(1) 
8.1.4 TA Option and Sensitivity Tests_200325 
8.1.5 10736.Ecology Solutions Comments Response - April 2025vf1 
8.1.6 Supplementary Main Town Cente Uses Audit - LPA ref 24.00539.F(1) 
8.1.7 240539F Sustainability energy review_Bioregional_REV03 
8.1.8 8504.LRN.002 Aspect review LVIA 
8.1.9 24-00539-F Land To The East Of Stratfield Brake Thames Valley Police RESPONSE FINAL 16/5/25 
8.1.10  OUFC NHPR FINAL Cond highways 
8.1.11  Stadium VSC objection 2 Ian Middleton 
8.1.12  BBOWT 3rd response to new stadium, Stratfield Brake 
8.1.13 CPRE Oxfordshire Triangle 24-00539-F-April25_FINAL 
8.1.14 OCC Drainage possible unavoidable damage to woodland trust land to the west 
8.1.15 Lathbury Road Ped cyclist concerns 22Apr25 
8.1.16 Lathbury Road re Ambulance Service response of 19 May 2025 
8.1.17 Ambulance Service letter to Lathbury Road re 19 May 2025 
8.1.18 Public Consultation Response 3843 ancient woodland 
8.1.19 Woodland Trust Consultation Response 15-05-25 
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8.1.20 CDC Arocultural Team response 21-05-35 
8.1.21 Chiltern Rail Final Response 22-05-25 


