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The North Oxfordshire Green Party (NOGP) is the branch of the Green Party of England and Wales 

covering Cherwell.  Our members in the three main conurbations of Cherwell as well as those living 

in the surrounding villages have considered the document ‘Planning for Cherwell to 2040’ and their 

responses are included in this document. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

There are specific responses to some of the main questions posed in the community involvement 

paper as well as general observations.  Our main focus is naturally on the issues relating to climate 

change and environmental protection, but the GPEW also has a strong policy stance on housing, 

particularly affordable housing, as well as place making and the provision of sustainable 

infrastructure.  We are also keen to support small local businesses and vibrant town centres, but 

this is as part of an overall approach to organic economic growth, rather than pursuing growth for 

its own sake. 

GROWTH 

The main theme of the involvement paper seems to be a continuation of Cherwell’s pursuit of 

growth whilst at the same time trying to represent this as ‘sustainable’. The terms ‘sustainable 

growth’ is in large part an oxymoron.  Growth can never be maintained indefinitely, and whilst we 

would support the maintenance of a thriving economy, in an area like Oxfordshire growth needs to 

be managed, rather than pursued. This is particularly the case in a district like Cherwell where 

growth has outstripped the national average by a very large margin. 

One valuable lesson that we must learn from the experience of the pandemic is that businesses 

may not need huge, expensive premises to operate from in the future. This goes for almost all 

businesses, with the possible exception of some service industries and the manufacturing sector.  

Many more people will be working from home than has been the case in the past.  By 2040 this 

may be a much more entrenched position.  We need to be planning for better communication 

infrastructures such as fibre broadband and 5G across all areas, including those harder-to-reach 

rural sectors, in order to facilitate what is likely to be a more established mode of remote working.  

This should in many cases be a priority above the provision of more traditional modes of travel and 

communications. 

RETAIL 

We would support measures aimed at helping smaller retailers.  We do not support the spending of 

huge sums on shopping centres such as Banbury’s Castle Quay Shopping Centre.  This has been 

promoted as a regeneration project when in fact the focus has been on maintaining a development 

that services larger retailers almost exclusively.  Areas like Banbury, Bicester and Kidlington all have 

a good independent retail offer, but these businesses need more targeted support.  This is likely to 

be even more the case in 2040 when it’s predicted that more that half of all retail sales will be 

made online.  That figure may be even greater once the impact of COVID-19 is factored in.  Other 
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global crises such as climate change may also have an impact by then, especially if we have not 

achieved local targets of zero carbon by 2030. 

GREEN SPACES 

There are numerous references to ‘green space’, ‘green infrastructure’ and ‘green belt’ within the 

document; however it seems apparent, from both the overriding focus on growth and the industrial 

strategy, that these important aspects of our environment are liable to be sacrificed at the first 

opportunity. 

For example, paragraph 1.2 makes reference to ensuring that developments do not do harm, 

respond to climate change, avoid pollution, improve biodiversity and the provision of sustainable 

transport modes.  All these things could be done using the current local plan and national policy 

frameworks, yet it’s clear from previous behaviour that these things are not a real priority for 

Cherwell. 

TRUST 

The document makes only one specific response to Cherwell’s recent partial review which was 

adopted by the council on 7th September after considerable opposition from local and national 

campaigners and local residents.  The proposals that were eventually pushed through by the 

administration as a result of that review will result in huge destruction of a large area of green belt 

in south Cherwell, along with the building of more roads and the expansion of existing business 

areas such as the Begbroke Science Park, which in turn will result in the obliteration of two ancient 

and distinct villages. 

References in paragraph 1.20 to ‘maintenance of local distinctiveness’ and in para 1.21 calling for 

villages and hamlets to ‘retain their traditional character’ will ring very hollow with the people of 

Begbroke, Yarnton, Gosford and Water Eaton. 

The single reference to this highly contentious and far reaching decision by the council is an 

attempt to exclude it from discussion as part of this consultation.  While it’s clear that the current 

administration would be keen for that to be the case, future planning policy cannot be seen in 

isolation from the council’s past actions.  Trust and good will form a major part of any planning 

policy; it now seems clear to the people of south Cherwell that their council cannot be trusted and 

shows very little good will towards residents there. 

In that context it is very difficult to take seriously any of the aspirations towards the protection of 

green spaces and the amenity of local residents that are espoused in this document, when the 

council’s recent actions stand as proof of their total lack of genuine concern for such values.  

CURRENT POLICIES 

Comments in paragraphs such as 1.14 which refers to ‘safe green spaces’ and ‘Green Belt 

strategies’ in 1.35 would also seem to be simple window dressing. The reference in 2.4c to an 
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‘environmental objective’ is all very laudable, but seems far from the true aspirations of the current 

administration. 

Moreover, many of the policies and aims that are listed in connection with environmental matters 

and zero carbon development are already present in the current local plan; yet rarely, if at all, are 

they applied to planning applications.   

These policies are usually dismissed during the consideration of such applications as mere 

‘aspirations’ that would not stand up to a planning appeal.  If that is the case, it’s difficult to see 

how they would be given more ‘teeth’ in the future and if those teeth would even be used, were 

they available to the planning committee.  This would seem to be unlikely in cases where these 

values are seen as obstacles to growth or in opposition to the industrial strategy. 

EMERGING POLICY 

There is a single reference in 2.6 to the government’s emerging policies on planning which, if they 

go ahead in their current form, will make much of this consultation redundant.  Much more focus is 

needed on that aspect, and there is the argument that expending further effort and expense on a 

consultation at this point is foolhardy, especially given that these proposals would not become 

policy for another 20 years. 

OXFORD/CAMBRIDGE ARC 

There is much mention of the so-called ‘knowledge spine’ and the ‘Oxford to Cambridge Arc’, both 

rather worrying aspects coming from the only council in Oxfordshire that refused to condemn the 

building of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway, a project universally opposed and panned by 

environmental campaigners across the region.  It’s also worth noting that as chair of the ‘Arc 

Leaders’ Group’ the current leader of Cherwell District Council has some part to play in this project. 

It’s worrying that repeated references to this notional arc and the connectivity between the two 

cities is another recurring theme allied to the theme of growth.  It’s difficult not to see such 

references as an attempt to keep the idea of the expressway alive, even though it has been 

suspended by national government.  NOGP feels it would be as well to set the record straight on 

this once and for all, making CDC’s policy on the expressway clear. The building of a motorway is 

not compatible with the council’s climate change emergency motion. 

FARMLAND 

There are several references in the document to protecting farmland in the pursuit of food security.  

The NOGP would wholeheartedly support this aim, but again CDC has not shown good faith on this 

aspiration so far.  Building on green areas usually involves the removal of large swathes of good 

farming land.  This is particularly the case in south Cherwell, where dozens of acres of grade 2 

farmland are about to be concreted over. 
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BIODIVERSITY AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

The table on Page 20 contains a list of rather vague priorities including references to such things as 

‘biodiversity offsetting’.  The Green Party regards any sort of offsetting as dodging responsibility. 

The reference to ‘natural capital mapping’ is again a great phrase, but this needs more detail.  

Green councillor Ian Middleton has already suggested that a register of important trees should be 

compiled, but has been told that there are no resources to carry this out.  If that is the case, then 

including items like this in that table is pointless. 

The reference to ‘green infrastructure networks’ also needs more explanation. 

It also includes an aspiration to protect areas where development is inappropriate.  The Green Belt 

would seem to be a perfect example of such an area, yet, as already mentioned, Cherwell has done 

very little to protect that and has instead actively pursued the opposite. 

To be frank, much of this seems to be composed of environmental ‘buzz-phrases’ that sound very 

good to the uninitiated, but cut little ice with anyone who has experience of such matters.  If 

Cherwell’s aspirations on these matters is to be taken seriously, they need to put much more flesh 

on the bone. 

WIDER ENGAGEMENT 

We would hope to see further engagement from stakeholders and external organisations to inform 

and help deliver the CDC plan for 2040. These should include the NHS, County Council and private 

providers of utilities, such as Thames Water, BT and bus and train companies. This list is of course 

not exhaustive. 

We would also like to see more hard data from the council in a digestible form to inform public 

debate. Examples could include the arrangements for the 2021 census, traffic audits, housing needs 

analysis and updated local environmental, economic and social metrics. 

 We would also encourage the involvement of the voluntary sector. 

KEY THEMES 2 : MEETING THE CHALLENGE OF CLIMATE CHANGE 

3.14 Climate change is rightfully identified as the most important challenge the district, and indeed 

the world, faces. The council adopted a climate change motion in 2019 but, as yet, has shown very 

little tangible progress towards new measures targeted at mitigating climate change. In fact, in the 

2020 budget revisions the council removed spending targeted at climate change and increased 

building regulations charges for things like the fitting of solar panels and thermal upgrades. This 

does not suggest that the council is genuinely concerned with the damage it does to the 

environment. We need to see much more progress on this. 
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3.16 Emissions from transport 

a. A Google search of EV (Electric Vehicle) charging points in OX15 reveals that there are only 

around 15 publicly available in Banbury, with 4 at Cherwell services and 4 in Chipping Norton. Low 

availability of charging points is a key factor in dissuading people from making the change to EVs. 

Communal charging points should be mandatory for all new housing developments, and introduced 

into existing ones; charging points should be provided at all large supermarkets, petrol stations, car 

parks and sports facilities. 

b. Car and EV bicycle sharing clubs like the one in Hook Norton should be encouraged. 

3.18 a. More emphasis should be placed on green energy for all new building, whether for business 

or residential. All new housing should be required to be fitted with air-source heat pumps and to be 

supplied by green electricity companies such as Ecotricity or Octopus. 

b. Local residents, especially in the rural villages, should be encouraged to replace gas or oil-fired 

heating systems with air-source pumps and to switch to green energy. This is especially important 

in villages such as the Barfords which have no gas supply, so almost every house is currently 

dependent on oil for heating. The council should do more to make residents aware of grants and 

incentives for this. It is very easy to make these changes, yet the majority of people are ill-informed. 

c. There should be a local effort (Town, District and /or County Council) to discourage the wasteful 

but widespread practice of keeping shop doors open in winter. Closing doors would be a simple, 

immediate and effective way of reducing carbon emissions. It is nonsensical to pump heat into the 

air at a time of climate emergency. 

3.19 Whilst we of course support an increase in renewable energy generation, we are concerned 

about the widespread use of so called ‘solar farms’ where green spaces and farmland are covered 

in solar panels. This may be an expediency, but it would be far more sustainable to include 

enforceable provision in planning rules to ensure that solar panels are added to all industrial 

building where appropriate.  This would particularly be the case on the large warehouses that are 

springing up along the M40 in Bicester and Banbury. We would propose that no further solar farms 

be approved by the council until all new (and existing where possible) warehousing is fitted with 

solar panels connected to the national grid. 

3.20 references policies in the current local plan intended to mitigate climate change. However 

these are rarely, if ever, enforced by the council.  They are generally treated as aspirational and 

advisory.  If similar - or, hopefully more comprehensive - policies are to be included in the next 

plan, they need to come with a commitment to ensure they are applied to all planning applications 

and that the council is prepared to stand behind them.  This should include a requirement for the 

council to defend such requirements in court if appeals are lodged as a result. 

3.21 We totally agree with the premise of this paragraph.  However, it’s clear from the council’s 

own recent decisions concerning the destruction of green spaces and Green Belt land that they 

currently pay only lip service to these concerns.  We very much agree that there needs to be strong 

and enforceable policies regarding the protection of important green spaces. As in the previous 

point, though: it remains to be seen if these will actually be part of the next local plan and, most 

importantly, if the council will have the will and the fortitude to stand behind them. 
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QUESTION 11 

NOGP agrees with the majority of these proposals. As already described, we remain sceptical that 

the council will actually include appropriate and enforceable policies that will protect the 

environment, especially if these are at odds with aspirations towards economic growth and 

business concerns.  We would be very pleased to be proved wrong, however, and look forward to 

seeing more work towards achieving these goals. 

THEME 3 – HEALTHY PLACE-SHAPING 

We feel bound to make the point that paragraph 3.25 (2) concerning local engagement is another 

example of fine words that are not borne out by actions. It’s been clear over recent years that there 

has been very little genuine will to engage with local people over planning issues, particularly with 

regard to the recent partial review. We concede that there are no shortages of consultations; 

however, these are perceived by most people in the district as little more than box-ticking 

exercises.  We remain to be convinced that even this consultation will result in any actual changes 

to policy, but again would be happy to be proved wrong. 

SPECIFIC RESPONSES ON LOCAL AREAS 

BANBURY 

ECONOMY 

2.48 a. We would like to see a specific statement that 'securing the economic future of the district' 

will prioritise improving the health and happiness of people who live here, with an explicit 

recognition that this goes beyond creating new jobs. Creating more jobs while people in Banbury 

remain socially isolated is not in itself a worthwhile objective. 

b.  We live in a market-driven capitalist economy in a period of rapid technological change. Local 

dismay when a business closes is ineffective. We do have a tradition of innovation, 

entrepreneurship and volunteering. There should be business forums based upon actual trading 

patterns. These forums would bring together business people, local councillors and representatives 

of major private and public corporates to remove barriers and impediments to smaller businesses. 

They should have access to training, finance and IT resources. They should promote the benefits of 

buying local. 

c. Impediments should be removed for those with caring responsibilities to help them return to the 

labour market, start their own business or access learning. The business forums described above 

would have a major role here.  

d. Our landscape should be considered as an economic asset to be sustainably used to create new 

green, ecological and leisure/learning related jobs, and to create town/country partnerships. There 

are many retired people in the countryside, many of whom have vast experience of public service, 

business or wildlife and land management, which could enable them to be effective mentors. 
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TOWN CENTRE 

2.54 A diverse range of shops and policies which support the development of local, 

environmentally-friendly businesses should be part of any development plan for the town centre. A 

specific commitment to work with building landlords, and to lobby central government, if 

necessary, to reach these objectives, would improve the aspirations listed here. There should also 

be a specific commitment to improving the energy efficiency of buildings. 

TRANSPORT 

2.58 a. Parts of Banbury have amongst the worst air quality in the county. Why is there no explicit 

commitment to tackle this?  

b. Specifically, development of industrial buildings by the M40 will increase traffic. The building of 

more units in the area of Wildmere Road, Chalker Way or any of the roads leading from that area 

will be hugely detrimental to the east side of Banbury. These are all fed by the A422 from the M40 

leading to Hennef Way, the most heavily polluted road in Oxfordshire with nitrogen dioxide levels 

almost double the safe legal limit. There are many residential properties nearby where public 

health is at risk from this. The fact that the levels are already so far over the legal limit should not 

only make it undesirable to develop further in this area; it should deem it illegal.  

c. Furthermore, the traffic build-up at the roundabouts at Hennef Way, Ermont Way and Middleton 

Road are currently so great as to cause stationary traffic to queue to get out of Banbury for 20 

minutes at peak times. This also competes with shoppers using the Gateway shopping centre. 

d. On a commercial basis, too, the two routes into Banbury from the M40 along Hennef Way and 

Middleton Road are regularly heavily congested, deterring shoppers from driving to the town 

centre, where local businesses are struggling and empty units growing in number.    

2.60 Improving cycle and pedestrian links to employment areas is a laudable objective, but not 

sufficient. Cycling and walking from residential areas to shopping areas is also challenging. A policy 

which is serious about encouraging these forms of transport will also include traffic calming, and 

will address those points in the town where cycling is difficult, most notably Bridge Street. 

COMMUNITY AND SOCIAL ISSUES 

2.61 identifies eight different indications of social deprivation. We would like to see concrete 

suggestions for each of these, again with a specific commitment to lobby government at national 

and county level where policy makes local initiatives to tackle these challenges more difficult. We 

would also like to see a specific statement that meeting the needs of the most vulnerable members 

of the community of our town will take priority over a focus on growth. 

KEY ISSUES 

High levels of isolation and loneliness: Ensure that broadband providers facilitate more home 

working. Upskill and reskill existing workers. Encourage colleges and universities to develop more 

online lifetime learning. 

Need for additional secondary school provision: It is essential that such provision includes 

sufficient numbers of places for children and young people with Special Educational Needs. There 
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are not sufficient places in the county for such youngsters. Seeking to meet the needs of these 

young people is putting additional strain on mainstream schools and contributing to social 

disadvantage. A plan which pays serious attention to issues of social disadvantage will identify that 

Cherwell District Council will be working with and where necessary lobbying the County Council and 

national government, to engage actively with these issues. 

Need to address identified deficiencies in open space, sport and recreation provision through 

enhancement of existing facilities or securing new provision: Many new estates have very narrow 

roads. This results in pavement parking obstructing pavement users. Cherwell planners should 

reverse this trend and insist upon layouts that would also lead to the provision of the old ideas of 

play streets for children. There is a good example of this in Yarnton, so it is possible. 

QUESTION 4: ADDITIONAL OBSERVATIONS 

Housing: Re-establish the 19th Century type of housing cooperatives. They would be managed by 

tenants, leaseholders, self-builders and cooperative members. Funds for social housing building 

could be raised by the issuing of savings bonds for small savers paying a fair percentage rate of 

interest. A safe investment should be backed by an income stream from rents and other charges. 

Design and layouts were innovative in the late 19th and 20th centuries. There is every reason to 

believe that human-scale innovative small estates would be so much better, in both environmental 

and welfare terms, than the modern maximum-profit large developments favoured by the big 

builders. 

RURAL AREAS 

2.97 There are pockets of digital poverty in rural areas.  To address this, we would like free tablets 

and Wi-Fi to be issued to those entitled to pension credit and to children in receipt of free school 

meals. 

2.98 a. Public transport to and from rural villages must be improved. Subsidised bus services have 

failed in at least one local village because timetables were never publicised and because of the high 

level of car ownership. Yet the 2011 census revealed that 20% of the over-16s locally had no access 

to independent transport. Transport tokens should be reintroduced to encourage community 

transport and private taxis. 

b. Although county roads are outside the control of CDC, the quality of infrastructure impacts on 

District and Neighbourhood local plans. Many A-roads in the county have enforced speed limits. 

Many B-roads in rural areas do not. This reduces connectivity between villages. Speeding vehicles 

make walking and cycling very dangerous for humans and animals alike. Many villages would 

benefit from the existing GP policy of 20 mph limits in built-up areas. Money should be spent on 

road changes and street furniture to achieve this. 

KEY ISSUES 

Localised flood risk: There is no mention of tree planting, unless this is implied by “utilise natural 

flood alleviation measures wherever possible”.  Flooding is of course a major responsibility of 

Thames Water and the Environment Agency, both of which have been ineffective in some villages 
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despite the efforts of Parish Councils. This raises the question of accountability of privately-owned 

utilities to local communities. 

GENERAL POINTS: 

1. It is hard to make any meaningful response to these aspirations when there is no detail at all 

about how it is anticipated that these will be achieved. As Banbury citizens we anticipate 

that we will be able to see and comment on these policies when there is sufficient detail on 

which to comment. 

2. Political decisions should be taken at the lowest level as possible to enhance local 

democracy. More powers and budgets should be devolved to Town and Parish Councils. 

Examples: it is ludicrous that Cherwell has the power to enforce anti-dog fouling measures on 

Parish Council playing fields. Banburians often demand reduced parking charges; parking in 

Banbury should be the responsibility of the Town Council. Let the citizens of Banbury decide on 

these controversial matters and not expect Cherwell residents outside the town to subsidise car 

parking 

BICESTER 

Question 3 

We feel that the focus on affordable housing for key workers is reasonable, but the provision of 

affordable housing should not be exclusive to that group. There are many people not considered 

key workers in a pandemic who also need access to affordable housing. Cherwell residents should 

be able to access affordable housing regardless of what their job is.  

The location of new homes must be carefully considered so as to preserve access to the green 

spaces. We already knew that green spaces are valued by residents, but their value in terms of 

benefits to physical and mental health has been further highlighted by the pandemic.   

We are really pleased to see a point about meeting the needs of travelling communities. We feel it's 

important to add to this that policies aiming to meet the needs of these communities are 

developed in conversation with them. Rather than imposing solutions on them we should be 

working in collaboration with for the benefit of both their communities and everyone else in 

Cherwell. We need to bring travelling communities with us in the development of any policies made 

for them. 

We agree with the need for a range of employment B use classes and think that the employment 

development must be in keeping with the area as much as possible. Over development is a concern 

here. 

We also very much support policies to encourage and facilitate higher skilled/higher wage jobs and 

in particular the access to training workers need to be able to access those careers. 
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Should we be encouraging leisure, residential, community and business space in our town centres? 

On this question we think, to an extent, this is already happening but feel that policies in the local 

plan should aim to ensure a range of offerings in the town centre. In particular it's important that 

community space is available so that groups can meet together; this will help to tackle loneliness in 

our community. This should include leisure offerings, particularly those that help to meet the aims 

of healthy place-shaping.  

There should be a focus on reducing the number of cars that need to come into the town centre as 

this will help to make the area more attractive for pedestrians, cyclists and wheelchair users. This 

should include a reduction in car parking spaces. However, consideration should be given to people 

for whom other ways of accessing the town centre are not available and provision made for them, 

for example disabled car parking. 

In general we think the move to larger all-age play is probably a positive one but we would like the 

views of children and young people to be sought on this.  

Question 5 

We would like more details on the Bicester Marketing Board. This is not something we are aware 

of. 

We agree that Bicester is a growing town but in terms of retail there are still numerous empty 

stores in Sheep Street.  We should not be measuring Bicester’s success as a shopping destination by 

Bicester Village alone.  There should be more to shopping in Bicester, particularly independent 

retail. 

Question 9 

We believe there should be a focus on support for the arts and cultural industries. This sector has 

been hit particularly hard by the pandemic and even pre-pandemic. We feel that support for the 

arts in Bicester should be a theme of the local plan. 

Question 12 

We note that on healthy place-shaping, mental health is not specifically mentioned. Early 

indications suggest that the pandemic has had a big impact on the mental health of the country, 

which we fear will place further strain on existing mental health services. It is often said that mental 

health should be given the same importance as physical health; the local plan should reflect this, 

with policies to ensure that adequate support is available for everyone in our community who 

needs it. This should be there already, but the pandemic has increased the urgency.  

We welcome the inclusion of policies that prioritise active travel. It's vital that these measures in 

new developments join up with existing infrastructure.  

 



11 | P a g e  
 

Question 16 

We would like to see a consideration of the use of citizens’ assemblies as a way to engage with the 

community. 

KIDLINGTON AND SURROUNDING VILLAGES 

Paragraph 2.83 makes reference to the partial review and the impending inspector’s report.  Since 

the publication of the consultation document the report has been published and the council has 

now adopted the review along with the removal of the majority of Green Belt protection 

surrounding the villages of Yarnton and Begbroke.  The paragraph concludes by saying that these 

plans are not the subject of this review.  While that may be the case, it is impossible to consider the 

future local plan in relation to these areas without reference to those plans. 

The plans to build 4400 houses around Kidlington, with 2500 sited around Begbroke and Yarnton 

and a similarly substantial number around Gosford and Water Eaton, will have a devastating effect 

on those areas.  

By the time the 2040 local plan comes into force they will of course have made a huge difference to 

the demographic and geographic profiles of those locales, including changes in local infrastructure, 

road layouts, air quality and population. 

It’s also highly likely, especially if plans to re-organise local government in Oxfordshire go ahead, 

that these areas will be subsumed into a greater-Oxford suburb and so may not even form part of 

Cherwell (even if District councils are still extant at that time). 

No review of the local plan or associated consultation can be taken seriously without significant 

discussion about the future of those areas which, according to the now adopted review, will be 

unrecognisable by the time this plan comes into force. 

Paragraph 2.84 acknowledges that the adoption of the partial review will lead to significant 

changes in the area and makes references to open spaces and open spaces and green 

infrastructure.  Following the adoption of the partial review, these areas will be severely depleted 

as the majority of such land in and around the villages will be taken up with housing and other hard 

infrastructure. This will need to be taken into account in any future plans. 

Paragraph 2.85 again acknowledges that these issues will have severe implications for planning 

policy but does not give any detail or suggestions for discussion. 

Paragraph 2.86 makes reference to the quantum of Green Belt lying within Cherwell as 14%.  This 

figure will need to be updated following the adoption of the partial review.  It’s likely that close to a 

third of this amount will be impacted by the plans for the areas in and around Kidlington.  This 

paragraph then mentions ‘new countrywide strategic matters’ that may have a bearing on the 

future of the Green Belt.  Again, this needs more explanation beyond such a nebulous and 

jargonistic phrase. 
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ECONOMY 

We support the encouragement of economic activity in Kidlington, specifically improvements to the 

areas around Exeter Hall and the surrounding estate and others identified in the Kidlington 

Masterplan.  The Framework Masterplan will be in need of a significant update in respect of the 

now adopted partial review in order to facilitate the increased population that will result.  

However, as previously stated, any economic growth should be a result of organic demand rather 

than inspired by specific drives to push growth for the sake of it. 

TRANSPORT 

Improvements in sustainable transport connectivity are desperately needed in these areas, 

particularly if the closure of the Sandy Lane and Yarnton Road level crossings go ahead.  There are 

plans proposed by Network Rail to add an access road from the A44 along the unimproved lane 

known locally as Yarnton Lane/Green Lane.  Our view is that this should be principally targeted as a 

cycling/walking path rather than a road for vehicular traffic.  Whilst we appreciate that access may 

be required for vehicles in emergencies, it should be restricted to that to prevent it becoming a new 

‘rat run’ as people deal with the closure of Sandy Lane. 

There is a reference to the council ‘continuing’ to improve connectivity for sustainable modes of 

transport.  This would suggest that they have already undertaken such work.  We’d like to see 

examples of this as we are struggling to think of any in the area. 

Cycle routes to and from Oxford have been mooted within the partial review although no details 

have been provided.  There is talk of using the canal path for this, as routes along the A44 would be 

difficult and would still have to navigate the junction with the A34 at the Pear Tree interchange.  If 

the canal towpath is to be used, this should be done in a way that is sympathetic to the local flora 

and fauna that have colonised the area in hedgerows along the canal.  Such a change of use should 

not significantly alter the heritage nature of the towpath areas, and careful attention should be 

given to this.  

COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

We would very much welcome an increase in community facility provision in Kidlington and the 

surrounding villages.  Some work has already begun on the new health and well-being project in the 

area, although this has been hampered by current pandemic concerns.  There will need to be 

significant investment in better sports and recreation infrastructure to facilitate a greatly increased 

population. However, given the current budgetary pressures on CDC and the impending additional 

pressure on the council as a result of COVID-19 and shortfalls in government funding, we wonder 

where the finance will come for this.   

If S106 funding is to be the key here, it should be closely monitored and enforced to ensure the 

area does not suffer as a result of the loss of green spaces associated with house building.  We are 
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thinking particularly of the plans to build on the North Oxford Golf Club and the associated loss of 

amenity and green space involved (not to mention to destruction of well over 1000 trees). 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Reference to reviewing ‘opportunities’ within the area would seem to suggest in-filling of the 

remaining pockets of green space and brownfield sites after the new building plans go ahead as a 

result of the partial review. It would seem rather ironic for a future local plan to look at the 

possibilities of building on such sites after large swathes of Green Belt have been removed to 

facilitate extra housing elsewhere.  Moreover, any such in-filling could easily start to cause over-

development.  This rather throwaway comment could have ominous implications. 

GREEN BELT 

The reference to promoting “beneficial uses of the Green Belt to support access to the countryside 

and healthy lifestyles” would seem particularly insensitive to local people, considering this council 

has just voted to destroy large areas of existing Green Belt. 

It’s all very well suggesting we should look at policies to encourage opportunities and access, but if 

there is going to be significantly less green space, moves to enhance biodiversity, visual amenity 

and landscapes will now be rather limited as a result of the partial review. 

OXFORD AIRPORT 

We would oppose the expansion or enhancement of facilities at the Oxford Airport.  Air travel is not 

a sustainable form of transport and the fact that the airport is referred to as ‘Oxford London’ 

airport further erodes any claims to sustainability, as the journey to London from Oxford would 

presumably involve further travel by road. 

There is of course a danger that the increased local population, together with more economic 

activity, could encourage further use of the airport as a transport hub.  NOGP would absolutely 

oppose this.  Looking at increasing air travel capacity is entirely at odds with any claims to be 

tackling the global climate emergency.  Any council that has adopted a climate emergency motion 

cannot go on to support expansion of local airports and expect to be taken seriously on this issue. 

ADDITIONAL PARK AND RIDE 

Similarly, additional park and ride facilities cannot be approved in a climate change context.  There 

is mounting evidence that P&Rs are not sustainable and serve only to bring in more traffic from 

surrounding areas.  By their very nature, they increase car use and encourage longer journeys. 

Considering that the area discussed here is currently rural, this would mean a very significant 

reduction in air quality.  There are also other concerns with large areas of hard-standing reducing 

the ability of land to absorb water run-off, which can lead to greater flood risks.   
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From the fact that the paragraph suggesting an additional P&R is followed immediately by one 

referencing flood risk, it’s apparent that this fact has escaped those compiling this consultation 

document. 

Oxford is already well served with similar facilities closer to its own environs. Indeed the city council 

are currently spending millions of pounds expanding the facility at Seacourt, in the face of local 

flooding issues.  NOGP cannot support the additional provision of permanent parking facilities in 

such a rural location. 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

IN CONCLUSION 

The CPRE has characterised this community engagement document as “fine words - now let’s have 

action”.  NOGP would endorse this view. 

We would support the protection of green infrastructure, green spaces and of course the Green 

Belt. 

We entirely agree that access to green space is vitally important to residents’ mental as well as 

physical health.  

We support all moves to maintain and improve biodiversity and wildlife habitat, although we would 

disagree that this can be achieved by first destroying green areas for development and then 

attempting to offset that damage with small areas of largely sterile green space. 

We support a genuinely sustainable economy, but dispute that this can be achieved through the 

relentless pursuit of growth for its own sake at the expense of more and more land and resources. 

The engagement papers contains many areas of agreement between CDC and NOGP. However, the 

proof of concept can come only when these aspirations are included in a local plan, rigidly enforced 

by officers and councillors against developers and other parties who will be less interested in 

environment policies and action against climate change, and more concerned about profit. 

We would like to see much more genuine engagement with residents, stakeholders and our 

members to ensure that these proposals bear fruit.  To that end we would call on CDC to set up a 

citizens’ assembly across the district to inform this future policy on climate change.  We would also 

like to see a properly constituted internal committee looking at climate change with a full cross-

party membership. 

Conversely, we would like to see less influence from local unelected quangos such as OxLEP, the 

OGB and EEH.  Whilst these bodies may provide a useful source of consultation as to what is 

possible and/or desirable, they should not be seen as arbiters of what is desirable.  Only the people 

of Cherwell should be making those decisions, either directly or through their elected 

representatives. 
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We would make a general observation that the timing of this initial consultation was poor, coming 

as it does within the COVID-19 Pandemic which restricts engagement with those residents not able 

to use online facilities. Launching a consultation with such a narrow timeframe for response during 

the part of the year traditionally associated with the holiday season was also poorly thought-out. 

Considering this this the start of a 3-year period of review of the local plan, the publication of this 

engagement document and the expected response could easily have been delayed a few months. 

Parish councils made representations asking for an extension of the response period and were 

given a paltry extra 2 weeks.  We wonder why this was not also extended to the general population 

if genuine engagement was being sought. In such difficult times the council should be prepared to 

be more flexible in order to ensure the greatest level of engagement on these important issues. 

That said, NOGP welcomes the chance to be fully engaged with the ongoing consultation and we 

hope that we can maintain a dialogue throughout the consultation.  To that end we are open to 

further discussion or attendance at meetings as and when these opportunities are afforded to us.  

We also call on the council to ensure that our elected representative at all levels are kept up to date 

with developments as they proceed. 

We look forward to the outcome of this initial consultation with interest. 

THE NORTH OXFORDSHIRE GREEN PARTY 

Member and officer contributors 

Damien McGuire - Chair of NOGP 

Karl Kwiatkowski - Treasurer NOGP 

Ian Middleton - Cherwell District Council Member for Kidlington East Ward - Kidlington Parish 

Councillor- Yarnton Parish Councillor 

Robert Nixon - Bicester Town Councillor 

Linda Newbery – Barford St Michael resident 

Julia Middleton – Kidlington resident 

Chris Manley – Banbury resident 

Colin Clark – Deddington resident 

Carol Broom – Banbury resident 


