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is intended to be read alongside the Plan document in order to provide supporting explanation, detail and evidence.
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Cherwell District Council

Executive

    7 April 2015

Report of Head of Strategic Planning and the Economy

This report is public

Purpose of report

To consider the designation of a ‘Mid-Cherwell’ Neighbourhood Area comprising eleven
parishes.

1.0 Recommendations

The meeting is recommended:

1.1 To approve the formal designation of the specified ‘Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Area’ under
Section 61G of The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

1.2 To authorise the Head of Strategic Planning and the Economy to issue a Notification of Decision
pursuant to recommendation 1.1.

2.0 Introduction

2.1 On 8 August 2014, the Council received an application from Ardley with Fewcott Parish Council
to designate a Neighbourhood Area. The application is made on behalf of a consortium of 11
parish councils together with Heyford Park Residents’ Association and the Dorchester Group
‘…as both the owners of the former RAF Upper Heyford Site, and to represent the business
community that constitutes part of Heyford Park’.

2.2 The application is made under Section 61G of The Town and Country Planning Act
1990 (as amended) and the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as
amended). Under Section 61G, Ardley with Fewcott Parish Council is a ‘relevant body’ for the
purpose of making the application. A supporting statement advises, “This application is made
will the full support of the Parish Council[s] which form the Neighbourhood Area…”.

2.3 The Area applied for covers the parishes of Ardley with Fewcott, Kirtlington, Duns Tew, Lower
Heyford, Middleton Stoney, Somerton, Steeple Aston, Middle Aston, North Aston, Fritwell and
Upper Heyford. The respective Parish Councils, together with the Dorchester Group and
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Heyford Park Residents’ Association, are functioning as a consortium and are establishing a
‘non-designated’ Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Planning Forum.

2.4 The Council is required to formally determine the application by either designating the specified
area applied for or designating a lesser area which is part of that specified area.

3.0 Report Details

The area application

3.1 Area designation is the first formal step in preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan. In
Cherwell six Parishes have so far been designated Neighbourhood Areas. These are
Adderbury, Hook Norton, Bloxham, Stratton Audley, Merton and Deddington. Each is at a
different stage in preparing their Neighbourhood Plan.

3.2 The current application, for the designation of 11 parishes and to be known as ‘MidCherwell’,
is attached to this report at appendix 1. The application includes a supporting statement
advising (inter alia),

“…The extent of the Neighbourhood Area reflects the commitment and desire from the partner
Parish Councils and Residents’ Association, as well as the Land Owner of the former RAF
Upper Heyford Air Base, to participate in the preparation of a
Neighbourhood Plan…”

“…Through the Neighbourhood Plan process, the partner Parish Councils will seek to ensure
that the majority of new development is directed to the Upper Heyford Site in order to protect
the rural communities from speculative and inappropriate development proposals which, if
approved, would result in the degradation of these rural communities and result in
unsustainable patterns of development…”.

3.3 Other points highlighted by the applicant in support of designation are:

• all the individual organisations are committed to the idea that the proposed
Neighbourhood Area is coherent and logical;

• the M40 to the East and the A4260 to the west represent obvious boundaries to the
Neighbourhood Area, although in the case of the A4260, the parishes of Duns Tew,
North Aston, Middle Aston and Steeple Aston extend slightly beyond the A4260.
These geographical features give a sense of coherency to the boundary area that
has been identified;

• the rural setting of the Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Area represents a collection of
communities and Parishes that occupy a distinctive area of the Cherwell District;

• the former RAF Upper Heyford site comprises brownfield land and the new area of
approximately 500 hectares and the new settlement area represents a substantial
development within the proposed Neighbourhood Area;

• the site has the benefit of a Free School that provides primary, secondary and sixth
form provision and which is popular with the specified parishes in addition to those
living at Heyford Park;

• this compliments the pre-existing primary provision in the villages of Fritwell, Steeple
Aston and Kirtlington;

• Heyford Park acts as anchor to the surrounding rural settlements by providing
services and facilities to meet every day needs and being the only strategic
employment location outside of the main towns of Bicester and Banbury;

• the parishes and communities identified within the specified boundary area are more
logically likely to enter Heyford Park to access key amenities rather than traveling to
Bicester, Kidlington, Banbury or Chipping Norton;
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• the 11 Parish Councils which form the proposed Neighbourhood Plan area all have
close functional relationships to Former RAF Upper Heyford, the only major
development area outside of Bicester and Banbury;

• further development opportunities at Former RAF Upper Heyford will provide
services and facilities available and accessible to the parishes and reducing the need
to travel further afield

• the Forum would enable collaborative working to ensure that future development
proposals meet the aspirations of the Parish Councils and other community groups
and that development is sensitive to its surroundings and preserves the intrinsic
quality and character of the rural communities;

• designation will seek to ensure that the majority of new development is directed to
the Upper Heyford Site in order to protect the rural communities from speculative
and inappropriate development;

• the Submission Local Plan does not allocate specific sites within villages but confirms
that the suitability of individual sites will be considered through another Development
Plan Document or, where appropriate, through the preparation of Neighbourhood
Plans.

3.4 It should be noted that as the application was made on 8 August 2014, it was made before
public consultation was undertaken on Proposed Modifications to the Submission Local Plan
(22 August 2014 to 3 October 2014) i.e. before additional development was directed to Former
RAF Upper Heyford.

Consultation

3.5 Officers arranged the necessary six weeks’ consultation on the application (11 September to
23 October 2014) undertaking the necessary publicity as the regulations require. The
application was advertised on the Council’s website, in the Banbury Guardian and Bicester
Advertiser and notification letters were sent out to relevant consultees on the Council’s Local
Plan database (those living or working in the affected parishes). A public notice was sent to
each of the Parish Councils affected for display. Letters or emails were sent to: District and
relevant County Councillors; Oxfordshire County Council; contiguous District, Town and Parish
Councils; statutory stakeholders including the Highways Agency, Network Rail, Environment
Agency, Natural England and English Heritage; infrastructure providers including Thames
Water, the Mobile Operators Association, National Grid and Southern Gas Network. The
representations received are summarised later in this report and are attached at appendix 2.

3.6 On 13 November 2014, officers met with the ‘Forum’ to provide an opportunity for individual
parties to explain what it was they wished to gain from the Neighbourhood Planning process.
Officers concluded that the overarching reasons which had emerged were controlling
development in their respective parishes by resisting speculative development proposals,
achieving a managed and coordinated approach to the development of Former RAF Upper
Heyford and securing mitigation.

3.7 There has been a significant delay in bringing this application to the Executive. This has largely
been caused by the Planning Policy team’s occupation in submitting proposed modifications to
the Submission Local Plan to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government,
its preparation for and involvement in the Local Plan Examination Hearings and subsequent
demands on the team.

Statutory Requirements

3.8 The Council is required to formally determine the application taking into account the
representations received. Regulation 5(1) requires each application to include:

a) a map which identifies the area to which the area application relates;
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b) a statement explaining why this area is considered appropriate to be designated
as a neighbourhood area; and

c) a statement that the organisation or body making the area application is a relevant
body (such as a Parish Council)

3.9 The above requirements have been satisfied.

3.10 In determining applications under Section 61G(4) of the Town and Country
Planning Act (as amended), the Council must have regard to:

a) the desirability of designating the whole of the area of a parish council as a
neighbourhood area, and

b) the desirability of maintaining the existing boundaries of areas already designated
as neighbourhood areas (designated areas must not overlap).

3.11 Under Section 61G(5), if

a) a valid application is made to the authority,
b) some or all of the specified area has not been designated as a neighbourhood

area, and
c) the authority refuse the application because it considers that the specified area is

not an appropriate area to be designated as a neighbourhood area,

the authority must exercise its power of designation so as to secure that some or all of the
specified area forms part of one or more areas designated (or to be designated) as
neighbourhood areas.

3.12 Under Section 61G(9), if the authority refuse an application, it must give reasons
to the applicant for refusing the application.

3.13 Section 61H requires the Council to consider whether the area concerned should
be designated as a ‘business area’. This applies where an area is primarily or
wholly business in nature. Whilst Former RAF Upper Heyford includes a vast area
of land used for business purposes, the site was allocated for a new settlement
under saved policy H2 of the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 and has the benefit
of planning permission. Further housing development is proposed for the area in
the modified Submission Local Plan. Neither the former RAF site, nor the area
specified in the current application, are wholly or predominantly business in nature.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

3.14 The NPPF states that it “…provides a framework within which local people and their accountable
councils can produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans, which reflect the
needs and priorities of their communities” (para. 1). It makes clear that local planning
authorities should facilitate neighbourhood planning (para. 69).

3.15 The NPPF emphasises (p.183), that, “Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power
to develop a shared vision for their neighbourhood and deliver the sustainable development
they need. Parishes and neighbourhood forums can use neighbourhood planning to…set
planning policies through neighbourhood plans to determine decisions on planning
applications…”.

3.16 It further advises:
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“Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful set of tools for local people to ensure that they
get the right types of development for their community. The ambition of the neighbourhood
should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area. Neighbourhood
plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan. To facilitate
this, local planning authorities should set out clearly their strategic policies for the area and
ensure that an up-to-date Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood plans
should reflect these policies and neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them.
Neighbourhood plans and orders should not promote less development than set out in the Local
Plan or undermine its strategic policies” (para.184).

“Outside these strategic elements, neighbourhood plans will be able to shape and direct
sustainable development in their area. Once a neighbourhood plan has demonstrated its
general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan and is brought into force, the
policies it contains take precedence over existing nonstrategic policies in the Local Plan for that
neighbourhood, where they are in conflict. Local planning authorities should avoid duplicating
planning processes for non-strategic policies where a neighbourhood plan is in preparation”
(para.185).

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

3.17 The PPG provides specific advice on area applications which includes the following:

a) Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 41-025-20140306

“Should the community consult the local planning authority before making an area application?

The community should consult the local planning authority before making an area application.
There should be a positive and constructive dialogue about the planning ambitions of the
community and any wider planning considerations that might influence the neighbourhood
planning process if the outcome of that process is to be a neighbourhood plan or Order that
meets the basic conditions for neighbourhood planning.”

b) Paragraph: 026 Reference ID: 41-026-20140306

“Can a parish council propose a multi-parish neighbourhood area?

A single parish council (as a relevant body) can apply for a multi-parished neighbourhood area
to be designated, as long as that multi-parished area includes all or part of that parish council’s
administrative area.”

c) Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 41-027-20140306

“In a multi-parished neighbourhood area when does a town or parish council need to gain the
consent of the other town or parish council/s in order to take the lead in producing a
neighbourhood plan or Order?

A single parish or town council (as a relevant body) can apply for a multi-parished
neighbourhood area to be designated as long as that multi-parished area includes all or part of
that parish or town council’s administrative area. But when the parish or town council begins to
develop a neighbourhood plan or Order (as a qualifying body) it needs to secure the consents
of the other parish councils to undertake neighbourhood planning activities. Gaining this
consent is important if the presubmission publicity and consultation and subsequently the
submission to the local planning authority are to be valid.”

d) Paragraph: 032 Reference ID: 41-032-20140306

“What flexibility is there in setting the boundaries of a neighbourhood area?
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In a parished area a local planning authority is required to have regard to the desirability of
designating the whole of the area of a parish or town council as a neighbourhood area (see
61G(4) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 ). Where only a part of a parish council’s
area is proposed for designation, it is helpful if the reasons for this are explained in the
supporting statement. Equally, town or parish councils may want to work together and propose
that the designated neighbourhood area should extend beyond a single town or parish council’s
own boundaries...”

e) Paragraph: 033 Reference ID: 41-033-20140306

“What could be considerations when deciding the boundaries of a neighbourhood area?

The following could be considerations when deciding the boundaries of a neighbourhood area:

• village or settlement boundaries, which could reflect areas of planned
expansion
• the catchment area for walking to local services such as shops, primary
schools, doctors’ surgery, parks or other facilities
• the area where formal or informal networks of community based groups
operate
• the physical appearance or characteristics of the neighbourhood, for example
buildings may be of a consistent scale or style
• whether the area forms all or part of a coherent estate either for businesses or
residents
• whether the area is wholly or predominantly a business area
• whether infrastructure or physical features define a natural boundary, for
example a major road or railway line or waterway
• the natural setting or features in an area
• size of the population (living and working) in the area

Electoral ward boundaries can be a useful starting point for discussions on the appropriate size
of a neighbourhood area; these have an average population of about 5,500 residents.”

f) Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 41-035-20140306

Must a local planning authority designate a neighbourhood area and must this be the area
applied for?

“A local planning authority must designate a neighbourhood area if it receives a valid application
and some or all of the area has not yet been designated (see section 61G(5) of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 Act as applied to Neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004).

The local planning authority should take into account the relevant body’s statement explaining
why the area applied for is considered appropriate to be designated as such. See section
61G(2) and Schedule 4C(5)(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 Act, as amended,
for a description of ‘relevant body’.

The local planning authority should aim to designate the area applied for. However, a local
planning authority can refuse to designate the area applied for if it considers the area is not
appropriate. Where it does so, the local planning authority must give reasons. The authority
must use its powers of designation to ensure that some or all of the area applied for forms part
of one or more designated neighbourhood areas.
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When a neighbourhood area is designated a local planning authority should avoid pre-judging
what a qualifying body may subsequently decide to put in its draft neighbourhood plan or Order.
It should not make assumptions about the neighbourhood plan or Order that will emerge from
developing, testing and consulting on the draft neighbourhood plan or Order when designating
a neighbourhood area.”

g) Paragraph: 036 Reference ID: 41-036-20140306

“Can a neighbourhood area include land allocated in the Local Plan as a strategic site?

A neighbourhood area can include land allocated in a Local Plan as a strategic site. Where a
proposed neighbourhood area includes such a site, those wishing to produce a neighbourhood
plan or Order should discuss with the local planning authority the particular planning context
and circumstances that may inform the local planning authority’s decision on the area it will
designate.”

Case Law

3.18 A case known as ‘Daws Hill’ is relevant to the consideration of this application. This is a
Wycombe District case where a neighbourhood area designated by the relevant District Council
excluded two sites included in the Area Application: RAF Daws Hill and Wycombe Sports
Centre. A claim for judicial review was considered at the
High Court and it was judged that the Council had “…properly had regard to the specific
circumstances that existed at the time when the decision was made…”. An appeal was
subsequently made but was dismissed by the Court of Appeal (Daws Hill Neighbourhood
Forum v. Wycombe DC, Secretary of State for CLG and Taylor Wimpey plc [2014] EWCA Civ
228).

3.19 In that case, five reasons were given by the authority for refusal of the Neighbourhood Area
applied for. These were summarised by the Court of Appeal:

“……The first four reasons given by the Respondent for excluding the two strategic sites from
the specified area (it was common ground that the fifth reason did not take the matter any
further) are all interlinked. In summary, it was not simply that RAF Daws Hill and the Sports
Centre sites were strategic sites that would have larger than local impacts upon larger
“communities of interest” requiring any referendum to take place over a much wider area than
the specified area, possibly extending to the whole of the District Council’s area; it was that the
planning process in respect of these two strategic sites was already well advanced by
September 2012. Outline planning permission had been granted for the Sports Centre site and
a revised outline application for that site was under consideration, and a planning application
pursuant to a highly prescriptive Development Brief for the Daws Hill site, which had been
approved in draft for consultation in June 2012, was anticipated that Autumn.”

3.20 This case is referred to in the officer consideration below.

Representations

3.21 Seven consultation responses to the application were received containing comments. These
were from CABE, Natural England, the NHS, Alan Hedges/Sue Muir, English Heritage, the
Canal and River Trust and Gladman Developments.

3.22 The representations received are attached at appendix 2. A summary of the responses is
provided below.
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Design Council/CABE

3.23 CABE provides general advice on the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans.

Natural England

3.24 Natural England provides general advice for use in the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans.

NHS Property Services

3.25 NHS Property services has no specific comments on the application but asks to be kept
informed as the plan progresses, particularly if there are likely to be proposals affecting health
facilities.

Alan Hedges/Sue Muir

3.26 Mr Hedges advises that he is commenting on behalf of himself and Sue Muir, a Somerton parish
councillor.

3.27 He is concerned that the developer of the Former RAF Upper Heyford site (the Dorchester
Group) was not only funding the Neighbourhood Plan (NP), but also proposing to act as a
principal in the neighbourhood planning process, taking a controlling role in its procedures. Mr
Hedges considers that this violates an important principle that someone with a direct financial
interest should not be a full partner in a statutory decision-making process which relates directly
to that interest.

3.28 Advice was taken from Planning Aid England at the Royal Town Planning Institute. The advice
was that it is vital that independence is maintained between the neighbourhood plan and those
with an interest in land within the area and in order to maintain this independence a separate
independent fund may need to be established. This process could be challenged by others (for
example other developers) by way of Judicial Review of the Plan.

English Heritage

3.29 English Heritage has no objection to the proposed area designation. However surprise was
expressed to see that the Dorchester Group as part of the consortium that will prepare the Plan
if it is to be community led.

3.30 English Heritage also takes the opportunity to set out the support the organisation is able to
offer in relation to Neighbourhood Plans, including assistance in developing policies for the
protection of heritage assets. Advice will be directed to proposals with the potential for major
change to significant, nationally important heritage assets and their settings. Links are provided
to a wide range of relevant guidance.

The Canal and River Trust

3.31 The Trust notes that the Oxford Canal runs through the middle part of the plan area, affecting
several parishes. It considers that the Oxford Canal can contribute to the vision and aims of
the Neighbourhood Plan. It highlights that canals are multifunctional and that several structures
within the Neighbourhood Plan Area are Grade II listed and that the canal itself is a designated
as a Conservation Area.

3.32 The Trust highlights its aspirations for infrastructure within the neighbourhood plan area.

Gladman Developments
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3.33 Gladman strongly objects to the designation of the proposed neighbourhood plan area on a
number of grounds including:

i. the application rationale does not justify the vast scale of the proposed
area covering 11 parishes;
ii. the intentions of the neighbourhood plan are contrary to national policy; iii.
neighbourhood plans should not be used as a mechanism to restrict development
in this manner;
iv. the settlements in the affected rural parishes will have their own housing
needs and the neighbourhood plan should not be used as a means to direct
development away from these settlements to the Upper Heyford site;
v. sustainable development in these rural settlements is essential in order to
ensure they remain and become vibrant and thriving places to live, providing a
good quality of life to their residents;
vi. disagree that development at the rural settlements will result in
unsustainable patterns of development. Development is needed and would accord
with national policy and guidance about the role of housing in supporting the
broader sustainability of villages and smaller settlements;
vii. the PPG makes clear that blanket policies restricting housing development
in some settlements and preventing other settlements from expanding should be
avoided (unless supported by robust evidence);
viii. the proposal has clearly been derived in order to prevent any development
from coming forward within these rural settlements;
ix. the NPPF emphasises the positive role that Neighbourhood Plans should
play in
meeting the development needs of the local area including in implementing the
presumption in favour of sustainable development;
x. the NPPF emphasises the need for strategic needs and priorities to be met
and for Neighbourhood Plans to be in general conformity with the strategic policies
of the Local Plan. Neighbourhood Plans should reflect these policies and
neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. Neighbourhood
Plans…should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or
undermine its strategic policies;
xi. the plan will need to meet the ‘basic conditions’
xii. there is currently no sound or up-to date Plan against which the Mid
Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan could be prepared. Despite this, the Cherwell Local
Plan is at a very advanced stage in the Plan making process, and therefore its
strategy and evidence should provide the strategic context for neighbourhood
planning.

Officer Consideration

3.34 Unless there are valid and reasonable reasons the Council should designate the proposed
Neighbourhood Area. If the Council considers the area not to be appropriate it must issue a
refusal notice, explaining why, and then designate a revised Neighbourhood Area to include
some or all of the originally proposed area.

3.35 This is an unusual area application. As the specified area comprises 11 parishes and includes
the district’s largest strategic development site, the desirability of designation requires
particularly careful consideration.

The specified area

3.36 The combined land area of the 11 parishes is approximately 7,800 hectares, roughly 13% of
Cherwell District (58,876 ha). The area applied for covers the central part of the District. The
combined population of the 11 parishes (2011 Census) is 7065.
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3.37 The Former RAF Upper Heyford site lies in the centre of the area for which designation is
sought. At over 500 hectares in area, it comprises a former RAF airfield and cold war airbase
described by English Heritage as an ‘internationally significant military landscape’. The base
falls within three Parishes – Upper Heyford, Somerton and Ardley.

3.38 Former RAF Upper Heyford is designated as a Conservation Area, and contains Listed
Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and land of ecological value. The site has significant
heritage, environmental and transportation constraints. It has permission for the construction
of a new settlement including some 761 homes in addition to the 314 existing.

3.39 The specified area the subject of the application is one based on administrative parish
boundaries rather than one based on alternative considerations such as those identified in the
PPG and referred to above at para 3.17 (e). The area does not reflect settlement boundaries,
specific catchment areas or community networks, nor does it represent a specific character
area or wholly a business or residential area. The boundary of the area is not informed by
specific infrastructure, physical or natural features. However the area has been defined by a
group of parishes that are potentially affected by development at Former RAF Upper Heyford
and have an interest in how approved development, and planned additional development, is
implemented. In that regard, the proposal for a Neighbourhood Area that is based on an affected
‘sphere of influence’ is logical and coherent. The parishes will share an interest in the impact
of development and how it might interrelate with their own needs, issues, constraints and
opportunities.

3.40 It is also likely that the interest of individual parishes will have been a factor in defining the area.
It is possible that other parishes further afield, that have not been included, will have some
interest, and conversely it might be questioned whether the inclusion Duns Tew parish, which
lies on the western side of the A4260 road, is consistent. It is also relevant to note that the
proposed Neighbourhood area is a vast area with a total population that is greater than the
average electoral ward population of about 5,500 cited in the PPG. However, the PPG refers
to this as a ‘useful starting point’ and this does not in itself rule out an area with a larger
population.

3.41 Overall, as a ‘sphere of influence’ the inclusion of the 11 parishes is considered to be
reasonable. It is relevant that the PPG makes clear that town or parish councils may want to
work together and propose that the designated neighbourhood area should extend beyond a
single town or parish council’s own boundaries. The application is proposed to facilitate
collective working among the parishes and with the owner and developer of Former RAF Upper
Heyford and its residents’ association.

3.42 Were the Executive minded to refuse the application, an alternative area would need to be
designated. Designating individual parishes would, in this case, not provide for the collective
working being proposed. Excluding the Former RAF Upper Heyford site from the
Neighbourhood Area would still allow for a collective approach among the parishes but would
remove the principal reason for the joint working. Local Plan Part 2 would provide an alternative
mechanism for collective working but the application expresses the local support for
progressing a Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF makes clear that local planning authorities
should facilitate neighbourhood planning.

Wider significance of the proposal

3.43 As in the ‘Daws Hill’ case, in some regards the planning and development of the Former RAF
Upper Heyford site raises issues of wider and district significance. The concerns of Gladman
Developments about the ‘vast scale’ and strategic implications of the proposal are noted.
Issues such as employment at the Heyford site, secondary school provision and transportation
impacts do raise wider community and stakeholder interests than represented by the 11
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parishes. For example, Bicester is approximately 5.5 km away from Former RAF Upper
Heyford,
Stoke Lyne Parish about 1km and Souldern Parish approximately 1.7 km away. Delivering the
housing planned for in the modified Submission Local Plan is of district significance. However,
guidance from Cherwell District Council, appropriate consultation and stakeholder involvement
would ensure that these wider issues and interests (for example, Oxfordshire County Council,
Bicester Vision and Bicester Chamber of Commerce) are properly represented and fully
considered.

3.44 The referendum into the Neighbourhood Plan, following Examination, may need to be
undertaken over a larger area than the Neighbourhood Area itself. However the examiner will
advise on this, and although there would be a larger administrative task, this is not considered
to be an insurmountable concern.

Local Policy Context

3.45 Former RAF Upper Heyford is the subject of saved Structure Plan Policy (Policy H2 of the
Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016) (see para 3.47 below). The policy provides for a new
settlement of about 1000 homes (gross)and necessary supporting infrastructure as a means of
enabling environmental improvements and the heritage interest of the site as a military base
with Cold War associations to be conserved, compatible with achieving a satisfactory living
environment.

3.46 The saved policies of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 provide a categorisation of villages.
This was updated through the Non-Statutory Cherwell Local Plan 2011.

3.47 The modified Submission Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 is at a very advanced stage having
been the subject of Examination Hearings in December 2014. An
Inspector’s report is expected in Spring 2015. Depending on the view of the Inspector, the
Submission Cherwell Local Plan proposes the replacement of saved policy H2.

3.48 Former RAF Upper Heyford is proposed as strategic allocation within the modified Submission
Local Plan (as Policy Villages 5: Former RAF Upper Heyford) for the development 1,600 new
homes in addition to the 761 (net) already permitted (giving a total of 2,361) and 120,000 sqm
of employment land. The additional 1,600 homes proposed includes the development of some
land outside the existing curtilage of the base and therefore affects some land beyond the
current control of the site’s owner, the Dorchester Group.

3.49 The modified Submission Local Plan also includes a draft strategic policy (Villages 2) for
‘distributing growth across the rural areas’. The policy states,

“A total of 750 homes will be delivered at Category A villages. This will be in addition to the
rural allowance for small site ‘windfalls’ and planning permissions for 10 or mnore dwellings as
at 31 March 2014.

Sites will be identified through the preparation of the Local Plan Part 2, through the preparation
of Neighbourhood Plans where applicable, and through the determination of applications for
planning permission…”

3.50 The Category A villages in the Submission Local Plan are: Adderbury, Ambrosden, Arncott,
Begroke, Bletchingdon, Bloxham, Bodicote, Chesterton, Cropredy, Deddington, Finmere,
Fringford, Fritwell, Hook Norton, Kidlington, Kirtlington, Launton, Milcombe, Sibford Ferris /
Sibford Gower, Steeple Aston, Weston-on-theGreen, Wroxton and Yarnton.

3.51 Whilst draft policy Villages 2 makes clear that there are criteria to be considered, the indicative
pro-rata figure for the above 23 villages would be approximately 32-33 homes per village.
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3.52 Of the parishes the subject of the area application, only three - Kirtlington, Steeple Aston,
Fritwell are proposed to be Category A villages and therefore potentially required to contribute
to the requirements of policy Villages 2.

3.53 As in the ‘Daws Hill’ case (see para. 3.18-3.20 above), the proposed Neighbourhood Area would
include a large strategic development site; the district’s largest site at over 500 hectares.
Involving, as it does, the construction of a now enlarged new settlement, the site is of strategic
importance in terms of conservation, transportation and housing delivery. This raises questions
as to whether i) the inclusion of the site would interfere with the Council’s strategic planning
function and ii) whether the proposed Neighbourhood Area raises issues of more than local
importance that would be more appropriately considered and consulted upon at a strategic
level?

3.54 Local Plan Part 1 is at an advanced stage with the Inspector’s report due soon. Once the Local
Plan Part 1 has been adopted it will establish a clear strategic framework for Former RAF Upper
Heyford. It will also establish strategic direction for rural housing distribution. The issue of
conformity with these strategic policies will be an issue for consideration through the preparation
of the Neighbourhood Plan rather than designation of the Neighbourhood Area itself.

3.55 The NPPF makes clear that Neighbourhood Plan must reflect strategic policies and plan
positively to support them. They should not promote less development than set out in the Local
Plan or undermine its strategic policies. The PPG also advises that a neighbourhood plan can
allocate additional sites to those in a Local Plan where this is supported by evidence to
demonstrate need above that identified in the Local Plan. It also states that if a local planning
authority is also intending to allocate sites in the same neighbourhood area the local planning
authority should avoid duplicating planning processes that will apply to the neighbourhood area.

3.56 In view of the involvement of the Dorchester Group as owner and developer of the Former RAF
Upper Heyford site, its representations made to the Local Plan Examination, and the desire of
the parishes to avoid ‘speculative and inappropriate development proposals’, the
Neighbourhood Plan may wish to explore a higher level of development at the Heyford site.
However, Local Plan Part 1 will provide strategic parameters and the Council will have an
opportunity as an adviser and consultee to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan process and
proposals. Again, this is therefore considered to be an issue for the preparation of the
Neighbourhood Plan rather than the area designation itself. Nevertheless, in view of the close
involvement of the developer, the parishes will need to ensure that the nondesignated
Neighbourhood Planning Forum is constituted, and transparent processes are established, to
avoid any conflict between the Dorchester Group’s interests as a developer and those of the
local communities which may not always be mutually compatible.

Community Expectations

3.57 The Daws Hill reasons for refusal included, “To designate a Neighbourhood Area to include the
full area in the application could unrealistically raise expectations as to the effectiveness of a
Neighbourhood Plan in relation to the strategic development sites. The community and the
Local Planning Authority cannot stop the submissions of planning applications and the
likelihood is that a neighbourhood plan would be would be overtaken by events.”

3.58 There is some difference here to the ‘Mid Cherwell’ case in that the main developer, the
Dorchester Group, is part of the Forum and is seeking to cooperate with the Parish Councils.
Although permission has been granted for some 761 homes, a further 1,600 homes are now
proposed through the Local Plan which provides scope for community involvement. However,
the need to provide the proposed 1,600 additional houses to meet district wide needs and the
constraining influence of transportation, historic and environmental factors may prohibit
significant deviation from the quantum of development presently proposed. The very specific
heritage and environmental constraints will also constrain the locational flexibility for
accommodating development.
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3.59 Policy Villages 2 of the modified Submission Local Plan also necessarily limits the flexibility for
rural housing distribution.

3.60 Nevertheless, at a non-strategic level there is scope for contributing a further level of detail to
the policies in Local Plan Part 1 and for community involvement in how implementation is
achieved.

3.61 Whilst the consultation on the Proposed Modifications to the Submission Local Plan from August
to October 2014 and the Examination Hearings held in December 2014 provided an opportunity
for participants to comment on the appropriateness and detail of the Council’s draft policies for
Former RAF Upper Heyford (Policy Villages 5) and for rural housing distribution (policy Villages
2), there would be potential for further community and stakeholder input through Local Plan Part
2 (an item on this agenda). The proposed Neighbourhood Plan would provide the same
opportunity.

3.62 The Statement of Common Ground agreed between the Council and the Dorchester Group for
the Local Plan Examination states, “The Council and the Dorchester Group, with other parties
and statutory agencies, will work jointly to facilitate delivery of the approved development and
additional growth. This will include the Council establishing a delivery forum to assist discussion
between all the parties and local communities” (para. 3.3, 3rd bullet point). The suggestion of
a collective approach with community input has already therefore been recognised in terms of
facilitating development at Former RAF Upper Heyford.

4. Conclusion and Reasons for Recommendations

4.1 The area application presented would, if approved, result in the designation of a ‘Mid-Cherwell’
Neighbourhood Area comprising the parishes of Ardley with Fewcott, Kirtlington, Duns Tew,
Lower Heyford, Middleton Stoney, Somerton, Steeple Aston, Middle Aston, North Aston, Fritwell
and Upper Heyford. For the reasons set out in section 3 of this report it is considered that the
specified area would be coherent logical, notwithstanding the challenges of producing a
Neighbourhood Plan for such an extensive area and including the district’s largest strategic
development site – Former RAF Upper Heyford. The specified parishes represent a reasonable
‘sphere of influence’ on which to collectively base the plan, albeit with wider community and
stakeholder consultation and potentially a much wider referendum being required.

4.2 The Council has a statutory duty to provide advice or assistance to a parish council,
neighbourhood forum or community organisation that is producing a neighbourhood plan. The
PPG advises that local planning authorities must be proactive in providing information to
communities about neighbourhood planning and constructively engage with the community
throughout the process.

4.3 The involvement of 11 Parish Councils and the district’s largest strategic development site
means that this Neighbourhood Plan process will particularly require the close involvement of
officers and regular reports to the Joint Management Team and to Members.

5.0 Consultation

5.1 Informal Briefing: Cllr Michael Gibbard, Lead Member for Planning

6.0 Alternative Options and Reasons for Rejection

6.1 The following alternative options have been identified and rejected for the reasons set out below.
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Option 1 - to refuse to designate the proposed area, provide reasons and to designate an
alternative area based on separately designating individual parishes

Option 2 - to refuse to designate the proposed area, provide reasons and to designate an
alternative area based on removing the former RAF Upper Heyford site

6.2 Were the Executive minded to refuse the application, an alternative area would need to be
designated. Designating individual parishes would, in this case, not provide for the collective
working being proposed. Excluding the Former RAF Upper Heyford site from the
Neighbourhood Area would still allow for a collective approach among the parishes but would
remove the principal reason for the joint working. Local Plan Part 2 would provide an alternative
mechanism for collective working but the application expresses the local support for
progressing a Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF makes clear that local planning authorities
should facilitate neighbourhood planning.

7.0 Implications

Financial and Resource Implications

Work on assisting the Neighbourhood Planning process is to be met within existing budgets.
Designation of a Neighbourhood Area qualifies the Council for limited grant support from DCLG.

Comments checked by: Paul Sutton, Head of Finance and Procurement, 0300-0030106,
Paul.Sutton@cherwellandsouthnorthants.gov.uk

Legal Implications

The determination of this area application is a requirement of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 (as amended) and associated regulations.

Upon final adoption of a Neighbourhood Plan, the plan becomes part of the statutory
Development Plan for the area and must be considered in the determination of relevant
applications for planning permission.

Comments checked by: Nigel Bell, Team Leader – Planning, 01295 221687
Nigel.Bell@cherwellandsouthnorthants.gov.uk

8.0 Decision Information

Key Decision - No

Financial Threshold Met No

Community Impact Threshold Met: Yes

Wards Affected

Kirtlington, The Astons and Heyfords, Caversfield, Ambrosden and Chesterton

Links to Corporate Plan and Policy Framework

• Accessible, Value for Money Council
• District of Opportunity
• Safe and Healthy
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• Cleaner Greener

Lead Councillor

Councillor Michael Gibbard - Lead Member for Planning

Document Information

Appendix No Title
Appendix 1
Appendix 2

Mid Cherwell Neighbourhood Area Application Representations

Background Papers

None

Report Authors Adrian Colwell – Head of Strategic Planning and the
Economy
David Peckford, Planning Policy Team Leader

Contact Information Adrian.colwell@cherwellandsouthnorthants.gov.uk;
03000030110
david.peckford@cherwell-dc.gov.uk 01295 221841
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CONSTITUTION OF THE
MID-CHERWELL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN FORUM PARTNERSHIP

1. NAME

The name of the organisation shall be Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan Forum Partnership (hereinafter
called “the Forum”). The Forum shall be a non-profit community-based organisation with objects as set
out in Clause 3 below.

2. AREA OF BENEFIT

The work of the Forum shall be conducted within the administrative area of Cherwell District Council and
the neighbourhood thereof designated in April 2015 as the
Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan Area (hereinafter called “area of benefit”).

3. OBJECTS

The objects of the Forum shall be:

- to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan for the area of benefit;
- to promote or improve the social, economic and environmental well-being of the area;
- any other appropriate purpose agreed by the Forum

4. POWERS

In furtherance of the said objects but not otherwise the Forum shall have the following powers:

a) to publicise and promote the work of the Forum and organise meetings, exhibitions, events or workshops;

b) to work with groups of a similar nature and exchange information, advice and knowledge with them, including
cooperation with other voluntary bodies, charities, statutory and non-statutory organisations;

c) to take any form of action that is lawful, which is necessary to achieve the objects of the Forum, including
taking out any contracts which it may see fit;

d) to promote and carry out or assist in promoting and carrying out research, surveys and investigations
and publish useful results thereof;

e) to collect and disseminate information on all matters affecting the said objects and to exchange such
information with other neighbourhood plan bodies in the United Kingdom;

f) to invite and receive contributions and raise funds where appropriate, to finance the work of the Forum, and
to open a bank account to manage such funds.

B  CONSTITUTION OF MID-CHERWELL
  NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM
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5. MEMBERSHIP AND ACCOUNTABLE BODY

(a) Membership of the Forum shall consist of:

(i) the parishes as represented by their respective Parish Councils/ Meetings in the
designated neighbourhood plan area, which shall be known as Full Members;
(ii) representatives of organisations as agreed by the Forum which shall be known as
Associate Members. The Dorchester Group and Heyford Park Residents Association have
been identified as Founding Associate members.

(b) Full Members shall be those Parish Councils/ Meetings which have paid the annual
subscription as determined by the Annual General Meeting. Membership shall entitle the
Parish Council to send two voting members to Forum meetings.

(c) Associate Members shall be those organisations which, by reason of their work or
interests, are able, in the opinion of a simple majority of Full Members of the
Forum, to further the work of the Forum. Associate Members will be required to
demonstrate that they are furthering the social, recreational, educational,
economic, environmental or general well-being of the neighbourhood or
community. Each Associate Member organisation shall be entitled to send two
voting representatives to Forum meetings.

The Forum shall agree and appoint one of its Full Member organisations as accountable body for the Forum.
The accountable body will be responsible for holding any funding on behalf of the Forum and employing any
staff. The accountable body must agree to accept this role at a formally minuted meeting.

Furthermore, the Forum shall agree and appoint one of its Full Members as the “lead Parish” to meet the
requirements of Neighbourhood Plan legislation.

6. ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING

Once in each calendar year the Forum shall hold its Annual General Meeting. The Secretary shall give
at least 28 days’ notice to members.

Before any business is transacted at the first Annual General Meeting the persons present shall
appoint a chair of the meeting. The Chair of the Forum shall be the chair of subsequent annual
general meetings, but if he or she is not present, before any other business is transacted, the persons
present shall appoint a chairman of the meeting.

The business of each Annual General Meeting shall be: -

(a) to consider the Annual Report of the Forum on its work and activities during the preceding year;

(b) to receive the accounts of the Forum for the preceding financial year;

(c) to elect the Officers of the Forum in accordance with Clause 8 hereof;

(d) to elect three Full Member organisations and an Associate Member organisation to form the
Executive;

(e) to appoint, if required, a qualified auditor or an independent examiner for the coming year;
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(f) to determine the level of membership fees for the forthcoming year;

(g) to consider and vote on any proposal to alter this constitution in accordance with Clause 17 hereof;

(h) to consider any other business of which due notice has been given.

7. SPECIAL GENERAL MEETINGS

The Chair of the Forum may at any time at his/her discretion and the Secretary shall within 14 days of
receiving a written request so to do signed on behalf of at least one third of the members, call a
Special General Meeting of the Forum to consider the business specified on the notice of meeting and
for no other purpose. Such notice shall be given in writing to all members 21 days in advance of the
Special General Meeting.

8. OFFICERS

(a) The Officers of the Forum shall consist of a Chair, a Vice-Chair, a Treasurer and a Secretary as elected
at the Annual General Meeting. Candidates for election as Officers must be members of the Forum as defined
in Section 5 of this constitution. Nomination of such candidates shall be received in writing by the Forum’s
Secretary fourteen days before the Annual General Meeting, but in the event of no such nomination being
received for one or more officers, the person presiding at the Annual General Meeting shall call for
nominations from the floor. Voting shall be by show of hands.

(b) Vacancies among the Officers, which occur during the year, may be filled by a decision of the Forum
until the next Annual General Meeting.

(c) The Officers shall serve in their respective capacities as Officers on the Executive and may also be
appointed members of any sub-committees established in accordance with clause 10 hereof.

9. EXECUTIVE

(a) The policy and general management of the affairs of the Forum shall be directed by an
Executive. The Executive shall comprise: -

(i) two representatives appointed by each of three Parish Councils nominated at the
Annual General Meeting;

(ii) two representatives of one Associate Member organisation

(iii) The Officers of the Forum referred to in Clause 8, in the event that such persons are
not already representatives appointed to the Executive.

b) The purpose of the Executive is:
- to convene meetings of the Forum and maintain good communication with its members, - to record
and disseminate decisions of the Forum and the Executive
- to disseminate information relating to the Neighbourhood Plan
- to develop common strategies for involving each of the local communities
- where necessary to take action between Forum meetings, after consulting members of the
Forum, where appropriate.
- generally, to maintain momentum towards completion of the Plan
- thereafter, to monitor issues and developments affecting the Plan
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(c) The proceedings of the Executive shall not be invalidated by any failure to elect or any defect
in the election, appointment, co-option or qualification of any member.

(d) All members of the Executive shall retire from office at the conclusion of the Annual General
Meeting next after the date on which they came into office but they may stand for re-election
or re-appointment.

(e) Any other persons may be invited to attend Executive meetings but shall not have the power
to vote.

10. SUB-COMMITTEES

Sub-Committees may be established by the Executive for the organisation of a particular activity or
service. In each case: -

(a) The Executive shall, after consulting members of the Forum, determine the terms of reference of the
sub-committee and may also determine its composition and the duration of its activities;

(b) The sub-committee shall have the power to co-opt additional members up to one third of the number
of elected or appointed. At least two thirds of the members of each sub-committee shall themselves be
members of an organisation in membership of the Forum

(c) Each sub-committee shall appoint its Chair.

(d) All acts and proceedings of the sub-committee shall be reported back to the Executive as soon as
possible.

11. RULES OF BUSINESS

(a) Voting

(i) Each representative of Full Member and Associate Member organisations shall be
entitled to vote at General Meetings of the Forum;

(ii) Each Member organisation shall nominate up to five persons as representatives of
that Parish Council, any two of which representatives may attend Forum meetings
and be recognised as the current nomination for the purpose of voting. The lists of
names are to be supplied to the Executive at the time of each AGM. In the event of a
representative of a Member organisation resigning or leaving that organisation he or
she shall forthwith cease to be a representative thereof. The Member organisation
concerned shall ensure that the Executive has details of its current representatives.

(iii) At Executive and Sub-committee meetings each Member organisation present shall
have one vote.

(iv) In the case of an equality of votes the chair at all meetings shall have a second or
casting vote.

(b) Quorum

(i) A quorum at a General Meeting shall be when at least seven Full or Associate
Member organisations are present. In the event that no quorum is present at an
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Annual General Meeting or if the meeting has to be abandoned, the meeting shall be
adjourned and be reconvened 14 days later. Those members present at the
reconvened meeting shall be deemed to form a quorum.

(ii) The quorum for Executive meetings shall be when one representative of each of the
four Full or Associate Member organisations are present.

(iii) The quorum for sub-committees shall be one third of the members appointed to it,
providing that no less than two members are present.

(c) Minutes

Signed minutes shall be kept of the General Meetings and of any committees of the Forum,
recording all proceedings and resolutions.

(d) Conflicts of Interest

All members of the Forum and the Executive, including all those nominated by the Full and
Associate Member bodies as being eligible to attend Forum meetings, must disclose as soon
as possible following each AGM, their register of disclosable pecuniary interests (DPIs) in the
MCNP area. Such disclosure also applies to spouses, civil partners or cohabitees, as if their
interests were identical. These shall include:

- employment,

- directorships, trusteeships, partnerships

- membership of committees

- ownership of land (other than their main residence)

- other significant business interests that might conflict with the purposes of the MCNP

- any other matters which could be construed as conflicting with the purposes of the MCNP

The register shall be kept available for inspection by the MCNP’s Honorary Treasurer.

In addition, each Forum and Executive member shall, at the start of any meeting (including
sub-committees) declare that an item on the agenda may relate to one or more of the DPIs
already registered, or state that a new interest may conflict. The Chairman shall have the
power to direct the withdrawal or non-participation of the individual in any discussion of that
matter.

12. FINANCE

(a) All money raised on behalf of the Forum shall be applied to furthering its objects and for no other
purpose, PROVIDED THAT nothing herein contained shall prevent the payment in good faith of reasonable and
proper remuneration to any employee of the Forum nor the repayment of reasonable and proper out-of-
pocket expenses incurred on behalf of the Forum by Member organisations, employees and volunteers.

The accountable body shall provide banking facilities on behalf of the Forum. If it is deemed desirable by the
Executive, the Forum itself may also open a bank account at such a bank as the Forum shall from time to time
decide. The Executive shall authorise in writing the Treasurer, the Chair and up to two other members of the
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Executive to sign cheques on behalf of the Forum. All cheques must be signed by not less than two of the
authorised signatories.

The Treasurer shall keep proper accounts of the finances of the Forum. A statement of accounts for the
previous financial year shall be submitted to the Annual General Meeting.

13. ACCOUNTS

If the Forum becomes a registered charity, the accountable body and/or the Forum Executive, shall
comply with their obligations under the Charities Act 2011 with regard to:

(a) the keeping of accounting records for the Forum;

(b) the preparation of annual statement of account for the Forum;

(c) the auditing or independent examination of the statements of account of the Forum; and

(d) the transmission of the statements of account to the Charity Commission.

14. ANNUAL REPORT

When and if it becomes relevant to the Forum, the Executive shall comply with its obligations under
the Charities Act 2011 with regard to the preparation of an annual report and its submission to the
Commissioners.

15. INDEMNITY

No member of the Executive or the Forum shall be liable:

(a) for any loss to funds or property of the Forum by reason of any improper investment made in
good faith (so long as he/she shall have sought professional advice before making such
investment); or

(b) for the negligence or fraud of any agent employed by him/her or by any other members of
the Executive or Forum in good faith (provided reasonable supervision shall have been
exercised);

and no member of the Executive or Forum shall be liable by reason of any mistake or omission made
in good faith by any member of the Executive or Forum other than wilful and individual fraud,
wrongdoing or wrongful omission on the part of the member who is sought to be made liable.

(c) Each member organisation shall indemnify its representatives to the Forum.

16. ALTERATIONS TO THE CONSTITUTION

A resolution proposing to alter this constitution shall be received by the Secretary of the Forum at
least four weeks before the Annual or other General Meeting at which it is to be considered. 21 days’
notice of a General Meeting shall be given in writing by the Secretary to all members of the Forum
and such notice shall specify the alteration or alterations proposed. An alteration shall require
approval of a two-thirds majority of representatives of Full and Founding Associate Members present
and voting at a General Meeting.
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17. DURATION AND DISSOLUTION

The duration of the Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan Forum is five years from the date of
designation of the Forum.

If the Executive decides that it is necessary or advisable to dissolve the Forum before that time it shall
call a meeting of all members of the Forum, of which not less than 21 days’ notice (stating the terms
of the resolution to be proposed) shall be given to all members. If the proposal is confirmed by a two-
thirds majority of Full and Founding Associate Members present and voting the Executive shall have
power to realise any assets held by or on behalf of the Forum.

Any assets remaining after the satisfaction of any proper debts and liabilities shall be given or
transferred to the Full Member Parish Councils to use for a lawful purpose to benefit their
communities.

This constitution was adopted at the Annual General Meeting of the Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood
Plan Forum held on 9th March 2016 in accordance with Clause 6 of the original constitution adopted at
a General Meeting on 13th January 2016.

Signed…
Chair of the Meeting: Peter Maggs

Signed… Martin Lipson

Revision v.7 12/5/2016
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AC1.0 GENERAL CRITERIA FOR SETTLEMENT AREAS

AC1.1 Category A and B villages have defined settlement areas for use in applying Policies PD1 and PD2. They
were defined using the following guidelines:

A ‘settlement boundary’ is the boundary between areas of built/urban development (the settlement) and non-
urban or rural development – the open countryside. Settlement boundaries are often referred to as ‘Limits of
Development’.
Settlement areas seek to direct development to the most suitable and sustainable locations in accordance with
the Settlement hierarchy, as defined in CDC’s Local Plan policy Villages 1. Sites within settlement areas would
generally benefit from an “in principle” support, subject to site specific matters. Development proposals which
are located outside the defined settlement areas would not benefit from this “in-principle” support, rather the
starting point would be one of development constraint.

AC1.2 The criteria used for defining the settlement boundaries were as follows:

• Where practical boundaries should follow clearly defined physical features, such as, walls, fences, hedges, roads
and water courses;

• The inclusion of both built and extant planning permissions for residential and employment uses for areas which
are physically/ functionally related to the settlement;

• The inclusion of proposed Site Allocations (if any).

AC1.3 Areas usually excluded were:

• Curtilages of properties which have the capacity to extend the built form of the settlement. This includes large
residential gardens;

• Recreational or amenity space at the edge of settlements which primarily relate to the countryside. Registered
village greens and ponds within the built-up are also generally excluded

• Community facilities, such as religious buildings, cemeteries, schools and community halls

• Isolated development which is physically or visually detached from the settlement (farm buildings, renewable
energy installations).

AC1.4 With the above in mind, the boundary of the areas has been drawn fairly tightly around the existing
pattern of settlement in each case. Agricultural land is generally excluded, as are outlying houses and farms
which are not contiguous with the built-form of the settlement. Also excluded are isolated houses in their own
grounds. Farmhouses within the built-up area are included, but their agricultural and other non-residential
outbuildings and associated land may not be.

AC1.5 In most cases residential gardens have been included along with the dwellings to which they relate. In a
few cases, however, where the gardens are particularly large, the boundary has been drawn across the garden
in a way that more generally reflects the extent of nearby gardens. This is intended in those cases to discourage
residential development on garden land which could be characterised as “backland”.
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AC1.6 In such cases, where a large garden has been divided in this way, it is not intended to impact on small
scale development associated with the dwelling to which the garden belongs – for example garden sheds,
summer houses, garages, landscaping, etc. The intention of the division is purely to discourage the
development of additional dwellings in these locations.

AC1.7 There are some cases where “gap sites” exist with road frontages, and these are included so that infill
development can be supported where it is appropriate and sustainable.

AC1.8 Recreational and amenity spaces on the edge of settlements have been excluded: not to do so would be
to encourage a perceived loss of countryside.

AC1.9 Where encroachments of residential gardens into agricultural or other open land have occurred, and
there is clear evidence of the former pattern of development (for example the existence of old stone walls, or
documentary evidence), the extended part of the garden may be excluded from the settlement area.

AC1.10 MCNP policies seek to encourage rural exception sites adjacent to Category A or B villages, where these
are deemed suitable. The settlement areas defined here exclude such potential sites at this stage as they
have not been identified with any certainty, and by definition would be “exceptions” and so do not need to be
included.
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AD01: Nominations across the Neighbourhood Area

The following nominations have been made on the basis of the National Planning Policy Framework (para.77) criteria:

Good proximity to the community (all the nominated sites are within 0.5km of the edge of the village);

Not extensive (none of the sites exceeds 10ha; most are less than 5ha.);

Demonstrably special to the community, having one or more of – recreational value, beauty, tranquillity, historic significance, or richness of wildlife.

Careful consideration has also been given as to whether each nominated site has any other protected status. A number of potential sites that are scheduled monuments,
village greens, or cemeteries have been excluded from the list below as their protection is regarded as being of a high level under the relevant legislation, and there would
therefore be no benefit to be gained by also nominating them as Local Green Spaces (LGSs). On the other hand, a significant proportion of the sites that have been included
are within Conservation Areas, and/or are labelled as “Existing Green Spaces” with reference to CDC Local Plan policy BSC10, but it is considered that this status does not
offer the same high level of protection from development, and that there would be benefit from nomination as LGSs.

Maps of the designated local green spaces can be found in the Policy Plans (p.54 of the full Plan document).

PARISH REF
NO.

LOCATION GOOD
PROXIMITY

NOT
EXTENSIVE

SPECIAL TO THE
COMMUNITY

IN
CONSERV

AREA

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION EVIDENCE OF SUPPORT
FOR NOMINATIONS

Ardley
with

Fewcott

AF1 Ardley with Fewcott
Playing Field

Yes Yes Recreational value This area has many uses which are as follows:
Football, Recreational Activities, Fetes, Beer
Festivals, Tea Parties and Numerous
Celebrations throughout the year.

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nomination at its
meeting on 14/11/16

AF2 Old Quarry Field. Yes Yes Recreational value
Tranquillity

Richness of wildlife

An area for exercise including Dog Walking,
also an area of relaxation

AF3 The Knob Green. Yes Yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Gives an openness at two ends of the villages.
The Knob gives that small village green effect
to the start of Water Lane

AF4 Fewcott Green. Yes Yes Recreational value Yes Fewcott Green partially offsets the
urbanisation of the Village Hall Car Park now
the trees at the entrance have been cut
down. Gives an openness at two ends of the
villages.

D  LOCAL GREEN SPACES
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Duns Tew DT1 Duns Tew Play Area Yes Yes Recreational value Essential recreational and sports amenity for
thevillage

Regularly used by various community groups
for activities such as, football, tennis, village
barbecue

Accessible to the public, and well-used as a
safe place for children

Loss would seriously damage many
community events andactivities. There
is no alternative green space close to
thevillage.

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nomination at its
meeting on
20/11/2016.

The owner has no
objection to the
nomination.

Fritwell FT1 Church View Yes Yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Richness of wildlife

Yes A much-used amenity in the village for many,
many decades possibly since Saxon times.
Historically, there were two separate
settlements and this area was a thoroughfare
between the two settlements. Today it is
criss-crossed with footpaths enabling
residents to easily get from one side of the
village to the other, to the shop, post office,
school, village hall or church. The land
concerned is used by a significant number of
local people on a daily basis and the area
forms a green heart to the village. The area is
very safe for children as there are houses all
around the periphery. The Ouse Fluv
meanders its way through the area creating a
haven for wildlife. Various views across this
area are noted as being important in Cherwell
DC’s Fritwell Conservation Area appraisal.

At MCNP Engagement
meetings there have
been many positive
comments regarding
the open nature of this
area and how much
enjoyment it affords to
residents from all parts
of the village.

Reviewed and
approved for
nomination at the PC
meeting of 3/7/17.

Kirtlington KT1 Kirtlington Quarry and
Washford Pits

yes yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Richness of wildlife
Tranquillity

The Quarry and Washford Pits form one
united space, that goes right down to the
canal. Whereas Kirtlington Quarry is
protected as a geological SSSI with its fossils

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nominations at its
meeting on 16/2/17.

MID-CHERWELL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN | 2017-2031 | | APPENDICES 27

FT2      Recreation Ground
and Play area

Yes Yes YesRecreational value Held in Trust for the village since 1972, and run
by a charitable local management committee.
There is a children’s play area and an area for
older children. The pitch is used for football
and rugby, local festivals and other activities,
and there also changing rooms and a scout hut.

Approved by the PC at
its meeting of 4/12/17
following nomination
during the pre-
submission consultation.



and bee orchids, the adjacent Washford Pits is
only a Local Geological Site, with very weak
protection as a green space. The whole space
is of historic and scientific value and is
popular for visiting, walking and picnicking by
people who come from all around.

KT2 The Allotments yes yes Recreational value
Richness of wildlife

Community use very high. Currently 92% of
the allotments are in use. Aspects of modern
life, climate change and Brexit indicate a likely
increase in costs of fresh food from shops and
so an increase in use of allotments. This field
of allotments is owned by Kirtlington Parish
Council, which has a statutory duty to provide
allotments.

KT3 Square green in the
centre of Dashwood
Mews

yes yes Recreational value yes It is a grass square with mature trees, just off
South Green, central to those living in
Dashwood Mews and visually important to all
who walk through from Hatch Way, Hatch
Close and Hatch End to the centre of the
village via a public footpath.

KT4 The recreation field yes yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Tranquillity
Beauty

yes This site should be considered as a whole
block, which is of great communal value,
because as well as the Church, the
churchyard, village hall and recreation field,
there is the MUGA, the sports wall, the young
children’s play area, the Scout hut, and a
grass and tree verge. Visually it is one site,
and probably the most striking views in the
village are from the recreation field westward
to the church and eastward across
Kirtlington’s historic park, designed by
Capability Brown.

The area is at the centre of village life and is
partly adjacent to the defined settlement
area of the village. The recreation field is
owned by a private owner but with a 99-year
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lease to Kirtlington Parish Council until 2084.
The Scout hut area is owned by the same
landowner and rented to the Scouts, Beavers,
etc.

KT5 Small green within
Gossway Fields’
housing

yes yes Recreational value CDC own and are responsible for this space
with a small play area around which are the
Gossway Fields houses. It is designated by
CDC as an Amenity Green Space.

Lower
Heyford

LH1 The meadow abutting
Oxford Canal.

yes yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Tranquillity
Beauty

yes Provides the main walking loop within the
village, popular with dogwalkers.
Contains the Lower Heyford Bowls Club
Scenically beautiful.
Helps to give village identity by showing its
setting in the sweeping view up to Steeple
Aston.
Provides a historical context to the area. As
well as the presence of the canal/wharf and
railway on one side visual links can also be
made between the 18th Century Heyford
House built as the rectory and the Manor
House together with the converted farm
buildings of Manor Farm.

Grass allowed to grow in the summer and
baled up at harvest time.

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nominations at its
meeting on 23/2/17.

LH2 Paddock adjacent to
Ivy Close in The Lane.

yes yes Recreational value
Beauty

yes This is a paddock of some size located well
within the village with clear boundaries. It is
again used for the periodic grazing of horses
so that it remains in good heart.

Affords much aesthetic pleasure both to
those who live either side and the countless
others in the village who drive or walk pass on
a daily basis. It is one of the two areas of
pasture land within the village.
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LH3 Paines Field. yes yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Beauty

yes Contains a public footpath which is accessed
through a gate from Freehold Street and
continues on the other side of this field over a
style and across Station Road. The position of
this footpath means that walkers do not have
to walk on Station Road (there is no
pavement) to access the fields on the south
side of Station Road and which lead to the
Oxford Canal and nearby village of Tackley.

Provides an outlook which is rural and open
to the many houses along Freehold Street and
Cherwell Bank and would be considered
special for this reason. Also used for grazing
sheep.

This field, at its northern end, incorporates an
orchard. It retains for the village its roots with
the past and its connection with rural
industry, especially as College Farmhouse
itself was until not that long ago the home of
a prosperous farmer in the village.

LH4 The Allotments yes yes Recreational value
Richness of wildlife

yes These allotments are used by many of the
villagers and their loss would be a significant
detriment, economic perhaps as well as
recreational.

LH5 Paddock on South
Street, Caulcott

yes yes Recreational value
Beauty

The nearby settlement of Caulcott lies within
Lower Heyford Parish. The paddock is a small
green space abutting Gallos Brook which runs
parallel with and immediately adjacent to
South Street directly to its east. The paddock
blends in well with the village vista
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Field also contains Gallos Brook. It also
probably has considerable archaelogy from
Roman times.
Previously, development in Caulcott has
followed a linear pattern along South Street
and Greenway so more sympathetic in a
historical context to have development along
these routes.

Middle
Aston

MA1 Middle Aston House
front lawn

yes yes Historical significance
Beauty

Middle Aston Parish Meeting regards the
lawn to the East of Middle Aston House as a
key feature of the character of the village. It
provides the only publicly accessible view of
the house, which is itself a local landmark
with historical significance (but is not listed).
It is fronted by a ha-ha, which is a listed Local
Heritage Asset. Its size and collection of
imposing cedars and other trees create an
impressive introduction to the village when
entering from the South. Features of the lawn
have been registered as Local Heritage Assets.

The nomination was
approved by the MA
parish meeting of
7/1/17. This was
supported by the 30+
residents who were
present.

The site owner has
objected.

Middleton
Stoney

MS1 Children’s Playground yes yes Recreational value Play area amenity for the village, mainly for
younger children. Accessible to the public,
and well-used as a safe place for children.
There is no alternative green space in the
village for a play area.

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nomination at its
meeting on 6/3/17.

This field contains a public footpath which, at
its furthest corner, bears left towards Aves
Ditch which is pre-Anglo Saxon and may have
been dug as a boundary ditch. It still forms
the eastern end of the parish.

LH6 Dairy Ground, Caulcott yes yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Richness of wildlife
Tranquillity



Steeple
Aston

SA1 Robinson’s Close, Fir
Lane

yes yes Recreational value Essential recreational and sports amenity for
the village.
Regularly used by various community groups
for activities such as Fetes, Shows, football.
Accessible to the public, and well-used as a
safe place for children
Located opposite the school and with
adjacent parking space.
Loss would seriously damage many
community events and activities. There is no
alternative green space near the village.

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nomination at its
meeting on 16/1/2017.

SA2 Allotments, Fir Lane yes yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Richness of wildlife

Important amenity for villagers.
Continuous use by numerous allotment
holders over many years – historic use.
Accessible to the public and located opposite
Church and school.
Plans to widen use with a community shed.

SA3 Field adjacent to
Paines Hill

yes yes Historical significance
Beauty

yes A key element of the “green heart” of the
village. Experienced by those walking
alongside it (and driving past it) as
countryside within the village.
Used for sheep grazing and chickens –
educational for the many children walking
to/from school past the field daily.
Saved from development in 1980s by the
generosity of the owner, a resident who lives
opposite the field.

SA4 Former sandworks
adjacent to Fenway

yes yes Historical significance
Richness of wildlife

Tranquillity

Wildlife site undisturbed for 40 years,
following land restoration after sand works
ceased operation around 1960.

Approx. 6 ha. of open grassland with scrub
incl. Gorse, Broom and Bramble with some
small Walnut and Hazel trees. Many
characteristics in common with rare lowland
“dune grassland”. Bats are common here,
together with owls, raptors, woodpeckers,
and many other bird species. Apart from
various vertebrates that inhabit the site,

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nomination at its
meeting on 20/2/17.
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there are also reptiles – lizards, grass snakes
and it is believed to be the last site in North
Oxfordshire for Adders.

Adjacent to a popular footpath through the
Beeches, and capable of being linked to it.
Historically the footpath and the site were
associated with Grange Park before it was
developed as the adjacent housing estate.

A possible candidate for SSSI status.

Upper
Heyford

UH1 The Common yes Yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Beauty

yes Open green space for recreational walks
adjacent to the canal. Over years used for
many recreational activities. Only access to
communal canal side land for the community.

Parish Council
discussed and approved
the nomination at its
meeting on 9/3/2017.

UH 2 High Street Allotments yes yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Richness of wildlife

yes Small allotments opposite houses who use
them to produce fruit and veg. In use since
1850’s to provide growing space for cottages
without adequate gardens

UH3 Upper Heyford
Recreation Ground

yes Yes Recreational value
Historical significance

yes In continuous use since 1843. Many uses:
Football, Recreational Activities for all
community, Fetes, Shows, Festivals, Tea
Parties and various celebrations throughout
the year.

UH4 Poors Allotments
Somerton Road

yes Yes Recreational value
Historical significance

Richness of wildlife

yes In use as allotments since 1843. In process of
registration.
Very close proximity to community used by
many residents to grow a variety of produce.

UH5 Heyford Park Western
end

yes yes Recreational value yes This space houses the only public path linking
Aves Ditch East and Portway West and
Caulcott South
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UH6 The meadow yes  Yes Recreational value yes Provides access to far reaching recreational
                                                                                                              walks across the Cherwell Valley. Well-used by
                                                                                                              dog-walkers from both the village and
                                                                                                              residents of Heyford Park.

The Parish Council discussed
and approved the
nomination at its meeting on
9/11/2017
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Please see separate
document

Click here to open it

E  AECOM HOUSING NEEDS SURVEY
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The following table provides a summary for each village outlining their requests for traffic mitigation; a map follows, that indicates these areas of concern.

CAP T01

Traffic volume

East to West Concern
due to North West
Bicester commercial
development using
Middleton Stoney as
cut through to
M40/A43 therefore
improved HGV routing
agreements
North/South concern
due to rat run from
M40/A34 junction
issues

Due to bottlenecks on
M40/Ardley Fritwell is
used as a rat run for
B430 and B4100 to
Banbury

20mph restriction

Chicanes

Increased Traffic
volume, commercial
and residential
through the village;
Heyford road, Ardley
road, and to a lesser
extent North Aston
Road and Fritwell
Road related to the
increase in activity at
Heyford Park.

Also rat run from
A4260 to M40 and
Bicester Stations

30 mph through
village, 30% of traffic
in excess of speed
limit. (2017) 17% of
vehicles are type
OGV1/bus

Ardley Road,
Somerton is
unclassified 75% of

HP development
increased commercial
and residential traffic
and impact from
M40/A34 issues
influencing drivers to
short cut across
villages

Heavy traffic from 4
directions passes
through centre
Kirtlington
- A4095 from

Witney and all
southwest; NB no
A40 from the west
link to A34

- A4095 from
Bicester,
Northampton and
northeast

- Via Portway from
Heyford Park,
Banbury and north

- Via Bletchington
from Oxford and
generally south.

Also, traffic from M40
or Northampton rat
runs via B430, left
through Kirtlington to
join A34 south

Accepted as part of
development

Local Jobs for local
people will mitigate
traffic volume

HGV routing
agreements away
from villages

MIDDLETON
STONEY

FRITWELL SOMERTON ARDLEY WITH
FEWCOTT

KIRTLINGTON HEYFORD PARK
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vehicles excess of
40mph which is
considered a safe
speed for the size
and aspects of the
road.

Great concern that
HGV and commuter
traffic continues to
increase.

CAP T02

Junction risk
improvements

Sensible changes to
lights to manage
traffic volume from all
directions
Camp Road and B430
improvements to aid
traffic flow away from
Middleton Stoney

n/a Camp Road and B430
improvements to aid
traffic flow away from
Middleton Stoney
Ardley cross roads
with Bucknell
road/Fritwell Road
and B430

Improve A34/M40
junction 9 to mitigate
traffic using B430,
A4095 and
Bletchington Rd as cut
through to A34 south.
Create some main link
between A40 west and
A34 (to M40)

Welcomes Chilgrove
Drive changes to
support HGVs off of
Camp Road

CAP T03

Speed control

No speed humps or
traffic control wanted
in the village

White gates on entry
to village(?)
Speed humps or
chicanes on village
entry for all
directions(?)

Currently have
chicanes at Heyford
entrance and Ardley
entrance to village.
White gates from
Fritwell and natural
restrictions from North
Aston in form of hump
back bridges.

Radar gun speed watch
(TVP); Residents currently
in training. Need to buy
or borrow equipment.

Need expert advice on
reducing increasing
volumes of speeding
traffic. 20mph in village
and 40mph on Ardley-
Somerton Rd. Possible
use of VMS?

40mph to 30mph
count down through
village

No easements wanted
Increase traffic calming
No additional street
lighting

20mph for Camp
Road due to School
and village centre
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MIDDLETON
STONEY

FRITWELL SOMERTON ARDLEY WITH
FEWCOTT

KIRTLINGTON HEYFORD PARK



CAP T04

Preservation

Air quality monitoring
to be put in place due
to increased volumes
expected

n/a Need to protect the
amenity of rural
roads and
vulnerable road
users.

n/a

CAP T05

Additional
measures

Additional off street
parking
Public transport to
Bicester

White lines at edges
of unclassified road
to Ardley to
emphasise
narrowness.

Change Priority of
chicane from Ardley
to slow down in-
coming traffic
(currently wrong way
round)

Keep white road
markings in village to
a minimum.

LED speed signs
would help

2 mini roundabouts
as mentioned above

Air quality survey
would be good

Improved bus service
as community grows
Improved
connections to train
stations
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UPPER HEYFORD LOWER HEYFORD MIDDLE ASTON NORTH ASTON DUNS TEW

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A

CAP T01

Traffic volume

Rat run concerns from
increased traffic
volume

CAP T02

Junction risk
improvements

Junction of Somerton
/Duns Tew roads and
A4260 due to risk of
A4260 traffic speed.
Roundabout, traffic
lights or speed control
chicanes (?)

Objection to any
changes or additional
feeder roads

CAP T03

Speed control

Vehicle activated speed
awareness signs

20mph in village

Between Somerton
Bridge and A4260. No
current speed limit
except through
village. Recommend
30mph.

20mph in village

No current limits
between Steeple,
Middle and North,
recommend 30mph

CAP T04

Preservation

Deliberate non
improvements to the
roads e.g. non
widening, hard verges
white lines etc

Increased due to development at
Heyford Park and Bicester; the roads
from Heyford Park and Bicester
converge on Lower Heyford and
provide access to the West and to the
A4260 for Oxford and Banbury.

Increased presence of HGV traffic and
commercial vehicles, especially
construction lorries in Lower
Heyford.
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 Concern of traffic
volume increasing in
village. Counters in
place

 Junction of Somerton
/Duns Tew roads and
A4260 due to risk of
A4260 traffic speed
Roundabout, traffic
lights or speed control
chicanes (?)

Currently have white gates to mark
the 3 entrance points to Lower
Heyford. Also have the use of a speed
indicating device (SID) on Station Rd.
A 2017 traffic survey in Lower Heyford
showed that 60.9% of vehicles were
over the 30mph speed limit. Plan to
employ traffic mitigation consultant to
explore appropriate measures.

A 30mph speed limit along the B4030
at Caulcott. Road markings to prevent
dangerous overtaking along the B4030
at Caulcott.

White gates on entry to
village (?)

Improved LED speed limit
signs

Speed humps or chicanes
either end of village and by
playground (?)



Evidence base:

1. Baseline OCC traffic data obtained and assessed – clear volumes rising though no segregation of HGV vs car in data available
2. Awaiting engagement from consultants to assess versus baseline OCC traffic data
3. Assessment to focus on volumes and split of HGV and cars at key junctions in the MCNP as outlined in Parish issue hot spots
4. Plan is for parish councils to install their own traffic counters on key road networks as per their current issue hot spots
5. Crash data – assessed for last 3 years: there are currently no significant blackspots across the MCNP, just perception risk will increase with volume
6. Travel to work survey from largest growing population at Heyford Park, indicates trends vs census data 2011
7. North West Bicester – HGV requirements. Not available, on application by application basis – MCNP to monitor and comment on applications and impact on

MCNP area
8. Current HGV routing agreements – development and commercial specific.
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One way assessment
for mill lane and high
street

Speed humps Mill
Lane (?)

CAP T05

Additional
measures

Additional signage to
mitigate or slow:
Residents Only
20 mph on village
roads

Carriageway passing
places introduced on
narrow lanes

UPPER HEYFORD LOWER HEYFORD MIDDLE ASTON NORTH ASTON DUNS TEW

N/A N/ASeeking the introduction
of an environmental
weight limit over
Rousham Bridge. (This
has been damaged
several times).
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Junctions
selected for
mitigation



A separate spreadsheet records all listed buildings and structures in the MCNP area by parish.

Click here to open it.

G  LISTED BUILDINGS and STRUCTURES
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A separate spreadsheet lists all non-designated heritage assets
(previously called the Local List).

NOT CURRENTLY AVAILABLE.

H  NON-DESIGNATED HERITAGE ASSETS
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With reference to Policy PC1, the following facilities are those which will be prioritised by MCNP
when consulted under S.106 or CIL negotiations. They are not site specific, and are not listed in
any particular order; they represent expressed views of the local community in many of the
parishes comprising the neighbourhood area. The list can also be read in conjunction with the
Community Action Plan (Section 5 in the full Plan document), and may be updated from time to
time.

Health Centre

Improving and, where appropriate, adding to existing communal buildings in the villages

Playgrounds, skate park, trim trail – outdoor activity area for all ages

Opportunities to enhance/develop/promote circular walks (woodland gym, Health walk)

Swimming pool

Cemetery

Allotments

Community orchards

Community woodland – woodland corridors

Provision of land for nature reserves

Preserving and enhancing biodiversity within the neighbourhood

Buffer zones of planting where development may impinge visually or aurally on existing
settlements

Transport to Heyford Park from all villages within the Neighbourhood Plan

Bus links to facilities in Bicester, Banbury and Oxford, improvement of existing services and
provision of
real-time information

Improved provision of footpaths and cycle tracks - linking villages and access to countryside

Increasing pedestrian safety on roads through the introduction of various measures

Information boards at points of interest

Art Trail

J  COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LIST
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Please see separate document

Click here to open it

K  HERITAGE AND CHARACTER ASSESSMENT
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The analysis, objectives and proposals in this Neighbourhood Development Plan have drawn on an
extensive range of data sources, including:

●  Statistics obtained from the Office of National Statistics, including 2011 Census data.
●  CDC Local Plan Parts 1 and 2, and partial review of Part 1
●  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and government guidance notes

In addition, information and advice has been sought from a wide variety of external organisations and
professional bodies.

The following are the principal areas of evidence on which MCNP has drawn that are available to view
either in this document, in separate documents on our website www.mid-cherwell.org.uk, or on other
websites:

1. Housing Needs Assessment Report - AECOM (Appendix E)

2. Social infrastructure survey (separate document)

3. Inclusivity: listing of all groups and local organisations etc in the neighbourhood (separate document)

4. Companies and businesses in the area (separate document)

5. Archaeology in the NP area (separate document)

6. Conservation area appraisals (documents on CDC website)

7. Listed buildings (Appendix G)

8. Heritage and Character Assessment (Appendix K)

9. Traffic counts (separate document)

10. Village traffic mitigation report - Hamilton-Baillee consultants (separate document)

11. Official footpaths, bridleways, etc. (maps on OCC website)

L  EVIDENCE BASE
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M  HEYFORD PARK

FIG 2 FROM HEYFORD PARK CONSERVATION AREA APPRAISAL, 2006

Showing visual impact of existing airbase

MID-CHERWELL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN | 2017-2031 | | APPENDICES 47



 INDICATIVE MASTERPLAN OF HEYFORD PARK, 2017

(Courtesy of the Dorchester Group)
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