Change of use of land to use as a residential caravan site for 16
gypsy/traveller families, each with two caravans, including
improvement of access and laying of hardstanding
OS Parcel 9635 Land lying to the south of Widnell Lane, Piddington, Bicester
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Piddington Parish Council wishes to object in the strongest possible terms to the above numbered
planning application. The objection is made on the following grounds:
Location, Site, Access, Design, Amenity, Historic and Natural Environment, Need and Sustainability,
Flood Risk and Alternative Site Options
References to the Local Plan refer to the Cherwell Local Plan 2011–2031
Piddington Parish Council has sought the advice of Leading Counsel John Hobson QC of Landmark
Chambers, 180 Fleet Street, London EC4A 2HG, on this objection; his advice and suggestions have
been incorporated into this document.
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1 Introduction
Piddington Parish Council represents the parish of Piddington, a Category C rural community of 296
electors (current register of electors) on the borders of Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire, in the
ward of Launton and Otmoor, Cherwell District Council. The village is located 9 km South-East of
Bicester and 16 km North of Thame.
The proposed development is within the boundaries of Piddington parish and the village of
Piddington is the closest settled community.
Appendix 1 at the end of this document contains photographs illustrating points made throughout.

2 Summary
Cherwell District Council has adopted the Cherwell Local Plan 2011–2031 (Part 1) which comprises
the Development Plan for the purposes of section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004. The application site is not allocated for development in the Local Plan, which states that
allocations, including locations for new traveller sites are to be made in the Local Plan Part 2 which is
still in course of preparation. As an unallocated site, any application for its development is to be
considered in accordance with the criteria set out in Policy BSC6 in the Local Plan Part 1. It is also to
be considered in accordance with paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
which provides a presumption in favour of sustainable development, but which also establishes that
where the adverse effects of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
any benefit, permission should be refused. In this case, for the detailed reasons set out in succeeding
sections, it is clear that the development of this site would be manifestly contrary to the principle of
sustainability, and there are real and compelling reasons why this application should be refused.
•

It proposes the development on a greenfield site, in agricultural use in open countryside.

•

The site is close to, and in the catchment area of, the River Ray, which is of significant ecological
sensitivity and is designated as a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone.

•

It is remote from any settled community. The nearest settlement is Piddington, which is a
Category C village without any facilities.

•

Although the site is within 3 km of Arncott, a Category A village, the only shop in the village is
more than 3 km away.

•

The site is not accessible by public transport and the nearest bus stop at Bullingdon Prison
(700 m away across a busy road) has an infrequent service.

•

It will increase the traffic on Widnell Lane which has no footway or street lighting. The
maintenance of adequate sight lines will depend on cutting back vegetation which is not on the
Applicants’ land.

•

The site is susceptible to flooding.

•

The proximity of the proposed development will harm the amenity of the nearby Widnell Park,
Jubilee Reserve and sports field.
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In the light of these compelling objections which are elaborated in further detail below it is clear that
the proposed development would be contrary to Policy BSC6 and in accordance therefore with the
provisions of section 38(6) of the 2004 Act, permission should be refused. Refusal would also be
consistent with paragraph 14 of the NPPF and also with the recent decision of Aylesbury Vale DC to
refuse permission for a site at Oaksview Park, Boarstall which is about 3 km as the crow flies from
the proposed site at Widnell Lane.
Note that in July 2002 Cherwell District Council (CDC) itself made similar objections to the proposed
Asylum Seekers Accommodation Centre, Piddington, in a letter to the Home Office dated 16 July
(Planning Ref RD/SM/02/01044/GD and 02/01045/GD). The site of the proposed Asylum Seekers
Accommodation Centre is approximately 60 metres from the current proposed gypsy/traveller site,
and therefore many of the objections raised by CDC at that time are equally applicable to the
current application. (See Appendix 2.)

3 Location
The Parish Council has noted the provisions in the Local Plan of Policy BSC 6 Travelling Communities,
and in particular the provisions of paragraph B139 to
“secure sites that will provide suitable living environments in locations that are as sustainable as
reasonably possible. It will be important to identify sites that will enable access to services,
facilities and potential sources of employment, which will promote inclusive communities but
which will not be out of scale with or dominate nearby settled communities”
and will therefore expect sites to be (Policy BSC 6):
“within 3km road distance of the built-up limits of Banbury, Bicester or a Category A village …
The following criteria will also be considered in assessing the suitability of sites: a) access to GP
and other health services b) access to schools c) avoiding areas at risk of flooding d) access to the
highway network e) the potential for noise and other disturbance f) the potential for harm to the
historic and natural environment g) the ability to provide a satisfactory living environment h) the
need to make efficient and effective use of land i) deliverability, including whether utilities can be
provided j) the existing level of local provision k) the availability of alternatives to applicants.”
Piddington Parish Council accepts that the proposed location is within 3 km of the built-up limit of
Arncott (defined in the Local Plan Policy Villages 1 as Category A Service Village) but would point out
that the services available in Arncott are limited to a small village shop (which is more than 3 km
from the proposed site), a public house and a bus service. The services available in Ambrosden (also
a Category A Service Village beyond the 3 km limit) are similarly limited and under pressure from
several new housing developments and the likely return of the garrison.
The current proposal makes no mention of the fact that proposed development is within the parish
of Piddington and Piddington village is the nearest settled community (1.2 kilometres from the
proposed site to the centre of the village). This is a small, quiet rural community falling within the
definition of a Category C Village (Policy C265-267) where development is limited to “only infilling
and conversions” (Section 5.80). (See photographs of Piddington in Appendix 1.)
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The Parish Council would also point out that ‘rural exception sites’ are defined in the Council’s
defined policy (Policy Villages 3) as “small scale affordable housing schemes within or immediately
adjacent to villages to meet specific, identified local housing needs that cannot be met through the
development of sites allocated for housing development.”
Furthermore, the Parish Council contends that the location on Widnell Lane is in fact very isolated
from any local communities and it is the Council’s belief that this is in contravention of paragraph 25
of the ”Planning Policy for Traveller Sites” (Department for Communities and Local Government
August 2015).
“Local planning authorities should very strictly limit new traveller site development in open
countryside that is away from existing settlements or outside areas allocated in the development
plan. Local planning authorities should ensure that sites in rural areas respect the scale of, and do
not dominate, the nearest settled community, and avoid placing an undue pressure on the local
infrastructure.”
The Parish Council does not believe that the proposals are acceptable for development either in a
Category C Village, or as a rural housing exception site, and that the shortage of necessary services in
the adjacent Category A Villages and the isolated nature of the site makes the proposed
development completely inappropriate at this location.

4 Site
The charity ‘Friends, Families and Travellers’ (FFT) has been working on behalf of Gypsies and
Travellers since 1994. Their advice on the purchase of land for possible development advocates that
“The land should be in an area where you have a local connection. For example, you have lived
there for a long time, you have close family there, your children attend the local school or you are
registered with local doctors.”
The title deeds show that the land was purchased in August 2016 and that neither of the owners
appears to have an affiliation with Piddington or the surrounding villages. A site of this size for 16
families can only be construed as a commercial development.
The fact that the application includes provision for 16 commercial vehicles makes it clear that it is
envisaged that potentially up to 16 private/self-employed businesses will be operating from the site.
The proposed site is located off Widnell Lane adjacent to Cowpasture Farm, Arncott Road,
Piddington. The Parish Council has noted that an application to construct a new dwelling to support
a beef cattle enterprise on this land was refused by Cherwell District Council in 2014 on the basis
that “planning permission for new dwellings in the countryside would only be granted where it is
essential for agriculture or other existing operations”, and that “if an essential need was proven, a
new dwelling would be expected to be of traditional design and be closely related to existing
buildings in the interest of protecting the appearance of an open character of the countryside.”
The Parish Council notes the provisions of Paragraph B252 in the Local Plan which recognises that
both “the open and agricultural setting and identity of the outlying villages surrounding Banbury
and Bicester, many with locally distinctive historic cores” and the River Ray floodplains as having
landscape value, thus supporting the response above.
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Paragraph B254 of The Local Plan also indicates that “In order that development conserves and
enhances the character of the countryside, the Council will carefully control the type, scale and
design of development, including the materials used.”
The Parish Council does not see in the current application any attempt to comply with this policy and
on that basis alone believes that the application should be refused.
The site of the application is considered greenfield comprising Grade 3 agricultural land (see
photograph of proposed development site in Appendix 1). The Local Plan Policy EN16 specifically
excludes development on greenfield agricultural land Grades 1–3 unless there is an “overriding need
for the development and that opportunities have been assessed to accommodate the development
on previously developed sites and land within the built-up limits of settlements” (Cherwell
Interactive Local Plan). It is the Parish Council’s view that the options for this type of development
on a brownfield site, in accordance with Policy BSC2, should be explored before an area of existing
agricultural land, in a rural location, is considered for development. There is no evidence that an
investigation of alternative sites has been undertaken.
Furthermore, the Parish Council takes issue with Paragraph 4.01 of the Access Appraisal’s
conclusions. It does not accept that diversification of valuable Grade 3 agricultural land to the
change of use proposed in this planning application is a “key focus of government policy and an
important route for farmers and landowners to consider”. Cherwell District Council’s Interactive
Local Plan (Policy EMP7) has the following directives on farm diversification:
“Development proposals for farm diversification will be permitted provided that they:
(i) are of a type, size or scale appropriate to their rural location;
(ii) will not cause harm to the character and appearance of the countryside in terms of its
landscape, ecological, historic or amenity value;
(iii) will not involve the permanent loss of best and most versatile land;
(iv) will not lead to a conflict between established agricultural interests and other land uses;
(v) re-use existing rural buildings where available (provided such use complies with the conversion
policies in the plan) in preference to the erection of new buildings;
(vi) will not give rise to excessive or inappropriate traffic and will wherever possible contribute to
the general aim of reducing the need to travel by private car.”
Finally, the Parish Council would highlight that the site is less than 300 metres from a Ministry of
Defence (MOD) training facility where the use of ordnance and pyrotechnics, including illumination,
is a regular and noisy occurrence. It should also be noted that, because of the design and
construction of caravans and mobile homes, people who live in them are much more vulnerable to
the impact of noise than are people living in bricks and mortar homes. There are no proposals to
mitigate the effects of this on the proposed development and to ensure the well-being of residents.
There will presumably be MOD concerns about security and safety. The Parish Council also notes
that on the same plot of land (owned by the applicant but not included in this planning application)
is an electricity pylon carrying high-voltage cables that run parallel to the proposed development
about 60 m away.
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5 Access
The application includes a document entitled ‘Access Appraisal’. The first statement made in
paragraph 2.1 of the appraisal states “the change of use will replace farm traffic associated with the
field with an alternative use, as recommended by the planning authority”. The Parish Council takes
issue with this statement – partly because, so far as the Parish Council is aware, no
recommendations have been made by the planning authority in connection with the proposed
access to this site. Furthermore, as the field is presently laid to grass, traffic accessing the field has
been minimal.
The proposed change of use would generate increased traffic on Widnell Lane. It is not unreasonable
to assume vehicle movements from each of the 16 proposed pitches every day – if only one vehicle
from each pitch leaves the site in the morning and returns to the site in the evening the minimum is
32 movements a day, and it is not unreasonable to multiply these by 2 or 3 for normal family use.
This means that traffic movements of around 100 a day would not be exceptional and certainly
would greatly exceed the number experienced at present such that the impact on the current low
level traffic use of Widnell Lane will be enormous.
The Parish Council maintains that the road is not wide enough to accommodate two passing vehicles
should one be an HGV, a large van, a vehicle towing a caravan or an agricultural vehicle, resulting in
serious damage to the verges and the edges of the road, which include the drainage ditches either
side. Moreover, the Annual Average Daily Traffic Flow for the B4011 is in the region of 5000 fastmoving vehicles and the junction between Widnell Lane and the B4011 represents a significant
hazard, particularly when considering long vehicles exiting this limited visibility junction. The Access
Appraisal makes no provision for junction improvements to mitigate this danger.
Widnell Lane has no pedestrian footpaths or lighting. Verges become overgrown in summer and
waterlogged in winter, making it necessary to walk in the road. Also, hedges become overgrown,
reducing visibility. The Parish Council believes that visibility is poor and that the safety of the
increased number of pedestrians who would be using the road for access to services would be put at
significant risk.
The Parish Council has also noted that there is no reference to access to the site being achieved
through the village of Piddington itself. Access from the A41 is unsuitable for large vehicles being
single track with weak railway bridges (there is a weight limit of 7.5 tonne on all the roads within and
surrounding the village), and an increase in traffic of any kind through the village is undesirable.
Piddington is a small village with few street lights, narrow roads, parked cars and no more than 50
metres of pavements.
Additional traffic, including commercial vehicles, sometimes towing trailers, using Widnell Lane and
roads through Piddington will cause damage to the roads and pose a substantial hazard to
pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders from the equestrian businesses within the parish, and thus a
loss of amenity to all residents. (See photographs in Appendix 1.)
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6 Design
The Parish Council has considered the contents of the ‘Design and Access’ statement lodged with the
planning authority on 20th January 2017. It notes that “the proposed development is located in a
suitable area for a proposed gypsy site in principle” and would oppose this as the Local Plan
acknowledges that with regard to the landscape around Bicester, paragraphs B 252 and 254 apply.
Therefore, the Council would be looking for a development proposal that “conserves and enhances
the character of the countryside”.
The Parish Council has also noted the following inaccurate statements in this document:
1. “Please find enclosed … a separate Highways Report in support of the … proposal”;
2. “The submitted Highways Report demonstrates that the increase in traffic associated with
the proposed development would not have any impact on highway safety, or the free flow of
traffic along the A4095”;
3. “screened … by woodland to the west along the eastern side of the A401”; and
4. “It has access from the A401”.
The road numbers A4095 and A401 do not relate to any roads in the vicinity. There is no “Highways
Report” in the documents associated with the application, only a purely numerical “ATC Survey” and
an “Access Appraisal” by consultants employed to “examine the existing access and its potential to
serve the site for an alternative use”, neither of which specifically addresses highway safety. There is
also a sentence that reads “the site is not subject to excessive, and would provide a satisfactory
residential environment”. Words appear to have been cut after “excessive”.
The document is factually inaccurate and would appear to be made up of extracts “cut and pasted”
from other reports, and therefore much of it does not relate in any way to the site under
consideration. This all leads the Parish Council to question validity of the document.
With regard to the site design for the proposed 16 pitches, the Parish Council is concerned that the
pitches are crowded, showing no accommodation for vehicles to be parked and manoeuvred on site,
no provision for areas to store, recycle and aid the collection of waste and ensure that surface water
does not drain out of the site onto the road. No account has been made for visiting cars, vans and
caravans for family or community events. It would be unacceptable on safety and environmental
grounds, for any surplus vehicles, of residents or visitors to the site, to be parked along Widnell Lane,
itself a narrow winding country road.
The Parish council does not believe that the following guidance points have been addressed in the
application (paragraph 26 of “Planning Policy for Travellers Sites” – Department for Communities
and Local Government, August 2015):
1. effective use of previously developed (brownfield), untidy or derelict land;
2. sites being well planned or soft landscaped in such a way as to positively enhance the
environment and increase its openness;
3. promote opportunities for healthy lifestyles, such as ensuring adequate landscaping and
play areas for children;
4. not enclosing a site with so much hard landscaping, high walls or fences, that the
impression may be given that the site and its occupants are deliberately isolated from the
rest of the community.
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7 Amenity
The Parish Council also notes that the ‘Design and Access Statement’ concludes by saying “there are
no ... amenity issues which weigh against the proposal”, and would respectfully point out both to the
Applicant and to the Local Planning Authority that the Parish Council is the owner of the land shown
edged orange and yellow on the attached plan. This land is approximately 400 metres from the
entrance to the proposed site and is known to residents of the Parish as the Jubilee Reserve, Widnell
Park and Sports Field. (See photographs in Appendix 1.)
This site is an amenity that is highly valued by the village as evidenced in their Community-Led Plan
(CLP) consultation. Over the course of 2015/16 and 2016/17 the Parish Council has spent more than
£5000 carrying out improvements to the park and is liaising with BBOWT regarding the regeneration
of a meadow at the Jubilee Reserve. It is currently in the process of raising funds to install a green
gym for adults and play equipment for children. The CLP questionnaire of October 2016 showed a
majority of residents valued the Park and Sports Field and would be willing to help raise funds for
additional facilities there. The Parish Council believes, from discussions at a meeting held with
villagers, that the attractiveness of the Park would diminish should the application site be developed
as the increase in traffic using Widnell Lane will deter residents from walking or cycling to the site,
particularly children. The proposals therefore will have a detrimental effect on these amenities.
Also, a large stretch of Widnell Lane and Thame Road forms part of the Piddington Circular Walk,
which is an amenity advertised by Cherwell District Council and regularly used by ramblers as well as
villagers (see Appendix 3). Anyone arriving by public transport for the walk would be passing the
proposed site on foot and everyone on the walk would be adversely affected by the increased traffic
on these roads.
Finally, there are several equestrian businesses in the parish who exercise horses within and around
the village and would suffer loss of amenity from the proposed development.

8 Historic and Natural Environment
Widnell Lane is only about a kilometre from Meadow Farm, which is part of the Upper Ray Meadows
Nature Reserve (more details http://www.bbowt.org.uk/reserves/upper-ray-meadows), managed by
the Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust (BBOWT). The value of the site is clearly described in their
literature. “The River Ray is one of the best areas in central England for locally scarce wading birds.
The first curlew usually return to the Upper Ray Meadows in late February, and by early spring
lapwing and curlew can be seen displaying across the reserve.”
The BBOWT web site lists the area as having the following characteristics in habitat and species:
Habitat: Grassland, Wetland
Species: Bulbous buttercup, Cuckooflower, Meadowsweet, Pepper Saxifrage, Ragged-Robin, Yellowrattle, Common Blue, Marbled White, Curlew, Golden Plover, Lapwing, Meadow Pipit, Reed Bunting,
Skylark, Snipe, Teal, Tree Sparrow, Widgeon, Yellowhammer, Yellow Wagtail.
The site is close to, and in the catchment area of, the River Ray, which is designated as a Nitrate
Vulnerable Site pursuant to the Nitrate Pollution Prevention Regulations 2015. Although there has
been some improvement since designation, the River Ray continues to suffer from pollution, and
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nitrates in particular, and remains susceptible to further continuing pollution. The River Ray’s
designation reflects its ecological sensitivity which will be exacerbated by and put at risk by the
proximity of the proposed travellers’ site.
The Environment Agency’s (2016) ‘Catchment Data Explorer’ website says of the River Ray
catchment area “The area has been targeted for ecological protection and restoration, with the
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) and the Berkshire, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust
(BBOWT) having reserves within the catchment”.
Piddington Parish Council, as observed earlier, is the owner of the Jubilee Reserve, whose entrance
is off Widnell Lane some 400 metres from the proposed site. In June 2014, the Parish Council had a
survey of species in the reserve carried out (see Appendix 4). It is also working closely with BBOWT
on the development of an indigenous wildflower meadow at the Jubilee Reserve.
Furthermore, the Parish Council notes that the following reports have not been submitted with the
application:
1. A Great Crested Newt Survey: this should be provided as there are at least two ponds within
250 m of the site and the pond in Widnell Park is around 500 m from the site.
2. A phase 1 ecological report: this should be provided since the site is a virgin agricultural field
as set out in Council policy.
3. An archaeological survey: this should be provided as significant finds of interest, including
Roman artefacts, have been discovered at a development site in Ambrosden adjacent to
Blackthorn Hill Farm, which is a similar distance from the B4011 as the application site.
The proximity of the application site to both the Blackthorn Hill landscape features and Upper Ray
Meadows Nature Reserve (highlighted at page 111 of the Local Plan) and Piddington’s Jubilee
Reserve underline the ecological importance of the flat meadows around Bicester.
The Parish Council believes that the proposed development will seriously damage the biodiversity of
the River Ray Flood plains – an area situated within a kilometre of the proposed site. It also notes
the provisions of Policy ESD 13 Local Landscape Protection and Enhancement:
“Opportunities will be sought to secure the enhancement of the character and appearance of the
landscape, particularly in urban fringe locations, through the restoration, management or
enhancement of existing landscapes, features or habitats and where appropriate the creation of
new ones, including the planting of woodlands, trees and hedgerows.
Development will be expected to respect and enhance local landscape character, securing
appropriate mitigation where damage to local landscape character cannot be avoided. Proposals
will not be permitted if they would:
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Cause undue visual intrusion into the open countryside;
Cause undue harm to important natural landscape features and topography;
Be inconsistent with local character;
Impact on areas judged to have a high level of tranquillity.”

It is the Parish Council’s view that the current proposal does not take into account the special
features of the landscape as set out in the Local Plan, and would, in fact have a detrimental effect on
these important landscape features.

9 Need and Sustainability
Piddington Parish Council has noted the contents of paragraph B136 of the Local Plan which
indicates that Cherwell District Council has a need for a further 15 pitches for travelling communities
from 2012 to 2027. However, the Parish Council understands that there is currently a five-pitch site
being built near Upper Heyford, and it also noted correspondence on the planning portal relating to
application No 16/01780/F (land west of M40 Kirtlington Road, Chesterton) for a site for pitches for
9 families, which indicates that the officer’s recommendation is likely to be to approve a 3-year
temporary planning permission, thus reducing the shortfall to 1 pitch in the area.
The Parish Council contends that speculation about the closure of the site at Bloxham should not be
taken into account as it does not believe that a site some 20 miles away would present as a suitable
substitute to those with family, school and health connections in the Bloxham/Banbury area,
particularly where the existing amenities in Arncott and Ambrosden are under unusual pressure
from large-scale housing development and the Local Plan acknowledges a serious shortage of GPs in
Bicester. The Parish Council would go so far as to suggest that if the caravan site at Bloxham was of
such importance then measures could have been put in place to compulsory purchase the site.
This case raises the doubt that the private sector is the right partner in which to be sure of a reliable
development of future sites.
The Parish Council has noted that a fundamental tenet of the current Local Plan is to provide policies
that will help build sustainable communities. Piddington is a parish of some 296 electors, with a
strong community drive. There are no services within the Parish (other than the Parish Church and
village hall) but the residents (with the support of both the Parish Council and Cherwell District
Council) are about to publish their Community Led Plan, which achieved a response rate of
approximately 75% of households of the village. The addition of at least another 60 or so adults
would dominate the existing population of the village and radically change its dynamics in
contravention to paragraph 25 of the Department for Communities and Local Government “Planning
Policy for Traveller Sites” as quoted earlier.
The Parish Council is also aware of an application to Aylesbury Vale District Council to make
permanent a current site of 19 pitches (possibly another 80 or so adults) on the Arncott Road,
Boarstall (3 km as the crow flies from the application site and only 1.0 km from the edge of Arncott
Village). Although this application has just been refused, the site is still there, and the Parish Council
believes that these developments together are likely to dominate the established communities of
the nearby small villages.
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10 Flood Risk
The Parish Council has noted that the application dismisses any risk of flooding on the Application
site, but does not believe this statement to be correct. The land is within 1 kilometre of the River Ray
and adjacent to the River Ray floodplain. Standing water is a regular occurrence at Meadow Farm
(under 1 kilometre away).
Access to Piddington from the A41 is regularly cut off by flooding so that any additional flooding on
Widnell Lane, caused by runoff, will risk isolating parts of the village in periods of heavy rainfall.
The Parish Council is very concerned to see that the proposals to develop this currently open field
involve the construction of pitches and circulation areas, all of which will interfere with the natural
drainage of standing water, and cause water run off which could exacerbate the probability of local
flooding. Furthermore, the drainage proposals are for 16 septic tanks, rather than mains drainage,
which are likely to be rendered ineffective in situations where the water table is high or the fields
along the B4011 (including the application site) are themselves flooded. Therefore, the proposal for
16 septic tanks on the site represents an unacceptable health and environmental hazard. The
possibility of diesel run-off from any of the 16 commercial vehicles into a drainage system ultimately
feeding into the environmentally important River Ray is another consideration.

11 Alternative Options
The Parish Council has noted that the thrust of the Local Plan 2011 – 2031 is that development
should be sustainable and that brownfield sites should be developed as a priority before
greenfield/rural sites. With this in mind, the Parish Council has reviewed the Bicester Master Plan, as
accessed from the CDC website, which identifies nearly 470 hectares of land for housing and a
further 130 hectares for green spaces up to 2031, without making any provision for gypsies or
travellers. Within this plan there are over 30 hectares of 'reserved sites' on the listing where land use
has not been determined.
The Parish Council has also noted that Cherwell District Council owns a major development site at
Graven Hill whose masterplan ‘Today, Tomorrow and the Future’ states “The new Village will
accommodate a choice of housing to cater for a wide variety of residents’ aspirations and
needs”. This includes providing 1900 homes and 1 million square feet of commercial space plus
community amenities, but at present makes no provision for gypsy/traveller sites. The failure of
Cherwell District Council to make provisions in their development plans for Graven Hill, Bicester is a
serious failing which should be addressed before any greenfield rural developments are considered.
Page 46 of the Cherwell Local Plan part two consultation document states in Question 33 Travelling
Communities: “Do you wish to suggest any appropriate sites for allocation to meet the
accommodation needs set out in Policy BSC 6 of the Local Plan Part 1? If you are formally
promoting a site please use the ‘Call for Sites’ site submission form available at
www.cherwell.gov.uk/policypublicconsultation Do you have any comments on the issues to be
considered in a detailed policy relating to Travelling Communities in the Local Plan Part 2."
The Parish Council has been unable to trace any response to this, leading it to believe that
Traveller/Gypsy sites are wrongly being treated as if they are outside of the Local Plan process.
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12 Conclusion
The proposals on planning application 17/00145/F constitute development within the open
countryside, and will be an intrusive feature detracting from, and to the detriment of, the character
and appearance of the area, contrary to sustainable development criteria.
The site is remote from many day-to-day facilities and services, with no bus service from the site and
an infrequent service from Bullingdon Prison. The benefits that would accrue to the travellers of
having a settled lifestyle, and the contribution the site would make towards reducing a potential
deficiency in the supply of deliverable pitches, would be better secured from a site in or near a
settlement with immediate access to a wide range of local facilities.
Piddington is classified as a Category C village in Cherwell's Local Plan, which means permitted
development is limited to infilling and conversion. This clearly set out development mandate means
the village will not receive any of the financial upsides or community benefits that follow from larger
scale housing development. We have been resilient in dealing with the loss of key services and have
even become the stronger for it (as is evidenced by the responses from our Community-Led Plan).
Conversely, the Parish Council does expect that those same planning policies protect the village from
speculative commercial developments such as the proposal for Widnell Lane. Granting permission
for this planning application will set a precedent, and damage the nature and identity of the locality.
Unfortunately, it appears that policies intended to give individual gypsy/traveller families with ties to
specific areas positive opportunities to find suitable sustainable places to live are instead being
subverted by speculators, who are seizing the opportunity to acquire agricultural land at a low price
simply in the hope of making a profit, regardless of whether the land is the best or most sustainable
place for people to live. If such developments are approved, it will surely encourage more planning
applications on isolated pockets of land, which puts pressure on struggling rural areas and small
communities without benefiting anyone other than the owners of the land.
The Parish Council is disappointed that Cherwell District Council has so far missed the opportunity to
create an inclusive community on land purchased at Graven Hill, where it could have put in place a
development that is truly representative of the Local Plan – working alongside the gypsy/traveller
community to design a twenty-first century site that respects their way of life yet is integrated with
the wider community and close to essential services, and at the same time addressing any potential
future shortfalls in pitch supply.
However, Cherwell District Council is still able to address this issue by investigating the 30 hectares
of “reserved land with land use not determined”, as highlighted in the Bicester Masterplan,
alongside brownfield sites and land owned by the County Council.
The Parish Council has examined the contents of Policy PSD 1 concerning presumption in favour of
sustainable development and it is clear that (a) the proposed development would not improve the
economic, social and environmental conditions in the area, (b) the application does not accord with
the policies in this Local Plan, (c) the adverse impact of granting permission would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh any benefits of doing so.
Piddington Parish Council believes that Cherwell District Council has a duty not to react impulsively
to the implied shortfall of pitches but to consider the terms as set out in the Local Plan and to refuse
this application.
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February 2017).
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Bicester 13 re-adopted on 19 December 2016)’, adopted 20 July 2015.
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Management Policies and Sites: Issues Paper’.
Cherwell District Council, ‘Interactive Local Plan’, Policy EN16,
http://npa.cherwell.gov.uk/LocalPlan/written/cpt9a.htm (accessed February 2017).

Department for Communities and Local Government (March 2012) National Planning Policy
Framework.
Department for Communities and Local Government (August 2015) Planning Policy for Travellers
Sites.
Environment Agency (2016) ‘Catchment Data Explorer’, http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchmentplanning/OperationalCatchment/3350/Summary (accessed February 2017).
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‘Graven Hill Today Tomorrow & the Future’, http://www.gravenhill.co.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2015/04/Today_Tomorrow_and_the_Future.pdf (accessed February 2017).
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Appendix 1 Photographs
Section 1 Introduction

Piddington (in the centre of the picture) showing that the village is set in an overwhelmingly rural
agricultural landscape (from Google Earth),

Piddington from Muswell Hill (proposed site is off to the left)
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Section 3 Location

Thame Rd, Piddington

Pocket Park, Lower End, Piddington
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Corner of Arncott Rd (Widnell Lane), Thame Rd and Lower End

Corner of Arncott Rd (Widnell Lane), Thame Rd and Lower End
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Section 4 Site

Proposed development site on greenfield agricultural land

Section 5 Access

Sign on B4011 showing accident statistics
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B4011 at the junction with Widnell Lane (Widnell Lane on the right)

B4011 approaching the junction with Widnell Lane (Widnell Lane on the left)

18

Widnell Lane close to the site entrance showing narrowness of lane and lack of pedestrian refuge (in
summer, verges are filled with tall cow parsley and hedges spread closer to the road)

Widnell Lane close to the site entrance showing narrowness of lane and lack of pedestrian refuge
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Widnell Lane in Winter

Thame Rd, Piddington
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Lower End, approaching the junction with Arncott Rd (Widnell Lane), Piddington

Section 7 Amenity

Widnell Park, Piddington, close to proposed site
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Widnell Park, Piddington, close to proposed site

Wedding Reception on Widnell Park playing fields
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Rounders match on Widnell Park playing fields

Tree planting as part of the creation of the Jubilee Reserve, Widnell Park, 2012
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Oxford Conservation Volunteers taking a break from clearing Widnell Park, 2013

Section 10 Flood Risk

Upper Ray Meadows
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Standing water near entrance of proposed site

Standing water near entrance of proposed site
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Lower End, near junction with Arncott Rd (Widnell Lane)

Lower End, near junction with Arncott Rd (Widnell Lane)
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Appendix 2 Cherwell District Council objections to proposed
Asylum Seekers Accommodation Centre, Piddington, 2002
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Appendix 3 Piddington Circular Walk
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Appendix 4 Widnell Park and Jubilee Reserve Wildlife Site
Survey Card
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