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Comments Dear Planning Officer, 
I am writing to formally object to the proposed development of approximately 200 houses 
on agricultural land near Banbury. 
I recognise the need for appropriate housing, including affordable housing, where it is 
genuinely sustainable and properly planned. However, this proposal would cause significant 
and avoidable harm to the rural setting of the area, erode the separation between Banbury 
and the nearby village, and represent an inappropriate form of development on open 
agricultural land. For the reasons set out below, I respectfully request that the Council 
refuses planning permission. 
1. Harm to the rural character and setting of the area 
The proposed site forms part of the open rural landscape around Banbury. Its current 
agricultural character contributes strongly to the sense of separation between the built-up 
edge of the town and the surrounding village. Replacing this open land with a large housing 
estate of around 200 dwellings would fundamentally alter the character of the area. 
This would not be a minor or sympathetic addition to the existing settlement pattern. A 
development of this scale would introduce roads, lighting, parked cars, domestic boundaries, 
traffic movements and urbanising features into land that currently provides an important 
countryside setting. Even with landscaping, the impact of such a large development could 
not be fully mitigated. New planting would take many years to mature and would not 
remove the fact that open countryside had been permanently lost. 
The National Planning Policy Framework requires planning decisions to recognise the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside. The proposal is therefore harmful because it would 
urbanise land which currently performs a clear rural function. 
2. Loss of separation between Banbury and the nearby village 
One of my strongest objections is that this development would significantly reduce the visual 
and physical distinction between Banbury and the nearest village. At present, the open land 
between the two settlements helps residents and visitors understand where the town ends 
and the village begins. 
If this proposal goes ahead, the gap between the two would be narrowed to the point where 
the village risks becoming visually and functionally absorbed into Banbury. This would 
damage the separate identity of the village and contribute to settlement coalescence. Once 
this gap is lost, it cannot realistically be restored. 
The countryside between settlements is not simply "empty land". It performs an important 
planning function by preserving local identity, protecting village character and preventing the 
unchecked spread of the town into its rural surroundings. The proposed development would 
undermine that function. 
3. Inappropriate development on agricultural land 
The site is agricultural land and should not be treated as a convenient reserve for large-scale 
housing unless there is a clear and compelling planning justification. National policy 
recognises the economic and wider benefits of agricultural land, and where significant 
development of agricultural land is necessary, poorer quality land should be preferred to 
higher quality land. 
The proposal would permanently remove agricultural land from productive use. This is 
especially concerning given wider national pressures on food security, climate resilience and 
the need to make careful long-term decisions about land use. Housing need should not 
automatically override the value of countryside and farmland, particularly where 
development would also harm local character and settlement separation. 
4. Urban sprawl and precedent for further development 



Approving this application would risk setting a damaging precedent for further outward 
expansion of Banbury into the countryside. A development of 200 houses would not sit in 
isolation. It would create pressure for further applications on neighbouring land, especially if 
the principle of development in this sensitive gap is accepted. 
This is precisely the kind of incremental expansion that can lead to the gradual merging of 
town and village. The Council should resist piecemeal development that weakens rural 
boundaries and undermines planned settlement strategy. 
5. Pressure on local infrastructure and services 
A development of around 200 houses would place additional pressure on local roads, 
schools, GP surgeries, dentists, drainage, utilities and other community services. Even if 
developer contributions are proposed, these do not always adequately address the day-to-
day impact on existing residents. 
The surrounding road network is already under pressure at peak times, and additional 
vehicle movements would be likely to increase congestion, noise and road safety concerns. 
Many residents would inevitably rely on private cars for work, school, shopping and services. 
This would make the development less sustainable in practice, especially if public transport, 
walking and cycling links are not genuinely convenient and safe. 
6. Landscape and visual impact 
The visual impact of this development would be substantial. A housing estate of this size 
would be clearly visible from surrounding roads, public viewpoints and nearby properties. 
The change from open fields to built development would be stark. 
The harm would not be limited to the immediate site. The wider rural approach to the village 
and the setting of Banbury would also be affected. The open land currently provides relief 
from built development and contributes to the local landscape character. The proposed 
development would diminish this character and replace it with a more suburban edge. 
7. Impact on residents' amenity 
The proposal would also affect the amenity of nearby residents through increased traffic, 
noise, light pollution, construction disturbance and loss of outlook. While no one has a right 
to a private view, the planning system can and should consider the wider impact on living 
conditions and local character. 
Construction of 200 homes would likely involve a long period of disruption, including 
construction traffic, dust, noise and disturbance. Once occupied, the development would 
permanently increase activity in an area that is currently rural and comparatively quiet. 
8. The development is not locally distinctive 
Large estates on the edge of towns often fail to reflect the distinct character of nearby 
villages. There is a serious risk that this proposal would appear as a generic suburban 
extension rather than a development that respects the rural and historic settlement pattern 
of the area. 
Cherwell's planning policies require development to respect local character and landscape. A 
scheme of this size on open agricultural land would not achieve that. It would dilute the 
character of the village and weaken the rural edge of Banbury. 
9. The planning balance weighs against approval 
Even if the proposal would provide new housing, that benefit must be weighed against the 
harm caused. In this case, the harm is significant: 
The development would damage the rural setting of the area. It would reduce the separation 
between Banbury and the nearby village. It would lead to the permanent loss of agricultural 
land. It would increase pressure on local infrastructure. It would contribute to urban sprawl 
and create a precedent for further development. 
These harms are not minor or temporary. They would permanently change the character of 
the area. 
Conclusion 
For the reasons above, I strongly object to the proposed development of approximately 200 
houses on agricultural land near Banbury. 
The proposal would cause unacceptable harm to the rural landscape, weaken the distinction 
between Banbury and the nearby village, place additional pressure on local infrastructure, 
and result in the permanent loss of agricultural land. It is not an appropriate or sustainable 
location for development of this scale. I would willingly discuss this in person or at meetings 
to emphasise the arguments above further. 
 
I respectfully ask Cherwell District Council to refuse planning permission.
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