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To: Planning

Subject: Further objection / additional representation regarding Application 26/00781/0UT Land
West of Warwick Road, Banbury Proposal: Erection of up to 200 dwellings, associated public open
space, drainage systems, pedestrian and cycle connections, infrastruct...

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Council. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Planning Officer,

| am writing to submit a further objection to planning application 26/00781/0UT. | have
already submitted an objection, but | wish to add this further representation in light of
the Council officer’s letter dated 26 May 2026, which raises a number of serious and
unresolved planning concerns.

| ask that this further objection is added to the application file and considered alongside
my previous comments.

My objection is based on material planning considerations, including the principle of

development, landscape harm, the loss of open countryside, settlement separation,

highway safety, drainage, infrastructure pressure, ecological impact, heritage impact
and the lack of a genuinely sustainable relationship with existing services.

1. The proposalis contrary to the development plan and would place major housingin
open countryside

The Council officer’s letter confirms that the site lies within Drayton Parish, beyond the
existing built-up limits of Banbury, in open countryside. Itis also not allocated for
developmentin the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

This is a major concern. The proposalis not a minor infill development. It is for up to 200
dwellings and would create a significant urban extension into the countryside. The
Council’s letter also states that the development is not in accordance with emerging
Policy SP1.

While | recognise that the Council currently cannot demonstrate a five-year housing
land supply, this does not mean that any housing proposal should automatically be
approved. The “tilted balance” still requires the adverse impacts of the scheme to be
properly assessed. In this case, the adverse impacts are significant, wide-ranging and
unresolved.

The Council officer’s conclusion states that the development, as currently proposed, is
considered contrary to the development plan and the NPPF. This is a very serious



finding and should weigh heavily against approval.

2. Harm to the settlement gap and loss of separation between Banbury and surrounding
villages

The officer’s letter states that the site lies within both the proposed Banbury-Hanwell
and Banbury-Horley Settlement Gap.

This is one of my strongest objections. The land currently helps maintain a clear visual
and physical separation between Banbury and the surrounding villages, including
Horley and Hanwell. Developing up to 200 houses on this site would erode that
separation and contribute to the gradual merging of Banbury with nearby rural
settlements.

This would harm the separate identity and rural setting of those villages. It would also
undermine the purpose of identifying a settlement gap in the first place. Once this
countryside gap is built on, the harm cannot realistically be undone.

3. Landscape harm and intrusion into open countryside

The officer’s letter identifies serious landscape concerns. It states that the site is
visually prominent from a number of viewpoints, including across the Sor Brook Valley,
and that the submitted landscape assessment appears to downplay the sensitivity of
views and the likely visual impact.

The letter also states that the applicant has not provided wirelines or photomontages to
properly demonstrate the visual effect of the development. This means the impact of
200 dwellings has not been properly evidenced.

This is unacceptable for a major development in a sensitive countryside location. The
proposal would transform open agricultural land into a suburban housing estate. The
officer’s letter also raises concern that the development would extend tightly to the site
boundaries and would need to be moved away from the western boundary with a
stronger tree-lined landscape buffer.

In my view, the application should not be approved when the landscape harm has not
been properly assessed or mitigated.

4. Poor design, poor integration and suburban sprawl

The Council officer’s letter describes the site as appearing like an “ad hoc bolt on”
which relates poorly to existing development in terms of integration, connectivity and
built form. It also warns that the development would perpetuate an emerging pattern of
suburban sprawl.

This is a significant planning objection. The proposal does not appear to form a natural,
well-integrated or sustainable extension to Banbury. Instead, the masterplan risks



creating a separate and poorly connected housing estate on the edge of the town.

The officer’s letter states that the proposal could result in two distinct and separate
parcels of development which do not clearly relate to one another. It also describes the
approach as poor planning and poor urban design.

This is not simply a matter of appearance. Poor connectivity would affect how future
residents travel, whether they rely on cars, and whether the development functions as
part of the town or as an isolated estate.

5. Lack of sustainable access to schools, shops, medical facilities and employment

The officer’s letter specifically states that the site is some distance from Banbury town
centre and local facilities such as schools, employment and medical facilities. It also
states that it has not been sufficiently demonstrated that the site promotes realistic
active travel over use of the private car.

This is a major concern. The application proposes up to 200 new dwellings, but there
appears to be no clear provision of new shops, schools, GP facilities or other everyday
services on the site. Nor has the applicant convincingly shown that existing services
can be safely and conveniently accessed on foot or by bicycle.

The officer’s letter also states that the “divorced and separate nature” of the site, with
little or no commitment to safe, legible and integrated footpath/cycle links, is likely to
push residents into using private cars.

This directly undermines the claim that the development would be sustainable. If
residents are likely to rely on cars for school runs, medical appointments, shopping and
employment, then the proposal would add pressure to local roads and existing
infrastructure.

6. Infrastructure concerns have not been resolved

The officer’s letter shows that, if planning permission were granted, a Section 106
Agreement would be required to secure infrastructure contributions. The list includes
community hall facilities, outdoor sports provision, indoor sports provision, public
transport, public rights of way, waste and recycling, medical facilities, highway works,
affordable housing, biodiversity monitoring and other matters.

However, several important contributions are still marked as “TBC”, including medical
facilities, monitoring fees and highway works. The letter also states that other
infrastructure, such as education, is likely to be required.

This shows that the infrastructure impact of the development has not yet been fully
resolved. A development of up to 200 dwellings would create additional demand for
schools, healthcare, roads, public transport, recreation space and community
facilities. The application should not be approved unless there is clear evidence that



these services can accommodate the development and that necessary mitigation is
secured.

In my view, the current submission does not demonstrate that the local area has the
infrastructure capacity to support this scale of housing.

7. Highway safety and transport objections

The officer’s letter confirms that Oxfordshire County Council, as Local Highway
Authority, has objected to the application. The objection is on the basis that the
submission, including the access design, does not demonstrate that the proposed
development would provide safe and suitable access for all users.

The letter also states that, based on the information provided, it is not possible to
assess whether the development would have a severe cumulative impact on the
transport network.

This is a serious objection. The development should not be approved while the Highway
Authority has unresolved concerns about safe access, traffic impact and the
cumulative effect on the surrounding road network.

The officer’s letter also identifies missing or inadequate information relating to the
proposed access, active travel infrastructure, vehicle tracking, topographical survey
information, highway gradients, the 40mph speed limit, and committed developments
in the transport assessment.

These are not minor technical issues. They go to the heart of whether the site can be
safely accessed and whether the local road network can cope with the development.

8. Drainage and flood risk concerns

The officer’s letter states that Oxfordshire County Council, as Lead Local Flood
Authority, has objected to the application because insufficient information has been
provided to demonstrate that the proposed infiltration-led surface water drainage
strategy is feasible.

The letter also states that peak seasonal groundwater levels have not been established
and that the required information is needed prior to determination and cannot be
secured simply by condition.

This is a strong reason not to approve the application at this stage. The drainage
strategy is central to whether the development can be safely delivered. If the applicant
has not demonstrated that surface water can be managed properly, then permission
should not be granted.

9. Ecology, protected species and biodiversity concerns



The officer’s letter raises a number of ecological concerns. These include the presence
of barbastelle bats, which are rare, lighting impacts on bat commuting routes, badger
activity, hedgerow buffers, insufficient bird and bat box provision, and concerns about
the long-term feasibility of the proposed biodiversity net gain strategy.

The letter states that the submitted lighting plan lacks sufficient detail to demonstrate
that impacts on bats have been avoided or mitigated. It also recommends that the
layout is revisited and that a minimum 10 metre buffer is added in sensitive areas.

These concerns should be treated seriously. The application should not be approved
while there remains uncertainty about the impact on protected species and the long-
term deliverability of biodiversity mitigation.

10. Heritage and archaeology concerns

The officer’s letter explains that the site lies near areas where archaeological features
have been recorded, including remains from the Neolithic, Anglo-Saxon, Iron Age and
Roman periods. It states that the geophysical survey will need to be verified through a
staged programme of archaeological investigation.

The letter also raises concerns about the impact on the setting of Horley and Hanwell
Conservation Areas. It states that the submitted Heritage Statement does not include
photographs from the adjacent Conservation Areas and therefore does not allow the
impact to be properly assessed.

This is another important unresolved issue. The application should not be approved
until the archaeological and heritage impacts have been properly investigated and
assessed.

11. The benefits of housing do not outweigh the unresolved harms

| recognise that the proposal would provide housing, including affordable housing.
However, that benefit must be balanced against the substantial harms identified in the
Council officer’s letter.

Those harms include development in open countryside, harm to the settlement gap,
landscape impact, poor design, weak connectivity, car dependency, unresolved
highway objections, unresolved drainage objections, infrastructure pressure,

ecological concerns and heritage concerns.

In my view, these adverse impacts significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits of the proposal. The application should therefore be refused.

Conclusion

For the reasons set out above, | strongly object to planning application 26/00781/0OUT.



The Council’s own officer letter dated 26 May 2026 identifies serious unresolved
concerns across a wide range of planning matters. The proposalis not a sustainable or
well-integrated development. It would cause unacceptable harm to open countryside,
the rural setting of nearby villages, the settlement gap, local landscape character,
highway safety, drainage, ecology, heritage and local infrastructure.

I therefore respectfully ask Cherwell District Council to refuse the application.

Yours faithfully,

Christopher Brady

Resident at 47 Ribston Close, OX161AW



