
OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION 26/00781/OUT 

Application No.:  26/00781/OUT 
Applicant’s Name: Trinity College  
Proposal: Erection of up to 200 dwellings, associated public open space, sustainable 

urban drainage systems, pedestrian and cycle connections, associated 
infrastructure, and access from Warwick Road. All matters reserved except 
for access. 

Location:  Land West of Warwick Road, Banbury 
 

Dear Linda, 

The original planning application submitted over half a year ago proposed development at an 

inappropriate scale, unsympathetic to the open countryside setting, on a site that is not allocated in 

the Local Plan.   

Local residents welcomed your letter (dated 26/5/26) to the applicant, which highlighted 

deficiencies and concluded that “it has not been demonstrated that the development of the site as 

proposed would not cause significant adverse harm to the locality in terms of landscape impact and 

intrusion into the open countryside and have the ability to create a fully sustainable and integrated, 

well-connected development with existing and committed built development.”  Despite your 

feedback highlighting previous concerns, the applicant appears now to be submitting further 

documentation containing negligible changes to the original proposal.  These have not overcome the 

concerns. 

I feel compelled to object once again, on the following grounds: 

1. Significant harms to landscape and character of the area: the latest submissions by the 

applicant have done little to address concerns previously raised about the impact of housing 

development on such a prominent raised plateau site.  The applicant is still relying on a 

watered down Landscape Visual Appraisal, rather than submission of a Landscape Visual 

Impact Assessment.  The applicant states the Masterplan has been updated to show 

additional planting along the western boundary.  The proposed development is now drawn 

away from the western boundary to a marginal extent – requiring an increased density of 

housing development extending up to the northern boundary of the site.  Policies in the 

current Local Plan highlight the importance of care required in the design and layout of the 

schemes that were built south of this site (ref. Policy Banbury 5 and Policy Banbury 18) with 

regards to peripheral landscaping and new planting, including regarding the heights of new 

buildings and outdoor lighting.  This existing policy, with development of allocated sites, has 

required “a well-designed ‘soft ’approach to the urban edge, which respects the rural 

setting”.  This shows how the process of allocating sites through the land use planning 

system enables carefully considered development.  The development now proposed on an 

unallocated site shows insufficient levels of such care. 

 

2. Proposed illustrative layout: having assessed the principal of development it is unclear that 

200 dwellings can be located within the site according to the Masterplan playout without 

significant adverse landscape harms.  Although detailed layout will be determined at 

Reserved Matters stage, the applicant says this will be in line with the illustrative material 

submitted.  This includes the Masterplan with an indicative layout, which must be 

considered now in assessing the proposal.  The indicative positioning of housing towards the 



north of the site creates unnecessary separation from the emerging settlement edge of 

Roman Fields development.  The proposal extends development further north into the 

countryside, heightening the landscape and visual impact. (ref. Policy C28).  The proposed 

indicates a layout that contravenes Local Plan requirements for development that is 

“expected to complement and enhance the character of its context through sensitive siting, 

layout and high quality design. (ref. Policy ESD 15).   

 

3. Screening vegetation cannot prevent a fundamental change to landscape character: 

residents of villages north of Banbury have seen the town extend ever northwards, with the 

promise that the appearance of urbanisation will be mitigated by screening vegetation.  

However, even if lines of sight can be reduced by additional trees, this doesn’t necessarily 

hide the additional houses or the feeling that the landscape is changed to feel increasingly 

urban.  The lived experience of residents of villages to the north of Banbury is a very real 

sense that new dwellings are urbanising the wider landscape.  We see an increase in 

roadside litter, signage, lighting and traffic, in addition to the visual impact of houses during 

winter months, and when new housing estates are illuminated in evenings. We also 

experience the increasing pressure on infrastructure which has not been developed 

proportionately to the increasing population of Banbury.  Policies in the current Local Plan 

require protection of the land north of Banbury from further development. Greater weight 

should be given to these material considerations of preventing development in close 

proximity to surrounding villages, which increase the risk of coalescence (ref. ESD 13, 

Retained Policy C15). 

 

4. Urbanisation of the strategic gap between Banbury and villages to the north: The proposal 

reduces the accessible countryside in the Banbury urban fringe.  Developers may argue that 

screening increases the degree of physical separation.  However, the sense of separation of 

settlements experienced by those north of Banbury is just as important as the degree of 

physical separation.  The proposal will further erode the extent of the “undeveloped buffer” 

between Banbury and Hanwell.  CDC should resist development in areas of open land that 

provide an important gap and distinguish separate settlements (ref. Retained Policy C15). 

 

5. The proposal lacks sufficient green infrastructure.  The proposal does not include sufficient 

landscape provision to mitigate the visual impact of the proposal to users of the Warwick 

Road (B4100) to the east, and rights of way to the west, and the north.  Such users can 

already see the outline of houses of Roman Fields, which is a site on lower elevation.  As 

such, the proposal will greatly increase the sense of urban development on the Warwick 

Road approach to Banbury from the north.  This is counter to Policy ESD 17 requires that 

sufficient green infrastructure is included in major new developments.  

 

6. Lack of appreciation of significant of transition between Banbury and wider countryside: 

The proposal involves a weakly designed transition from town to open countryside, and 

annihilates the transition achieved at the existing edge of Banbury.  It is the responsibility of 

developers proposing extension to the edge of urban settlements to ensure a sensitive and 

appropriate transition between town and open countryside.   

a) Firstly, the transition from town to open countryside is not delivered by the 

proposal, which looks to build houses on a prominent landscape plateau, to within a 

few metres of the edge of the site.  This will be shielded by an inadequate level of 

screening vegetation to the West and North.  Given the applicant owns land to the 



West of the proposed site, it appears they are looking to maximise the extension of 

the urban area with a view to building on further open countryside at a later date.  

They are clearly not proposing development designed as an edge of the urban 

extent. 

b) Secondly, the proposal would replace the transition from urban to rural landscape 

designed into the Roman Fields development (to the south) with a more brutal ‘cliff 

edge’ via housing right up to the northern border of the site.  This is totally 

inappropriate given exposed plateau location.  Whilst layout is a reserved matter, 

the proposed Masterplan cannot be ignored.  This Masterplan appears to be tone 

deaf to the edge of Banbury location, which would warrant proposed housing being 

drawn away from the northern boundary of the site, where there should be less 

intense land-use and far more semi-rural/open space. 

 

7. Disingenuous representations by the applicant:  In response to planning officer comments, 

the applicant states “those interfaces [between site and wider landscape] have been 

designed with appropriate landscape treatments, to create new, robust settlement edges”.  

This is not reflected in the indicative layout – the extent of building toward the northern 

boundary of the site would rely on an existing country-lane hedgerow to be a robust 

settlement edge which is preposterous.  The applicant also states that “The site would 

continue to perform a transitional function between Banbury and the wider landscape.”  

This is a baseless statement given that the proposal simply extends the built up limits of 

Banbury and provides no such transition.  If anything it weakens the transition achieved with 

Roman Fields development, where northern areas of that site, which is at lower elevation, 

include recreational open space and allotments.  There are further statements by the 

applicant simply have no bearing on determining this application.  When they state 

“proposed development would not extend any further to the north and west than is 

currently the case” this is an irrelevancy since the proposal relates solely to the proposal 

site.  Stating that their proposal to build houses on this site, is not a proposal to build houses 

north of the site, is ridiculous.  Local residents have numerous examples of such promises 

that have been broken in the past. 

 

8. Insufficient assessment of cumulative impact of proposed development north of Banbury:  

the applicant’s impact assessment gives insufficient consideration to cumulative impact.  

They note that their LVA says existing proposals “contribute to the evolving residential 

character of the immediate area”. However, such urbanisation of surrounding countryside 

does not itself mean that further housebuilding is appropriate ad infinitum.  Cumulatively, 

the level of housing development has been disproportionately higher than the required level 

of associated infrastructure development.  Given the extent of housebuilding in north 

Banbury in recent years, consideration of the proposal must be in the context of cumulative 

impact of existing approved and proposed development.  These are particularly relevant as 

this proposal seeks to build more houses across open countryside beyond the existing 

boundary of Banbury toward the villages such as Hanwell.  The cumulative effect is greater 

strain on existing infrastructure and harm to the setting of Hanwell Conservation Area.  The 

cumulative effect is greater than the effect of the proposal in isolation. It is also relevant 

that the existing approved developments are on sites that were not allocated in the current 

Cherwell Local Plan.  The following are examples of approved housing not yet built out: 

a. The first application (21/03426/OUT for 78 dwellings) has been considered by CDC 

Planning Committee. The planning officer’s report noted the relevance of 



considering coalescence and potential impact on Hanwell Conservation Area. The 

report noted CDC Conservation Officer concerns that development “could lead to 

coalescence between two distinct settlements and have a detrimental impact on the 

character of Hanwell Conservation Area.”  

b. The second application (24/02514/OUT for 114 dwellings) has a far greater 

landscape impact. It is on a much more prominent part of the HELAA036 site which 

CDC assessed as not suitable for housing. As it is directly north of the 21/03426/OUT 

site, it is further into the open countryside. The potential contribution to 

coalescence was again a concern. 

c. The third application (23/00853/OUT for 170 dwellings on Land East Of Warwick 

Road).  In determining this application at appeal, the Inspector acknowledged 

concerns over coalescence between Banbury and Hanwell and noted “the proposed 

development would undeniably erode elements of the functioning space between 

Hanwell and Banbury. In doing so, it would increase the size of Banbury and extend 

its northern edge further towards Hanwell.” 

 

9. Impact on the historic character of the landscape: There is unconvincing evidence that the 

proposal will contribute positively to the area’s character and identity.  It does not respect 

local topography and landscape features, including skylines, valley floors, historic features or 

views.  It will have an adverse impact on the setting of the conservation areas of villages 

north of Banbury.  (ref. Policy ESD 15). 

 

10. Conflicting with emerging Local Plan 2042. 

The emerging plan represents the wishes of local residents and consultees in developing the 

plan to Regulation 19 stage.  The proposed development site is not allocated in the draft 

emerging Local Plan to 2042.  The emerging plan should be increasingly relevant to 

determining this application.  Indeed the emerging plan has informed land development 

decisions in Cherwell as far back as 2023.  The Planning Committee assessment of 

22/02101/OUT (Outline planning application for a residential development comprising up to 

250 dwellings, at land adjoining Withycombe Farmhouse) on 9th Feb 2023 approved the 

application following debate which referenced the site being allocated for housing in the 

emerging Cherwell Local Plan to 2040.  This is indicative of not insignificant weight being 

attributed to the emerging Cherwell Local Plan. 

 

The proposal remains inappropriate in principle and detail. It conflicts with adopted and emerging 

planning policy, causes significant landscape and visual harm, erodes settlement separation, and 

contributes to cumulative urbanisation north of Banbury. The applicant has not demonstrated that 

the development is sustainable, well‑integrated, or respectful of its sensitive countryside context. 

For these reasons, I urge Cherwell District Council to refuse the application. 

 

Yours sincerely,  

Tom Sadler 

 

https://planningregister.cherwell.gov.uk/Planning/Display/24/02514/OUT


 

 


