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From:	Paul	Walder:	10	Hodgson	Close,	Fritwell,	Oxfordshire,	OX27	7QB	
	
For	the	attention	of:		
James	Kirkham	
Planning	Officer	
Cherwell	District	Council	
Bodicote	House,	Bodicote	
Banbury		
OX15	4AA	
	
Reference:	PLANNING	APPLICATION	No.	19/00616/OUT	
CALA	Homes:	The	erection	of	up	to	38	dwellings	and	associated	access	|	OS	Parcel	9507	South	of	26	
and	Adjoining	Fewcott	Road,	Fritwell	
	
Dear	Mr	Kirkham,	
	
I	am	writing	to	object	to	this	planning	application.	Here	are	my	objections	and	comments:	
	

1. An	even	bigger	proposal	than	before	–	and	even	less	sustainable	
I	objected	to	the	earlier	CALA	application	for	this	plot	–	Application	no.	16/01594/F	–	primarily	
because	the	proposed	development	was	just	far	too	big	for	the	village	and	would	not	be	
environmentally	sustainable	(a	view	shared	by	CDC	Planning	Officer	Matthew	Parry	when	
recommending	that	the	earlier	application	be	refused	[Committee	Date	27	October	2016]).	
That	proposal	was	for	34	dwellings	-	this	new	proposal	is	now	for	38	dwellings,	an	increase	of	
more	than	10%.	They	may	have	acquired	a	little	additional	land	on	the	site	for	the	new	
proposal	but	all	the	reasons	for	the	objection	of	the	original	plan	are	now	even	more	relevant	
with	the	enlarged	plan	–	this	is	even	less	environmentally	sustainable	than	before.	
	

2. Far	too	big	a	proposal	for	a	small	category	A	village	–	especially	one	that	has	lost	amenities	
In	rejecting	the	original	CALA	proposal	Matthew	Parry	highlighted	that	Fritwell	is	one	of	the	
smallest	villages	currently	defined	as	Category	A,	with	very	limited	amenities	compared	to	
other	Category	A	villages	–	compounded	by	the	fact	that	the	village	is	fairly	remote	and	is	
further	away	than	normal	from	other	settlements	with	those	amenities	(healthcare,	more	
shops	etc.).	In	addition	there’s	been	significant	erosion	in	the	village’s	amenities	in	the	last	few	
years,	which	would	undoubtedly	call	into	question	its	Category	A	status	at	the	next	review.	
There	are	now	no	active	Public	Houses	in	the	village	-	and	no	prospects	of	there	being	any	in	
the	foreseeable	future	-	and	the	bus	service,	which	had	stopped	completely,	now	comprises	
just	one	return	bus	per	week	to	Bicester	(with	only	a	3	hour	turnaround	time).	
	

3. Fritwell	is	already	close	to	delivering	its	housing	commitment	in	the	MCNP	
The	Mid	Cherwell	Neighbourhood	plan,	now	approved,	targets	25	additional	houses	for	
Fritwell	up	to	the	year	2031,	with	a	clear	statement	that	this	is	a	‘stretch	objective’	vs.	a	pro-
rata	increase,	given	the	smaller	size	of	the	village.	In	fact	this	is	a	much	bigger	increase	than	
for	other,	significantly	larger	Category	A	villages,	Kirtlington	and	Steeple	Aston.		The	MCNP	
states	a	clear	preference	for	‘brownfield’	developments	and	a	stated	resistance	to	the	loss	
over	time	of	‘greenfield’	space	between	villages.	The	positive	perspective	is	that	there	are	
already	15	new	houses	in	development	that	constitute	delivery	as	part	of	the	25	target,	with	
planning	permission	for	5	more	–	all	on	‘brownfield’	sites,	as	preferred.	So	another	5-10	
houses	would	deliver	the	stretch	objective	for	Fritwell	in	the	planning	period	to	2031.		
Whereas	the	additional	CALA	proposal	for	another	38	dwellings	(on	a	‘greenfield’	site)	would	
take	the	increase	for	Fritwell	up	to	a	minimum	of	53	additional	houses	in	the	period	-	far	in	
excess	of	what	is	required	or	is	manageable.	This	size	of	increase	would	seriously	undermine	
the	village.	The	proposed	38	additional	alone	from	CALA	would	do	this	anyway	-	but	add	in	the	
existing	15	already	in	development	and	its	certainly	not	environmentally	sustainable.	
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4. Number	and	type	of	housing	mix	planned	vs.	what	the	village	(and	MCNP)	needs	today	
With	the	village	at	its	current	size,	with	the	current	amenities,	any	individual	additional	
development	needs	to	be	relativity	modest	in	size	to	protect	the	integrity	of	the	village	–	e.g.	
like	‘Fewcott	View’	and	the	new	‘Calvert	Farm’	and	‘George	&	Dragon’	developments	-	and	
would	be	better	if	primarily	focused	on	more	affordable	dwellings,	incl.	social	rent	(even	
beyond	the	minimum	35%	level).		CALA	have	taken	advantage	of	changes	in	planning	
application	requirements	and	have	remained	opaque	on	the	proposed	mix	of	housing.	This	
opacity	can	only	lead	one	to	assume	that	the	market	housing	planned	will	not	be	in	line	with	
what	the	village	needs	or	in	line	with	the	ambitions	of	the	MCNP.	i.e.	the	mix	will	be	too	rich	
with	too	many	large	houses	with	more	than	3	bedrooms	(4	&	5).	I	am	surprised	that	any	
consideration	to	an	application	can	be	given	without	greater	clarity	in	this	regard.	
	

5. Impact	on	the	integrity	of	the	village	boundary	
As	highlighted	earlier,	this	development	would	be	in	a	‘greenfield	area’	and	would	extend	the	
boundary	of	the	village,	closing	the	gap	between	Fritwell	and	Ardley/Fewcott.	With	this	
breach	of	the	boundary	the	integrity	and	character	of	the	village	would	be	damaged	–	it	would	
be	nothing	more	than	an	incongruous	‘bolt-on’	to	the	village.	All	this	is	in	conflict	with	key	
tenets	of	the	MCNP.	

	
6. Transport	Impact	–	impacting	all	ends	of	the	village	–	and	neighbouring	villages	too	

In	the	absence	of	public	transport	and	with	a	village	short	on	amenities	and	immediate	job	
prospects,	occupants	of	these	houses	would	be	completely	dependent	on	car	travel.	In	their	
last	application	CALA	estimated	18	peak-time	return	trips	by	car	(for	34	dwellings)	–	which	is	
far	too	low	and	probably	the	result	of	statistical	cherry	picking.	Now	there	will	be	38	dwellings.	
A	more	realistic	estimate	would	be	38	to	76	trips,	which	will	have	a	major,	detrimental	impact	
on	the	village	–	safety,	pollution	etc.	-	not	just	for	the	approach	from	Ardley/Fewcott	but	from	
all	directions,	with	the	impact	of	the	extra	traffic	through	the	village	as	well	(and	the	
surrounding	villages).	As	someone	who	works	from	home,	I	can	also	attest	at	the	massive	
increase	in	internet	order	delivery	traffic	over	the	last	few	years	–	an	upward	trend	that	will	
continue	–	this	would	also	increase	very	significantly	with	another	38	dwellings	-	many	more	
vans	on	tight	delivery	timelines	rushing	through	the	village.	And	any	traffic	that	does	approach	
from	Ardley/Fewcott	and	accesses	the	new	development	will	still	be	in	the	60	mph	zone,	
which	will	be	particularly	dangerous,	especially	given	the	curvature	of	the	road	at	that	point	(a	
curve	which	seems	to	have	disappeared	from	the	CALA	plans	and	has	magically	straightened).	

	
7. Detrimental	impact	on	services/utilities	

Alongside	the	depleted	amenities	in	Fritwell,	key	utilities	are	also	already	under	pressure.	In	
particular	the	Fritwell	Sewage	plant	already	has	significant	capacity	issues	–	there	is	a	history	
of	drainage	and	flooding	problems.	Add	another	38	dwellings	to	the	15-20	already	in	
development	and	it	is	likely	to	go	beyond	breaking	point.		Internet/broadband	delivery	is	also	
already	at	it’s	limit.	A	key	additional	provision	for	a	new	development	in	this	location	would	be	
connectivity	to	the	village	(with	it	sitting	outside	of	the	current	defined	boundary).	As	it	is	
physically	divorced	from	the	village	it	would	need	a	robust	and	safe	pedestrian	footway	and	
the	topography	of	Fewcott	road	at	that	point	(natural	ditches	etc.)	would	make	it	very	difficult	
to	deliver	this	(especially	with	regard	to	making	satisfactory	provision	for	clearance	for	
buggies,	wheelchairs	etc.).	

	
8. It’s	not	a	saviour	for	the	village	primary	school	(which	doesn’t	need	saving	currently)	

I’m	a	strong	advocate	for	the	village	school.	Both	my	daughters	were	very	happy	pupils	there	
and	I	have	actively	supported	many	fund	raising	activities	over	the	years,	and	continue	to	do	
so.	There	have	been	suggestions	that	support	for	this	development	would	help	to	sustain	the	
school	–	I	see	this	as	an	irrelevant	counterpoint.		As	highlighted	in	the	Planning	review	of	the	
previous	application	(16/01594/F)	there	is	no	suggestion	whatsoever	from	Oxfordshire	County	
Council	LEA	that	there	are	concerns	about	the	future	viability	of	the	school.		
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The	new	Heyford	Park	School	may	have	diverted	a	few	pupils	initially	but	as	Heyford	continues	
to	develop	there	will	be	greater	local	pupil	number	pressure	and	therefore	the	continued	
need	for	Fritwell	School	for	outlying	villages	–	which	are	and	remain	the	key	to	its	on-going	
viability.	An	additional	38	dwellings	on	this	site	might	generate	around	10-12	primary	pupils	
(with	no	guarantee	of	this	of	course)	and	add	a	couple	of	children	to	each	school	year,	but	
probably	only	as	a	one-off.	So	the	role	of	the	school	is	not	really	relevant	in	the	consideration	
of	this	Application	–	the	school	is	not	dependent	on	this	development.	

	
9. It’s	not	a	route	to	additional	amenities	for	the	village	

There	also	seems	to	be	a	POV	that	local	support	for	this	large	development	could	generate	
significant	financial	support	for	additional	village	amenities	through	a	section	106	agreement.	
One	such	development	often	referenced	is	the	provision	of	a	new	village	hall.	One	only	has	to	
refer	to	the	earlier	application	(16/01594/F)	to	see	a	real	reluctance	from	CALA	around	an	
s106	provision	–	a	factor	that	the	Parish	Council	raised	last	time.	It	was	also	certainly	clearly	
stated	by	CALA	representatives	at	a	Parish	Council	meeting	earlier	in	2019	that	’we	will	not	be	
building	you	a	new	village	hall’	in	an	attempt	to	manage	expectations.	With	unavoidable	and	
potentially	costly	new	issues	around	road	safety	at	the	site	entrance	and	also	around	the	
provision	of	a	suitable	footpath	to	link	the	development	to	the	village,	in	addition	to	other	
planning	requirements	for	a	development	of	this	size,	it	is	safe	to	assume	that	any	s106	
financial	settlement	will	need	to	be	used	to	resolve	any	issues	generated	by	the	creation	of	
the	development	itself	–	if	they	can	be	resolved.	So	no	one	should	expect	funding	support	for	
anything	else.	In	addition,	it	would	appear	that	there	would	be	no	s106	commitment	before	
an	application	approval,	which	seems	to	make	any	meaningful	provision	even	less	likely.	
	

10. Impact	on	existing	houses	near	the	proposed	development	
A	development	of	this	size,	increased	by	over	10%	from	the	initial	application,	with	the	likely	
intended	housing	mix,	will	have	an	undoubtedly	detrimental	impact	on	the	outlook,	privacy	
and	noise	and	light	pollution	for	the	houses	closest	to	it	on	Fewcott	Road	and	Hodgson	Close.	

	
In	Summary	
Fritwell	is	a	small,	organically	formed	village	within	a	distinctive	rural	setting.	It	is	a	very	small	category	
A	village	that	has	already	seen	an	erosion	in	its	limited	services	and	facilities,	bringing	into	question	
that	categorisation.	And	yet	it	is	already	developing	new	houses	in	line	with	MCNP	directives,	on	
‘brownfield’	sites,	in	numbers	greater	than	other	nearby,	larger	Category	A	villages	-	with	the	build	
rate	already	at	60%	of	the	stretch	target	to	2031.	The	enlarged	CALA	proposal	for	a	further	38	
dwellings,	on	a	‘greenfield’	site,	outside	of	the	village	boundary,	is	far	too	big,	not	environmentally	
sustainable,	and	would	seriously	undermine	the	village	character	and	its	relationship	with	the	
surrounding	countryside.	It	would	represent	an	awkward	and	contrived	addition	to	the	existing	village	
and	would	take	existing	services	like	the	sewage	plant	and	broadband	provision	past	breaking	point.	
As	Fritwell	is	a	village	with	effectively	no	public	transport,	occupants	of	these	properties	would	be	
wholly	reliant	on	cars	–	creating	significant	congestion,	pollution	and	also	safety	issues	for	the	village,	
not	least	because	the	partially	hidden	site	entrance	would	be	in	a	60	mph	zone.	Being	outside	of	the	
village	boundary,	the	development	would	need	a	robust	connecting	footpath,	which	would	be	hard	to	
develop	given	the	topography	on	Fewcott	Road.	Overall,	all	it	would	do	for	the	village	would	be	to	
cause	significant	problems	and	would	undermine	the	character	of	the	village	and	surrounding	area.		
It	is	clearly	at	odds	with	the	principles	that	underpin	the	recently	approved	MCNP	and	it	is	clear	why	
the	original,	smaller	application	was	rejected	and	no	doubt	why	similar	applications	in	other	small	
Category	A	villages,	like	Finmere	and	Fringford,	were	also	rejected.	These	are	the	key	reasons	why	I	
object	to	this	application	and	I	thank	you	for	their	consideration.	
	

			Paul	Walder	




