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Minutes of the Meeting of Hanwell Parish Council

Held on Wednesday, 13th January 2010
Present:

Councillors:  
J Spratt (Chairman), R Dainty, G Polson, C Nixon-





Eckersall, A Bailey, T Tuite





J Gordon (minutes)
Apologies:
None
Residents:
Mr & Mrs M Rayner, Mr Alan Jones
Others:

Mr T Paxton (Anti-Social Behaviour Team)



Cllr D Webb



Cllr N Turner
Declarations of interest – Mr N Turner declared an interest in the Draft Core Strategy discussion (see 221)
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Minutes of the meeting of 13th January 2010 were taken as read and 
signed as being a true and accurate record.

219
Matters Arising

Rat Infestation

Two letters have been sent regarding this problem, one to Charter Housing and one 
to CDC Environmental Health Department.  There has been no reply as yet.


Visibility at the Hanwell/Southam Road (A423) Junction


An email reply was received in response to the letter sent to Simon Marsden which 
was previously circulated to the PC.  


Whilst the response points out that there have been relatively few accidents at the 
junction, one of these was a fatality.  



It was agreed that another letter should be sent, but to Mr Kirkwood (referred to in 
the email reply), who is looking into the safety aspects, pointing out that a 
reduction in the speed 
limit to 50 mph would be a start to improving the safety of 
the junction.  However, the PC does not share the view that has been implied that 
an accident a year, one of which has been fatal, is not important.


It was also agreed that Mr Marsden has got the 2 junctions mentioned mixed up, 
therefore the letter should helpfully draw this to Mr Kirkwood’s attention, 
correcting the confusion and confirming that the PC entirely agree with him in that 
the junction in question is indeed the more dangerous of the two.
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Cherwell District Council Anti-Social Behaviour Team

The Chairman thanked Mr Terry Paxton for coming along to the meeting to 
talk about how to deal with anti-social behaviour.


Terry introduced himself.  He is a police officer based at Banbury 
Police Station, but is seconded to Cherwell District Council’s Anti-Social 
Behaviour Team.  


He explained that his role is to manage the interventions that are put into 
anti-social behaviour.  Police officers do their duty as per normal and when 
they come across anti-social behaviour they deal with it at the time and 
contact Terry afterwards so that he can follow up in the appropriate way, ie 
visit parents, warning letters, etc.  He also deals with the more serious 
offenders.  


The Chairman and Cllr Tuite explained the issues particular to Hanwell, one 
being the issue of the noisy motorcyclist, another being the issue of the 
threatening dirt bike 
rider.  


Terry explained that there is a quite simple solution to this.  There is a piece 
of legislation that allows the police to seize any motor vehicle that is being 
driven anti-socially.  However, the law also dictates that a warning has to 
be given and it is on the 2nd occasion that the vehicle is seized.  Therefore if 
a situation arises, as long as the vehicle and driver can be identified, the 
police will happily give a warning and if it happens again, the vehicle will be 
seized.  It would cost the owner of the vehicle £105 to get the vehicle back, 
plus £12 for every day thereafter.  This very often results in the vehicle not 
be claimed back, which removes the problem.  Ordinarily, police officers 
would prefer to witness the incident taking place.  However, it has been 
clarified in recent months that if a member of the public sees what is going 
on and can convince the officer that they are telling the truth, and will 
provide eyewitness statements, then he would be happy to accept that that 
was sufficient evidence.

Cllr Tuite thought that the dirt bike in question would not have a registration 
number.  He also has seen bike tracks along the ironstone railway.  In 
response the Terry’s question regarding the identity of the rider, Cllr Tuite 
confirmed that Amy had given a description of him.  


The way forward with this issue is to alert Jerry Doyle and his team to the 
fact that there might be a problem and if there are any more incidents or 
details to let them know as quickly as possible.  The more the incidents are 
reported, the more it will become a ‘hot spot’ that will bring the police 
patrolling, which gives them more chance of catching the offender.

In addition, the issue was raised of people driving in cars down the track 
beside the village hall and on to the football field.  They throw litter all over 
the pitch and have, on occasion lit fires there.  They drive around the 
field, do handbrake turns, etc and drive over the crops.  This has happened 
quite regularly.  Terry Paxton advised that it was important to keep reporting 
these 
incidents as soon as they happen with as much detail as possible 
(photographs taken by a mobile ‘phone might also be useful).  The police 
can then respond accordingly.

In addition, if there are landowners in the area who have a problem with 
people riding motorbikes/cars over their land, a letter from the landowner 
clarifying the position, ie that they do not allow people on motorbikes to ride 
over their land/crops, would be very helpful.  

It was agreed that the PC would email Terry Paxton on 
terry.paxton@thamesvalley.pnm.police.uk to get the correct police contact 
details.  These could then be published on the village website.

 Action:  Clerk

The Chairman thanked Terry Paxton on behalf of the Parish Council for 
coming along to the meeting.
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Cherwell District Council Draft Core Strategy

The Chairman opened this discussion by stating that Alan Jones has 
helped Hanwell in the past to put forward a comprehensive account of the 
feelings of the village and the PC.  Despite that, the land north of 
Hanwell 
Fields has now been listed as a reserve site for development.  The land West 
of the Warwick Road is also listed as a reserve site.

The draft core strategy (DCC) is for consultation and will not be adopted for 
approximately 18 months.  The Chairman said that it was the PC’s duty to 
act on behalf of the village to co-ordinate efforts and make sure that 
everything that can be done to oppose this is done. 

The Chairman felt that a public meeting should be held to allow people to 
have their voice.  This needs to be held in good time so that any thoughts can 
be included in the representation made.  It should therefore be an objective 
of this meeting to fix a date for a public meeting and then to make the plans 
for what needs to be done in preparation for that meeting.


Cllr Bailey raised that point that people may be confused as to why the 
village is back in this situation again, and that a briefing about this would be 
very useful.



There was a lot of discussion, and the following points were made:


1.  
Whilst Canalside is in principle a good idea, it was generally believed 

that, with the way the property market the way is currently, it is quite 

probable that it will not happen, at least in the short term.   This  


inevitably puts pressure on any reserve sites especially as green field 

sites are much easier for developers.  The council has to keep the 


housing numbers up, and if Canalside does not come forward, they will 

need a plan B and that is to bring forward the reserve sites

2.
Nick Turner informed the meeting that the idea of reserve sites is a 


new one; it has not been used before.  It will be interesting to see if, in 

the future, there is a legal challenge against them.  


3.
The issue is that you have 2 very big development sites – the eco-town 

in Bicester and Canalside – both of which will be very expensive to 

develop.


4.
Cllr Douglas Webb has commented, on behalf of the Ward and of 


Drayton (as he is on Drayton PC), against the reserve sites – and that 

Banbury has been built lopsidedly with everything being on the west 

side of Banbury, causing people to have to travel to the motorway, the 

railway station, etc.  Half of the villages in this Ward do not have a bus 

service, so people have to use cars.  This argument was used on the site 

allocation that Hanwell opposed previously.  The main worry is that, 

once the reserve sites are in, there will nothing to stop them being 


developed immediately. 

5.
Alan Jones raised the point that even if a Conservative government 


were to win the next election, CDC will still have to have a 5 year 


supply of deliverable housing every week on a rolling basis.  As it is 

starting to drop below the 5 year figure this lets in the developers on 

the reserve sites.  Although the government is trying to make 


developers bring forward brownfield sites, financially it is quite 


possible that the Canalside site would never work as a development.  

The Greenfield sites will work and therefore they will get developed.   




6.
Currently the Canalside site is full of working businesses and much of 

it is owned by pension funds – which makes it extremely costly to 


develop.  There is huge pressure to build houses, and developers do not 

want to build houses on expensive sites, therefore the reserve sites will 

be developed.

7.
Nick Turner believes that there is still a belief that Canalside will be 


developed.  



If it is not developed, it will be very important to get a date (ie year) 

into the reserves sites that they will not be developed before, for 


example 2020, as the monitoring that has been made is very weak.


8.
If you look realistically at the time it took to complete Hanwell Fields 

(7 years) to bring forward 1,000 houses, it is going to take Bankside 

another 7 years, if they started now, to bring forward those houses.  

There is also the proposal for an extra 400 houses on Bankside which 

will probably be built.  This is a total of 1,300 houses which is the same 

as the Cattle Market and Hanwell Fields sites together.  The market is 

not going to sustain much more.  If the market does not pick up, 


potentially the reasons why Canalside will not be developed is because 

the market has not picked up enough to make it economically viable.


9.
Cllr Spratt felt that it would make sense to fill in the blanks in 


Banbury; otherwise it is not sufficiently strong as a town to merit 


having all the incidence of a proper town.  By not developing 


Canalside, Banbury is being damaged as are all the plans for 


Banbury.


10.
Cllr Webb fears that if the council fall below their housing target, they 

are going to push for people to build these houses and he is of the 


opinion that North Oxfordshire is a dumping ground.  


The bigger issue is that Banbury cannot sustain itself roads and 


structure-wise, but that does not seem to be a valid argument when 


the government says that there has to be this numbers of houses – 


which no one can afford and where there are not the jobs to support 

these houses and to support the structure around.  


11.
Alan Jones pointed out that in 2007, the council was effectively on our 

side, and this time they are not.  


12.
The political reality of the situation is that Banbury/Cherwell has to 

have a certain number of houses built.


13.
It seems that, even by being a reserve site, it is highly likely to be


built on; therefore the strategy should be that these sites should not 


even be reserve sites.

14.
Alan Jones clarified the situation.  There is no point in arguing against 

the South East regional targets.  They are there and they have been 


approved. 



The reserve sites are not just reserve sites, they are actually allocated 

sites – it is a managed situation where effectively all these sites are 


allocated, but this is the order in which they are going to be developed.  

If Canalside does not happen, then they will have to find 800 other 


houses.  The first reserve would be the site on the west of Warwick 

Road and the second would be the site north of Hanwell Fields.  



Alan believes that the problem will start to happen in about 5 year’s 


time.  


15.
Cllr Spratt felt that we should focus firstly on what is meant by 


‘reserve’ and try to make sure that:


a.
The sites should not be reserves site, however, if they are not



reserve sites, alternatives sites have to be put forward.


b.
If we are a reserve site, there has to be conditions.

16.
Alan Jones went to a workshop last year at which there was a debate as 

to whether to build north of Banbury or build around Bodicote and that 

was the stark choice.  Alan does not understand why the sites to the 

north of Banbury have come out OK to build on and the sites south of 

Banbury have come out as not OK to build on.  He has looked at the 

sustainability programme which looks at all factors and weighs them 

up and comes up with ratings, and he was staggered that with the 


impact on the landscape and the capacity of the landscape to take 


development – the Persimmon site had a green light.  Two years ago 

the council were demonstrating all the reasons why that was not an 


acceptable site.  He feels that this point would be worth pursuing.  

17.
The development is Bodicote has now been pushed aside.  


18.
Another factor that was discussed but at the time did not come out as a 

proper 
reason for refusal of the Persimmon site was the issue of a 


strategic gap between Hanwell and Hanwell Fields.  There was a 


mention of a strategic gap between Banbury, Bicester and certain 


villages and Hanwell is still listed in there, and that there should be a 

strategic gap between Banbury and Hanwell, which is not referred to 

anywhere in the DCC.  It is things like this that can be dug about and 

Alan will do the digging on behalf of Hanwell.



In Drayton, they have checked out about the strategic gap, and it 


comes down to one field being sufficient.  The size of the field appears 

to be irrelevant, which presents a worry.  



Alan believes that it should be a lot more than that and believes that 

there will be a lot of mileage in that.


19.
Cllr Spratt felt that it would be appropriate to go back to basics and 

repeat some of the previous arguments used, ie that they have made the 

wrong choice.  

20.
Bankside alone could create a problem, because nothing is happening 

there.  It was approved in March 2006 – now 4 years later, there is no 

real action there.  That site alone, in the future, will put pressure on the 

reserve sites.

21.
Nick Turner has been informed, if it holds up in the long term, 


that these are only allocated for the life of this plan, until 2026.  If they 

are not developed by 2026, they are back in the melting pot.  However, 

Cllr Webb is a bit more cynical.


22.
It was agreed that the previous appeal should be pointed out and


drawn on.  However, it appears that the problem in doing this would be 

that the reasons for refusal were based heavily on housing numbers and 

not on the merit of the site not to be developed.  It was not on 


protecting the site from development, it was turned on housing 


numbers and now CDC will have to demonstrate that the houses are 

coming forward.


23.
At any time developers may put a development plan in and test the 


site.  


24.
Additional points


-
the merits of the site



-
the Warwick Road site has more problems in not being 




developed


-
Alan feels that he can make a better case for not developing the 

-
Persimmon site than he can for the Warwick Road site, but will 



do both


-
The small sites do not bring much infrastructure with them in 



terms of a clinic, shops, school, etc.  As a result of this, you are 



potentially going to end up with 800 new houses which would 



flood the primary schools in the area - even with another 




extension on to Hanwell Fields School (which there is not 




room for), and the school does not want.


-
However, because there is no infrastructure planned, they are 



great places to develop for the developers, because it is far less 



costly.

25.

It may be that sites will see a phased development, for example 



200 houses in the first phase and so on.


26.

Hanwell villagers will be particularly upset by the fact that 



there has been a complete u-turn by the council in terms of the 



site being turned down for development and now it has been approved 

for development.


27.
There is strength in numbers and there might be merit in 




joining forces with Drayton.  It might improve the chance of 



success.  Particularly if both are favouring Bodicote as the 




alternative site. 


28.
A potential strong argument against the development of the 3 



small sites is that there will be no infrastructure, so there is no 



gain from it.  It would be better to have one big site that 




provides everything.  

29.
It was thought that road through Hanwell Fields is a big factor in the 

reserve sites being allocated.   


30.
Bankside has not yet been developed because the developers would not 

be able to make it pay.  It would take a lot of money to start it up.


31.
It was agreed that it was clear in that there are arguments to be made 

and that benefit could be gained from joining forces with Drayton PC 

and the Hanwell Fields Association.

32.
Cllr Webb informed the meeting that Drayton PC was holding its PC 


meeting on Thursday night (11th) and he would feed back from that.  

His own feeling was that the Drayton site will go ahead.   He is more 

confident that more people will go against the Hanwell site.  


He thought that the villages would stand a better chance of success by 

is working together.


33.
Nick Turner agreed that Hanwell Fields would join together with 


Drayton on the reserve sites, but that he does feel that Drayton has 


another battle to fight with the Bretch Hill extension and that that will 

probably go through now.  He did feel that there was a strategic battle 

that could be fought by the Parish Councils.


34.
The point was raised that both Drayton and Hanwell could support 


each other in the continued existence of the 2 separate villages.  


Hanwell alone is 1,000 years old and once it has been spoilt, there is 

no way back.


However, Alan pointed out that, regrettably, those arguments fell on 

completely deaf ears at the public enquiry.  He found it amazing that 

the transient need for a few hundred houses was going to weigh more 

in the balance than the fact that Hanwell has stood separate from 


Banbury since the Doomsday Book.  



He made the point that it is not just the visual impact of such 


development, there is a psychological impact as well and that it is not 

just Hanwell but the character of the northern group of ironstone 


villages that is starting to be eaten away.  

35.
Another argument should be the issue of the Banbury Bowl.  


Development has always been kept within the Banbury Bowl.  From 

Wroxton you can now look across and see, behind the trees, the 


Hanwell Fields development.  If developers come across the road, and 

north of Hanwell Fields, then you are really coming up out of the bowl.


36.
Alan Jones has measured the strategic gap between Hanwell and 


Hanwell Fields.  Currently the gap between the first roundabout that 

you get to on Hanwell Fields and the edge of the Castle property is 


about 1 km.  If the Persimmon site goes ahead, it will be 500 m – 


which is not much of a strategic gap.


37.
Another argument is that planners put a lot of effort and time into 


creating a boundary line for development in terms of the road and 


landscaping on the northern side of Banbury which was to be the end 

stop to development in Banbury.  


In summary, there are plenty of arguments to make.  It was agreed that 
Hanwell ought to combine with both Drayton and Hanwell Fields on this to 
put forward a case and then for Alan to consider what the logistics are of 
getting this representation in.   There ought to be a meeting of the village 
which needs to be a couple of weeks before the 19th April (end March, 
beginning April) which will provide the opportunity to put together some 
kind of presentation to the village. Any help that Alan can give would be 
gratefully received.


Alan said that on that score, the officers would not be averse to take the time 
to come and talk directly to the PC’s.  


It may be that the date that the public meeting is held could be a date where 
an appropriate officer could come along and talk to the communities.


Alan will broach it with them and ask them to contact JG to arrange.  It 
would also be better for the officer to come to a combined meeting.  The best 
place to have the meeting would be Hanwell VH as it is the largest hall.


Alan mentioned that there has been no contact from Hanwell Fields 
Association.  This is because they have not yet had their meeting, which is 
due to be held on 22nd March and Nick will feedback from that.  Cllr Spratt 
raised the point that Hanwell Fields were told that the road was the end of 
the development and, although this is an old argument, the fact remains that 
there has to be regard to the policies made and, more importantly, the 
reasons for it which were endorsed.

Another point was made that the Beecrofts, who own Hanwell Castle, might 
like to get involved in this campaign as they have a large investment in the 
village and it is their land that would be most threatened.  Cllr Spratt will 
send an email asking if they would like to get involved.

Cllr Webb raised the point regarding the road surveys, etc that were carried 
out before the allocations were made, that facts and figures can always be 
turned around to conclude what you want them to, and he felt that perhaps 
the evidence that has been gathered has been swayed to suit the way that 
some people want it to go.  He has made this point many times and intends 
to keep doing so.  


Alan will speak to the appropriate people and ask them to contact Jayne with 
some dates.  Jayne will then liaise with Drayton and Hanwell Fields to 
arrange a meeting in Hanwell Village Hall for all 3 communities to consider 
the drafts points that Alan will have prepared, along the lines that has been 
discussed and more and which can the be put forward in response to 
consultation.  

In the meantime, a note needs to be sent out to the village, informing them of 
what is happening and that they will be informed of the date of the public 
meeting within the next week or so and also asking them not to be 
complacent and that their presence is needed at the meeting.  Cllr Spratt 
asked Alan for his help on this to which he agreed.  He also felt that it would 
be appropriate to let the village know what Hanwell’s main arguments are 
likely to be so that they can come along to the meeting with some idea of 
where we are.


Nick Turner felt it was appropriate for him to declare an interest in this issue 
as his business is next to some of the land put forward.  He will be putting in 
his own arguments that the balls hit from his golf course will always pose a 
threat to housing nearby.  In addition, he has a rural business that employs 
rural people.  


It was also agreed that it would be a good idea to contact Simon Pike (local 
radio presenter) as he had asked to be kept informed of what was going on as 
it made a good story. 
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Park Close Allotments


There are 2 applicants for the vacant allotment.  One of the applicants 
already has an allotment.  It was agreed that the vacant allotment should go 
to the person who does not have one (Mark Tomkins).  


The person who already has an allotment (Mr Sanford, allotment number 2), 
also asked if he could not have the additional allotment, could he swap from 
number 2 to number 7.  This was agreed.

Action:  Clerk

There are 2 people that have not paid their rent from last year or this year – 
Mr Russell and Mr James.  There question was raised as to whether Mr 
Russell is possibly deceased.  It was decided that Jayne should speak to John 
Jemmett to clarify the situation regarding Mr Russell and see if the rent can 
be obtained from Mr James.
Action:  Clerk
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External Audit:  BDO recommendations


Freedom of Information Act:  Model Publication Scheme.


This had been circulated to the members of the Parish Council.  It was 
agreed that this would now be adopted by the Parish Council with 
immediate effect.


Risk Assessment


The example risk assessment table has been downloaded from the BDO 
extranet.  This is in the process of being adapted for Hanwell Parish Council.  
So that the PC can undertake a risk assessment before the end of the 
financial year.

Action:  PC

224
Goal Posts and Nets for Playing Field

There are no grants available for these items; therefore they would have to be 
bought.  It was agreed therefore not to pursue this.

225
CDC Spring Clean Campaign


The PC has received a letter from CDC asking if a spring clean was going to 
be carried out in the village.  If a spring clean is going to be undertaken, 
CDC will supply equipment to assist with this.  


It was agreed that a spring clean should be done and it was suggested that 
Richard Woodward be approached to see if he would help with this.  It was 
agreed that Cllr Tuite would take care of this.  

Action:  Cllr Tuite
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Dates for 2010 Parish Council Meetings


The following dates were agreed:


5th May 2010 (plus AGM)


7th July 2010 


8th September 2010 


3rd November 2010 


5th January 2011 

227
Cluster Care Group – Appeal for Funds 2010


This is a group formed for local elderly people to meet.  It is a very local 
charity and it was agreed that it is sufficiently close to the village to be a 
charity that the PC should support.


It was agreed that a donation of £50 should be given to the charity.  

Action:  Clerk

228
Parish Allowances Scheme


The PC considered the report and it was agreed that the Members Allowance 
Scheme would not be adopted by Hanwell Parish Council.
216
Planning Applications

10/00053/TCA:  The Shambles, Main Street, Hanwell

Mr Richard Shaw


1 x T1 – Willow – Crown reduce by 30% and thin


Planning Approval

None
217
Any other business


Mollington Parish Council

The Chairman of Mollington Parish Council has asked if a member of 
Hanwell Parish Council would attend their next PC meeting to talk to 
members about the benefits of obtaining conservation status for the village.

Cllr Tuite offered to do this.  The meeting takes place on 23rd March.

Action:  Cllr Tuite
Cheques issued since last meeting


	02/02/10
	Jayne Gordon
	January salary
	83.33

	04/02/10
	OPFA
	2010 membership
	32.00

	04/02/10
	Hanwell Village Hall
	Grant for 2010
	650.00

	05/03/10
	Jayne Gordon
	February salary
	83.33



Post received


Post was distributed to the members during the months in between meetings 
and at the meeting.
With no other business the meeting ended at 21.20 pm
The next Parish Council meeting will be:

Date:

5th May 2010 
Time:
 
7:00pm   
Venue:

Hanwell Village Hall
This will be followed by the AGM at 7.30 pm



Cont..


