
MINUTES OF WFAC TRUSTEE MEETING HELD ON 11 JUNE 2018 

 

PRESENT:   Trustees - Kate Gibbins, Andy Green, Pam Haynes, Jackie Head, Keith 

Mitchell, Chris Shallis 

Sub-Group Leaders - Diane Bratt, Karen Reynolds 

 

In attendance minute taking: Vicky Head 

  Action 

1. Apologies Martin Rye  

2. Acceptance of 
Minutes 

Approval of minutes from 25/04/18 - deferred to next 
meeting. 

KG 

3. Matters arising  Matters arising from Minutes from 25/04/18 - deferred 
to next meeting. 

 

4. Membership 
Applications 

Victoria Head – accepted.   Agreed Vicky to take on 
role of Minute Taker for this meeting. 

 

5. To note the 
WFAC 
Members 
Acceptance of 
the Trustees’ 
proposals 
presented at 
the full 
members 
meeting on 
02/05/18 

KM requested this item be deferred until an update had 
been presented to the meeting by DB. 

 

6. Statement by 
Chairman 

AG made a statement to the Trustees, airing his 
frustrations in achieving the original goals for WFAC at 
inception.   He noted how the group came together to 
ensure the majority in the village who were in favour of 
sports facilities for all on the Milton Road were heard 
and not over-ruled by the very audible minority.   The 
Parish Poll, instigated by that minority, had worked 
against them because it proved their own views to be 
not widely supported whilst the views of the founder 
members of WFAC were popular. 

AG said the founding members or WFAC had 
volunteered to Adderbury Parish Council to show 
willing, commit to the hard work and help achieve the 
plan they had backed.   At the very early stages it was 
agreed WFAC would be a positive group, a group that 
would encourage participation from those that might 
otherwise not volunteer for such a group such, a group 
where everyone’s views counted and were respected; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



a group of equals.    

AG stated his frustrations had grown in the last few 
months not because the group was not united in the 
end goal, but rather because he felt the Group was not 
managing to operate with the inclusion, transparency, 
respect and decency that had originally been agreed 
as core values. 

Members had raised concerns with AG as to where the 
project was going.   Several felt they were simply being 
ignored as the Parish Council appeared to be moving 
forward with its own plan, despite WFAC.   Currently 
there were two versions of the “change of use” 
planning application: the WFAC plan and the 
Adderbury Parish Council Plan.   AG felt this was 
wrong and APC shouldn’t have moved to the current 
position with its plan which WFAC had not approved 
and contradicted WFAC’s own plan. 

AG concluded that both WFAC and APC wanted the 
same outcome, however unless everyone worked 
together within WFAC’s core values the whole project 
was at risk. 

JH and CS offered their support for AG’s statement.  

KM noted WFAC and APC wanted the same thing but 
needed to get everything right and agreed before any 
public announcement.   AG and DB (in her role as APC 
Chairman) needed to ensure we have a combined 
voice. 

DB stated the planning application layout had originally 
been for illustration only but had now morphed into a 
full planning application due to advice from CDC. The 
layout could be changed going forward with agreement 
from CDC.   DB felt more research and thought needed 
to be put into what was put forward. 

CS requested we hold written confirmation from CDC 
that the layout can be changed as he felt the way the 
application was processing was wrong.   DB said she 
would ask the clerk to confirm this. 

JH asked for confirmation all Parish Councillors had 
seen the layout that had been submitted by APC to 
CDC.   She added that she felt she didn’t really know 
what was happening with the planning application as it 
seemed to be moving forward irrespective of WFAC. 

AG questioned why the full application had continued 
to be progressed as a lot of the issues addressed by 
Members and others in the village were addressed in 
the WFAC layout.   The layout submitted by APC had 
only ever been tabled at a finance meeting simply for 
costing calculations. 
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DB felt everything she had organised had been agreed 
with the group, but others disagreed. 

7. Matters from 

Parish Council 

Chairman 

DB updated on the Planning Application.   She stated 
most of requirements for the application to proceed 
were responses to OCC.   A flood risk assessment was 
underway with the drainage report incorporated.   
Infiltration tests had been completed by independent 
civil engineers showing that the end nearest the Milton 
Road is stone (pits drained within 20 mins – 1 hour). 
Further on, it’s clay and that took far longer to drain. 
This might have repercussions for the drainage as the 
project may not need this near the Milton Road end.  

OCC also required travel and transport statements. 
Consultants had been appointed to complete these.  

Reports might make the July planning committee but if 
not the August meeting.   Caroline Ford (CDC) could 
put the application forward as recommended for 
acceptance for change of use, but with the condition 
that archaeology research still needed to be 
completed. DB is talking to Richard Oram (OCC) to 
clarify what he actually wants which he needs to supply 
in writing so DB can get the funds. DB already has 3 
quotes of which the cheapest company could start the 
following week.   DB felt getting “change of use” 
approval demonstrated to the village progress was 
being made. 

CS asked if the way we do our drainage is dependent 
on the orientation of the pitches.   DB confirmed this to 
be the case.  CS stated the application submitted 
contained an orientation that hadn’t been agreed.   DB 
said she had spoken to Andy Earnshaw at the FA who 
didn’t know why the OPFA had indicated a pitch 
orientation of north/south.   He was unaware of this 
requirement.  AG noted the orientation was stated on 
the FA’s own website and also addressed neighbours’ 
concerns.   DB said that a north/south orientation 
would require pitch levelling and indicated a cost of an 
extra £200K.   JH, AG and CS indicated that accepted 
that.   DB noted that the matter could be discussed 
when the planning application had been passed and an 
application could then be made for any changes 
needed.   AG noted the Members Meeting had 
comprehensively voted in favour of the WFAC layout 
with only two voting against.   DB said that we should 
let the current application go through before looking 
further into the WFAC layout if required and find out 
how much it will cost and how it would all fit in.   JH 
stated she was concerned the planning application 
layout become set once planning permission was 
granted and the WFAC layout would simply be 

 



dismissed. 

KG stated she felt the planning application was going 
ahead to not hold up the process but had voted for the 
WFAC layout as she thought it was better. 

AG and CS asked for confirmation that no work start 
once planning application has gone through without 
WFAC agreement.   DB agreed to this. 

8. Any other 
business 

The meeting continued questioning the information 
sourced to date (largely by the Research Group), 
whether it was robust, informed and correct. 

KG suggested we needed direct input from Adderbury 
Park Football Club and the FA.   PH added that all 
relevant people were needed and AG added all those 
who had advised so far, and others, were needed in 
the same meeting so a consensus view could be 
agreed. 

KM expressed concerns that he thought the site would 
be closed and only opened if booked. JH felt the site 
had to be open for the public. KM said the footballers 
wanted their pitch protected but JH noted this wasn’t 
the case in the Lucy Plackett field.   AG felt if APFC 
needed an area that was specific to them they would 
need to pay the relevant and realistic amount for this 
benefit. 

Some expressed misgivings about the inclusion of a 
skate ramp but JH noted it was requested and 
Trustees could simply make the decision to change 
that. 

KG expressed concern about the management of the 
site. 

DB expressed concern about who would use the 
building and what commitments had been made. 

AG noted WFAC had been pushed by DB to get a 
report to APC by the end of June and this was the 
reason research work was concluded.   As it appeared 
things had changed we would need to present 
whatever the new plan was to Members for their 
agreement before presenting that to the PC.   This 
would introduce delays. 

It was agreed PH would coordinate a meeting of 
experts (the FA, CDC, OPFA) and WFAC members 
would be invited.   The meeting would be held at 
Church House. 

It was agreed to suspend all publicity for the time 
being. 

DB to provide full details of what the PC will require in 
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terms of a report. 

9. Next meeting Monday 9th July, subject to arrangements for “experts” 
meeting superceeding. 

 

 


