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Agenda 

 
Contact Officer: Nicola Meurer, Democratic Services Officer, 
Democratic Services Officer 
 
Tel: 01235 422523 
 

 

E-mail: nicola.meurer@southandvale.gov.uk 
 
Date: 14 August 2018 
 
Website: www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk 

 
 

A MEETING OF THE 
 

Planning Committee 

 

WILL BE HELD ON WEDNESDAY 22 AUGUST 2018 AT 6.30 PM 
 

THE RIDGEWAY, THE BEACON, PORTWAY, WANTAGE, OX12 9BY 
 

Members of the Committee: 

Sandy Lovatt (Chairman) 

Janet Shelley (Vice-
Chairman) 
Stuart Davenport 
Robert Hall 
 

Jenny Hannaby 
Anthony Hayward 
Bob Johnston 
 

Ben Mabbett 
Catherine Webber 
 

 
Substitutes Councillors 

Yvonne Constance 
Margaret Crick 
St John Dickson 

Katie Finch 
Chris Palmer 
Helen Pighills 

Julia Reynolds 
Reg Waite 

 

Alternative formats of this publication are available on request.  These include 
large print, Braille, audio, email and easy read. For this or any other special 
requirements (such as access facilities) please contact the officer named on this 
agenda.  Please give as much notice as possible before the meeting. 
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1.  Chairman's announcements   

 
To receive any announcements from the chairman, and general housekeeping 
matters. 

 
2.  Apologies for absence   

 
To record apologies for absence and the attendance of substitute members.   

 
3.  Minutes  (Pages 4 - 15) 

 
To adopt and sign as a correct record the Planning Committee minutes of the 
meeting held on 11 July and 1 August 2018.   
 
4.  Declarations of interest   

 
To receive any declarations of disclosable pecuniary interests in respect of items on 
the agenda for this meeting.    
 
5.  Urgent business   

 
To receive notification of any matters which the chairman determines should be 
considered as urgent business and the special circumstances which have made the 
matters urgent.   
 
6.  Public participation   

 
To receive any statements from members of the public that have registered to speak 
on planning applications which are being presented to this committee meeting.   

 
 

Planning applications 
 

All the background papers, with the exception of those papers marked 
exempt/confidential (e.g. within Enforcement Files) used in the following reports 
within this agenda are held (normally electronically) in the application file (working 
file) and referenced by its application number.  These are available to view at the 
Council Offices (135 Milton Park, Milton) during normal office hours. 
 
Any additional information received following the publication of this agenda will be 
reported and summarised at the meeting. 
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Summary index of applications 

 

 Site Address Proposal Application No Page. 

     
7.  36 Aldworth 

Avenue, 
Wantage, OX12 
7EJ   

First floor side extension. P18/V0847/HH 16 - 23 

 

     
8.  Corbiere, 

Springfield 
Road, Wantage, 
OX12 8EX   

First floor extension to existing 
bungalow. Single storey extension to 
the front and rear. Remodelling of 
floor area. Demolish existing garage 
and conservatory areas. 

P18/V1049/HH 24 - 35 

 

     
9.  Land south of 

Kennington, 
East of 
Kennington 
Road, 
Kennington, 
Oxford   

Hybrid application consisting of (a) full 
planning application for the erection of 
283 dwellings with two vehicular 
access points onto Kennington Road,  
play area, public open space, 
attenuation basins and associated 
infrastructure and (b) Outline planning 
application for a 0.18ha site for 
community use (Class D1) building. 

P17/V2961/FUL 36 - 72 

 

     
10.  Land North of 

Summertown, 
East Hanney   

Approval of details for construction of 
45 dwellings (Use Class C3) and 
associated parking, infrastructure and 
landscaping, and provision of public 
open space. 

P17/V2973/RM 73 - 91 

 

     
11.  27 Ormond 

Road, Wantage, 
OX12 8DZ   

Erection of a single storey rear 
extension and detached outbuilding, 
with subdivision to form four self-
contained residential units. 

P18/V1198/FUL 92 - 101 

 

     
12.  59 Faringdon 

Road, Stanford 
In The Vale, 
Faringdon, SN7 
8NN   

Proposed new dwelling and garage 
on land adjacent to 59 Faringdon 
Road. 

P18/V0891/FUL 102 - 
109 

 

     
13.  108 North 

Hinksey Lane, 
Oxford, OX2 
0LY   

Single storey rear extension. P18/V1328/HH 110 - 
115 

 

 
 
 
MARGARET REED 

Head of Legal and Democratic  
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Minutes 

of a meeting of the 

Planning Committee 

held on Wednesday 11 July 2018 at 6.30 pm 
in The Beacon, Portway, Wantage, OX12 9BY 
 

 

 

Open to the public, including the press 
 

Present:  
 
Members: Councillors Sandy Lovatt (Chairman), Robert Hall, Jenny Hannaby, 
Ben Mabbett, Judy Roberts (in place of Bob Johnston) and Reg Waite (in place of Janet 
Shelley) 
 
Officers: Steve Culliford, Martin Deans, Adrian Duffield, Andy Heron and Stuart Walker 
 
Also present: Councillors Margaret Crick and Vicky Jenkins 
 
Number of members of the public: 23 

 
 

Pl.23 Chairman's announcements  
 
The chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting, outlined the procedure to be followed, 
and advised on emergency evacuation arrangements.   
 

Pl.24 Apologies for absence  
 
Councillors Stuart Davenport, Anthony Hayward, Bob Johnston, Janet Shelley, and 
Catherine Webber had submitted their apologies for absence.  Councillors Judy Roberts 
and Reg Waite attended as substitutes for Councillors Bob Johnston and Janet Shelley 
respectively.   
 

Pl.25 Minutes  
 
RESOLVED: to adopt the minutes of the committee meeting held on 18 June 2018 as a 
correct record and agree that the chairman signs them as such.   
 

Pl.26 Declarations of interest  
 
None 
 

Pl.27 Urgent business  
 
None 
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Pl.28 Public participation  
 
The list of registered public speakers was table at the meeting.   
 

Pl.29 P18/V0069/O - Land at Appleford Road, Sutton Courtenay  
 
The committee considered application P18/V0069/O for the residential development of 91 
dwellings and associated access on land at Appleford Road, Sutton Courtenay.   
 
Consultations, representations, policy and guidance, and the site’s planning history were 
detailed in the officer’s report, which formed part of the agenda pack for this meeting.   
 
David Hignall, a representative of Sutton Courtenay Parish Council, spoke objecting to the 
application.   
 
David Hignall, a representative of the Millennium Common Management Committee, 
spoke objecting to the application.   
 
Vickesh Rathod, the applicant’s agent, spoke in support of the application.   
 
In response to questions raised by the committee, the officers reported that:  

 all matters were reserved except for access arrangements   

 the County Council had no objection on highways grounds  
 
A motion, moved and seconded, to delegate authority to approve the application, was 
declared carried on being put to the vote.   
 
RESOLVED: to authorise the head of planning to grant planning permission for application 
P18/V0069/O subject to: 
 
(a) a Section 106 legal agreement being entered into to secure financial contributions 

towards local infrastructure, to secure 35% affordable housing and an affordable 
housing tenure mix of 75% affordable rented and 25% shared ownership; public open 
spaces and play areas to be transferred to a management company; and 
contributions towards bin provision, public art, and street naming; and  
 

(b) the following conditions: 
 
Standard 
1. Standard outline condition. 
2. Standard reserved matters condition. 
3. Standard commencement condition. 
4. Approved plans. 
 
Prior to commencement 
5. Travel plan. 
6. Tree protection. 
7. Slab levels. 
8. Drainage strategy. 
9. Contamination. 
10. Water supply infrastructure. 
11. Sustainable drainage scheme. 
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12. Access and visibility. 
 
Prior to occupation 
13. Travel and information plan. 
14. Travel plan. 
15. Verification report. 
16. Public open space. 
 
Compliance 
17. Reserved matters design principles. 
18. Land use miscellaneous. 
19. Landscaping scheme. 
20. Unidentified contamination. 
21. Piling. 
22. No more than 91 dwellings. 
23. Hours of construction. 

 

Pl.30 P16/V0981/O - Monks Farm, Townsend, Grove  
 
The committee considered application P16/V0981/O for outline planning permission for up 
to 400 dwellings, the extension to Grove CE Primary School, associated landscaping and 
infrastructure, with all matters reserved except access, on land at Monks Farm, Townsend, 
Grove.   
 
Councillor Ben Mabbett, a local ward councillor, stepped down from the committee and 
took no part in the determination of this application.   
 
Consultations, representations, policy and guidance, and the site’s planning history were 
detailed in the officer’s report, which formed part of the agenda pack for this meeting.  The 
officer updated the committee, reporting that the Office of Rail and Road had written to 
support Network Rail’s objection to the application.   
 
Simon Joyce, representing Williams F1, spoke objecting to the application.   
 
Lisa Bullock, representing Network Rail, spoke objecting to the application.   
 
Andrew Raven, the applicant’s agent, spoke in support of the application.   
 
Councillor Ben Mabbett, a local ward councillor, spoke in support of the application.   
 
In response to questions raised by the committee, the officers reported that:  

 a legal agreement could be used to overcome the possibility of a ransom strip 
preventing access to the remaining land within the site allocation   

 the council was not responsible for the safety of the railway crossings  

 the request for the applicant to provide a contribution towards footbridges over the 
railway was not proportionate to the proposed development   

 
A motion, moved and seconded, to delegate authority to approve the application, was 
declared carried on being put to the vote.   
 
RESOLVED: to authorise the head of planning to grant planning permission for application 
P16/V0981/O subject to:  
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(a) the completion of a Section 106 agreement to secure contributions towards local 

infrastructure, the transfer of land for primary school expansion and open space and 
to secure affordable housing, and  
 

(b) the following conditions (or provision in the Section 106 agreement as appropriate): 
 
Standard 
1. Reserved matters to be approved. 
2. Reserved matters time limit for submission. 
3. Time limit for implementation. 
4. Approved plans and documents list. 
5. Compliance with environmental statement. 

 
Pre-commencement 
6. Construction of site access. 
7. Construction traffic management plan. 
8. Sustainable drainage scheme. 
9. On-site foul drainage scheme. 
10. Contaminated land risk assessment. 
11. Construction environment plan (biodiversity). 
12. Habitat restoration method statement for the Letcombe Brook corridor. 
13. Letcombe Brook bridge details. 
14. Archaeology written scheme of investigation. 
15. Archaeology staged programme of investigation. 
 
With reserved matters 
16. Biodiversity enhancement plan. 
17. Tree protection details. 
18. Strategic Housing Market Assessment compliant housing mix. 
19. Levels. 
20. Noise mitigation. 
 
Pre-occupation 
21. Off-site foul drainage. 
22. Long-term management plan for the Letcombe Brook corridor. 
23. Residential travel plan. 
24. Provision of Denchworth Road link prior to 150th dwelling. 
25. Provision of A338 signalised junction prior to 150th dwelling. 
26. Connection links prior to occupation of final unit. 

 
Compliance 
27. Flood risk assessment. 
28. Electric charging points for market properties with garages. 
 
Informatives 
1. Planning obligation. 
2. Oxfordshire County Council rights of way advice notes. 
3. Broadband. 
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Pl.31 P18/V1221/T56 - Grass verge on Radley Road, Abingdon  
 
The committee considered application P18/V1221/T56 for the installation of a 15 metres 
high telecommunications telegraph pole and associated ground-based equipment on the 
grass verge at Radley Road, Abingdon.   
 
Councillor Robert Hall, a local ward councillor, stepped down from the committee and took 
no part in the determination of this application.   
 
Consultations, representations, policy and guidance, and the site’s planning history were 
detailed in the officer’s report, which formed part of the agenda pack for this meeting.   
 
Clare Rathbone spoke objecting to the application.   
 
Lindsey Woolford spoke objecting to the application.   
 
Carolyn Wilson, the applicant’s agent, spoke in support of the application.   
 
Councillor Vicky Jenkins, a local ward councillor, spoke objecting to the application.   
 
In response to questions raised by the committee, the officers reported that:  

 the only material planning consideration in this application was whether the visual 
impact was unacceptable  

 the committee had previously permitted a telecommunications mast 1 metre to the 
west of the proposed location  

 the proposal to move the mast was to avoid an underground water pipe  
 
A motion, moved and seconded, to approve the application, was declared carried on being 
put to the vote.   
 
RESOLVED: to give prior approval for application P18/V1221/T56.   
 
 
 
The meeting closed at 8.20 pm 
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Minutes 

of a meeting of the 

Planning Committee 

held on Wednesday, 1 August 2018 at 6:30 pm 
in The Beacon, Portway, Wantage, OX12 9BY 
 

 

Open to the public, including the press 
 

Present:  
 
Members: Councillors Sandy Lovatt (Chairman), Janet Shelley (Vice-Chairman), 
Stuart Davenport, Robert Hall, Jenny Hannaby, Bob Johnston, Ben Mabbett and 
Catherine Webber. 
 
Officers: Nathaniel Bamsey, Holly Bates, Adrian Butler, Kathy Champion, Steve Culliford, 
Matt Gaskin, Emil Hamerton, Josh Sharp and Sally Straddling. 
 
Also present: Richard Peets of Historic England, Richard Warren of Oxfordshire County 
Council, Councillors Matthew Barber, Roger Cox, St John Dickson and Julia Reynolds. 
 
Number of members of the public: 30 

 

Pl.32 Chairman's announcements  
 
The chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting, outlined the procedure to be followed 
and advised on emergency evacuation arrangements. 
 
The officer updated the committee that a revised National Planning Policy Framework had 
been published on 24 July 2018.  The officers were satisfied that no agenda items needed 
to be deferred as a result of the revised framework as this was published since the 
publication of the committee’s agenda.  Officers would update the committee of any 
changes to reports upon presenting their item.  
 

Pl.33 Apologies for absence  
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Anthony Hayward. 
 

Pl.34 Declarations of interest  
 
Councillor Johnston declared that he knew various public speakers due to speak in 
relation to items on the agenda.  He would not stand down on any items for this reason but 
would stand down, as ward member for Kennington and Radley, when item 8 was 
discussed. 
 
Councillor Mabbett, as a member of Wantage Town Council, made a statement that in 
relation to items 10 and 11 on the agenda he was not present when the applications were 
discussed at the Town Council’s Planning Committee so would partake in the debate and 
voting. 
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Councillor Hall made a statement that he knew Dr Chris Wilding, of Steventon Parish 
Council, but would partake in the debate and voting for item 6. 
 
Councillor Hannaby, as a member of Wantage Town Council, made a statement that in 
relation to items 10 and 11 on the agenda she was not present when the applications were 
discussed at the Town Council’s Planning Committee so would partake in the debate and 
voting. 
 

Pl.35 Urgent business  
 
There was no urgent business. 
 

Pl.36 Public participation  
 
The list showing members of the public who had registered to speak was tabled at the 
meeting. 
 

Pl.37 P17/V1154/LB - Steventon Overbridge, High Street, Steventon  
 
The committee considered application P17/V1154/LB for the demolition of the Grade II 
listed Steventon Overbridge, High Street, Steventon and the provision of a replacement 
bridge. 
 
Consultations, representations, policy and guidance, and the site’s planning history were 
detailed in the officer’s report, which formed part of the agenda pack for this meeting.   
 
Dr Chris Wilding, a representative of Steventon Parish Council, spoke objecting to the 
application. 
 
Robert Green, a local resident spoke objecting to the application.  Julie Mabberley, on 
behalf of Francis G Sketch, was available for questions.  
 
Ian Wheaton of Network Rail Town Planning, Nick Preston of Network Rail Sponsorship 
and Al Byers, Network Rail Consents Manager, spoke in support of the application. 
 
Matthew Barber, ward member for Steventon and The Hanneys, spoke objecting to the 
application. 
 
In response to questions raised by the committee, the officers reported that:  

 Oxfordshire County Council have considered traffic diversions since Network Rail 
made this application if approval was given to demolish the bridge.  There was an 
informal agreement with Highways England to use the A34 as an alternative route.  
If the application was approved, the County Council would work closely with 
Highways England to ensure sufficient signposting of the diversion route and 
National Rail would be requested to host a public event to inform local residents 
and businesses. 

 No economic study had been carried out to consider the impact of the road closure 
if the bridge were to be demolished but this was not a material planning 
consideration. 

 The demolition would be in keeping with the Local Plan. 
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 A car park could be discussed as a condition on this application to mitigate the 
impact of the road diversion.  A car park was not originally a condition on this 
application as it was not material to listed building consent considerations; this 
would be an agreement between National Rail and Oxfordshire County Council 
Highways in discussion with local residents. The local planning authority cannot 
enforce this. 

 Richard Peets, from Historic England confirmed that the organisation did not object 
because it accepted the justification given by Network Rail to demolish the bridge. 

 
The officer advised the committee that if it were to refuse this application, it must be 
satisfied and provide material reasons that demolition of the bridge is not outweighed by 
the public benefit at a national level. 
 
The committee agreed that the bridge should be preserved and that its loss would not 
significantly improve infrastructure at a national level.  National Rail had not demonstrated 
that there are exceptional circumstances which justified the demolition, so paragraph 195 
of the National Planning Policy Framework would be contradicted.  Local residents and 
businesses would suffer due to road diversions and there was some concern that there 
had been a lack of public consultation.  The committee did not believe that the 
inconvenience of lowering the track outweighed the listed building nature of the bridge.  
Further, train delays at present had not drastically affected the current timetable, despite 
some members of the committee arguing that the bridge constrains the railway network.   
 
A motion, moved and seconded, to refuse listed building consent for the demolition of the 
Grade II listed overbridge at Steventon, was declared carried on being put to the vote.   
 

RESOLVED: to refuse application P17/V1154/LB for listed building consent for 
the demolition of the Grade II listed overbridge at Steventon for the following 
reasons: 
 

 The proposed demolition of the Grade II listed Steventon Overbridge is not 
outweighed by the needs of the national infrastructure project and the wider 
public and national benefit. 

 The proposal is contrary to paragraphs 193, 194 and 195 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework and the relevant policies in the Local Plan. 

 

Pl.38 P18/V0692/RM - Steventon Road Nurseries, Steventon Road, East 
Hanney, Wantage  

 
The committee considered a reserved matters application P18/V0692/RM for the erection 
of 40 dwellings including appearance, landscaping, layout and scale at Steventon Road 
Nurseries, Steventon Road, East Hanney. 
 
Consultations, representations, policy and guidance, and the site’s planning history were 
detailed in the officer’s report, which formed part of the agenda pack for this meeting.   
 
Judy Long, a representative of East Hanney Parish Council, spoke objecting to the 
application. 
 
Nick Francis, the applicant’s architect, spoke in support of the application.   
 
In response to questions raised by the committee, the officers reported that: 
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 As a general rule, electric charging points could be added as a condition to 
reserved matters applications but only if it was justified to do so.  The officers 
advised against adding this as a condition to this particular application as this site is 
not in an Air Quality Management Area and technology was advancing so charging 
points might not be the way forward.  Further, the government had not yet 
confirmed whether this would be a planning or building control issue, so such a 
condition would be difficult to enforce. 

 
Officers confirmed that a condition would be added relating to slab levels and a note to the 
applicant expecting winter/spring groundwater monitoring to be undertaken prior to any 
details being submitted seeking approval of a surface water drainage scheme. The ground 
water monitoring needs to be used to inform the drainage scheme 

 
The committee agreed that this application was acceptable but that more consultation from 
developers with local residents was desirable at reserved matters stage. 
 
A motion, moved and seconded, that reserved matters be approved, was declared carried 
on being put to the vote.   
 
RESOLVED: that the reserved matters application P18/V0692/RM be approved 
subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Approved plans. 
2. Materials to be agreed before work above slab level. 
3. Landscaping implementation. 
4. Road surfacing prior to completion. 
5. Parking spaces to be provided before occupation. 
6. Boundary details to be submitted and approved - details implemented prior to 

occupation. 
7. Play area details to be approved and implemented. 
8. Bin collection points to be agreed. 
9. No street lighting. 
10. Garages to be retained. 
11. Working hours to be Monday to Friday 07:30 to 18:00 and 08:00 to 13:00 

Saturday.  No works on Sundays or public holidays. 
12. Slab levels to be agreed prior to commencement of development.  Note to the 

applicant: winter/spring ground water monitoring required and needs to be 
used to inform the surface water drainage scheme. 

 
The planning conditions and Section 106 agreement for the outline permission 
remain applicable. 
 

Pl.39 P18/V1179/CM - North of the A420 Botley Road to south of the 
A423 ring road  

 
The committee considered application P18/V1179/CM regarding an Environment Agency 
flood alleviation scheme to the north of the A420 Botley Road to the south of the A423 ring 
road to reduce flood risk in Oxford.  This application had been submitted to Oxfordshire 
County Council whearas this council was a consultee and its comments were being 
sought. 
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Councillor Johnston, as ward member for Kennington and Radley, stood down from the 
committee and took no part in the debate or voting for this item. 
 
Consultations, representations, policy and guidance, and the site’s planning history were 
detailed in the officer’s report, which formed part of the agenda pack for this meeting.   
 
Officer updates since the publication of the agenda: 

 The revised National Planning Policy Framework published in July 2018 had 
resulted in an amendment to paragraph 5.9 of the report for this item.  The Green 
Belt paragraph should now read “paragraph 146” rather than “90”.  The purposes of 
Green Belt itself have not changed. 

 
Debbie Dance, Director of Oxford Preservation Trust, spoke in relation to the application.  
She did not object in principle but urged the committee to champion the rural nature of the 
area. 
 
Councillor Roger Cox, Leader of Vale of White Horse District Council, spoke in support of 
the application. 
 
Councillor Bob Johnston, ward member for Kennington and Radley, spoke in relation to 
this application. 
 
In response to questions raised by the committee, the officers reported that:  

 Suggestions raised by Councillor Johnston relating to the nature of the trees 
planted, such as the inclusion of Alder and Hazel Willow and small-leafed Lime 
trees and not Ash or Sycamore trees, would be considered when drafting the formal 
response. 

 The council could request to be notified and be a consultee when the developer 
notified Oxfordshire County Council of any unsuspected contamination encountered 
during the development. 

 The design of the Willow Walk and Devils Backbone bridges should be revisited to 
the reduce their engineered appearance and be more in keeping with the rural 
nature of the area.  

 
The committee had no objection in principle and raised minor suggestions to the officer’s 
recommended response as outlined in responses from officers. 
 
The officer confirmed that draft comments as set out in the report would be redrafted 
based on the suggestions from the committee.  This would then be sent to Councillor 
Roger Cox as Leader of the Council, Councillor Sandy Lovatt as Chairman of the Planning 
Committee and the relevant ward members for comment before being formally submitted 
to Oxfordshire County Council. 
 
RESOLVED: The committee agreed to formally submit the following comments to 
Oxfordshire County Council in response to the Environment Agency’s flood 
alleviation scheme (application P18/V1179/CM) following officer amendments in 
consultation with Councillor Roger Cox as Leader of the Council, Councillor Sandy 
Lovatt as Chairman of the Planning Committee and the relevant ward members.  
This response had been re-drafted based on suggestions made by the committee: 
 

1. This council has no objection in principle to a flood alleviation scheme to reduce 
flood risk in Oxford. 
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2. This council is concerned the proposals may have a negative impact on biodiversity 

and could have an adverse impact on Egrove Park Meadow Local Wildlife Site 
(LWS). The County Council should seek additional information to: 

 Clearly demonstrate that the overall result of the proposals can deliver a net 
gain for biodiversity. To do this the Environment Agency should use a 
Biodiversity Impact Calculator following the methodology developed by Defra 
as part of the Biodiversity Offsetting pilot scheme. 

 information should be provided for the area around Egrove Park Meadow 
LWS so that the conclusions in the Environmental Statement (ES) can be 
checked and verified 

 The landscaping scheme should not include: 
i.  ash trees (Fraxinus excelsior). This is not a species recommended for 

planting due to ash die-back disease 
ii. Sycamore trees (Acer pseudoplatanus), as it does not support much 

biodiversity compared to native trees and it is an invasive species 

 This council encourages the greater use of willow (Salix), alder (Alnus 
glutinosa), hazel (Corylus avellana) and small leaved lime (Tilia cordata) in 
the landscaping scheme. These trees are flood tolerant and beneficial to 
wildlife. Willow (Salix) will need to be well managed. 
 

3. A revised Heritage Impact Assessment should be submitted to assess: 

 The age and time layering of views. The heritage value of trees in the views 
needs to be clearly ascertained and a deeper understanding of views 
provided such that a reasoned assessment and proposal methodology can 
be followed. This would best be provided in a sequence of historic map 
overlays with views clearly marked and which should cover the JMW Turner 
views and those once perceived by John Ruskin and his followers in North 
Hinksey 

 Explain how the case for tree removal and re-planting and the position of 
new planting is arrived at with regard to the proposed planting of 9.7ha of 
new woodland to replace up to 398 individual trees or groups of trees 

 Research on the network of routes criss-crossing the proposal site should be 
carried out such that their significance nationally, regionally and locally can 
be better understood and more effective proposals made for their retention, 
enhancement and appreciation 
 

4. The Landscape and Visual Assessment reassesses the impact of the proposed 
scheme in views of North Hinksey Village and the area of land between Botley 
Road and Willow walk and also the proposed mitigation planting. This council is 
seeking to understand the impact of the scheme in views. Will tree removal impact 
in views by exposing existing buildings which may then detract from existing views 
to the village or Oxford’s spires? Will new planting once mature restrict current 
views of the village or Oxford’s spires? 
 

5. The proposed planting is revisited so it better reflects the local landscape character 
and screens existing development particularly that on Botley Road. This council 
would support the planting of willow (Salix), alder (Alnus glutinosa), hazel (Corylus 
avellana) and small leaved lime (Tilia cordata). This council does not support the 
planting of ash (Fraxinus excelsior) or sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus). 
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6. The design of the Willow Walk and Devils Backbone are revisited to reduce their 
engineered appearance by reducing their width, use of materials in keeping with the 
rural character of the area. If this is not possible the Environment Agency needs to 
provide full justification for the width and use of materials. 
 

7. Should the County Council be minded to approve the application the following 
planning conditions should be imposed to require: 

 A detailed landscaping scheme, its implementation, and maintenance 

 Alternative bridge designs and materials to be submitted and agreed for 
Willow Walk and the Devil’s Backbone crossings 

 Restrict working to 07:30-18:00 Monday to Friday and 08:00-13:00 on a 
Saturday; and no work to take place on Sundays or Public Holidays 

 Require a Construction Environmental Management Plan to be agreed 

 Require a Construction Traffic Management Plan to be agreed 

 The developer to notify the County Council of the presence of any 
unsuspected contamination encountered during the development. In the 
event of any contamination to the land and/or water being encountered, no 
development shall continue until a programme of investigation and/or 
remedial works to include methods of monitoring and certification of such 
works undertaken has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority (in consultation with the Vale of White Horse District 
Council). 

 

Pl.40 P18/V0113/FUL - Land to the East of Portway Cottages, Reading 
Road, East Hendred, Wantage  

 
This application was deferred due to the meeting’s time limit having been reached prior to 
its consideration. It will be considered at a later date, to be confirmed. 
 

Pl.41 P18/V0847/HH - 36 Aldworth Avenue, Wantage  
 
This application was deferred due to the meeting’s time limit having been reached prior to 
its consideration. It will be considered at a later date, to be confirmed. 
 

Pl.42 P18/V1049/HH - Corbiere, Springfield Road, Wantage  
 
This application was deferred due to the meeting’ time limit having been reached prior to 
its consideration. It will be considered at a later date, to be confirmed. 
 

 
 
The meeting closed at 8.57 pm 
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 APPLICATION NO. P18/V0847/HH 
 SITE 36 Aldworth Avenue Wantage, OX12 7EJ 
 PARISH WANTAGE 
 PROPOSAL Proposed first floor side extension (as amended 

by plans received on the 23rd of May 2018) 
 WARD MEMBER(S) Charlotte Dickson 

St John Dickson 
 APPLICANT Mrs Amanda Harper 
 OFFICER Nathaniel Bamsey 
 

 
 RECOMMENDATION 
 It is recommended that planning permission is granted subject to the 

following conditions: 
 
Standard conditions: 

1. Commencement within three years.  
2. Development to be built accordance with approved plans. 

 
Compliance conditions: 

3. Materials in accordance with approved form and drawings. 
 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL 
1.1 This application is referred to committee at the request of the ward member, 

Councillor St. John Dickson. 
 

1.2 The application site is in a well-established residential area in the north east of 
the town of Wantage. On the site is a detached two storey dwelling with two 
single storey extensions, a pitched roof extension to the side and a flat roofed 
extension to the rear. Neighbouring properties are located to the north (no.38) 
and south (no.34) of the application site. Both neighbours are also detached 
dwellings. The building line of the properties is staggered so the line of the 
main rear wall of the northern neighbour at no.38 is on a similar line to the 
front of the application dwelling. Vehicular access to the site is gained via 
Aldworth Avenue. 
 

1.3 This application seeks approval for the erection of a first-floor side extension 
and for the replacement of the flat roof on the rear extension with a mono-
pitched roof. The first floor extension will be constructed above the existing 
pitched roof side extension. The development will provide an en-suite 
bathroom for an existing first floor bedroom. The extension will be constructed 
with a hipped roof and will have a depth of 3.4 metres, a width of 2.9 metres 
and a ridge height of 6.2 metres. The height to the eaves will be 4.7 metres, 
which matches that on the original dwelling. The front elevation of the 
extension will be in line with the front elevation of the first floor of the dwelling. 
The pitched roof on the rear extension will increase the ridge height from 2.8 
metres to 3.6 metres alongside the original dwelling and 3.2 metres along the 
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rest of its length.  
 

1.4 The brickwork and roof tiles of the extension will match those of the existing 
dwelling. The new pitched roof will use Marley-Eternit slate tiles. A UPVC first 
floor window will be inserted on the front elevation of the extension, matching 
those on the existing dwelling. 
  

1.5 A site location plan is provided below and the application plans are attached 
at Appendix 
1.

 
 
2.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS 
2.1 A summary of comments is provided overleaf. Comments can be seen in full at 

www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk. 
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Wantage Town 
Council 
 

Objection 

 Overbearing 

 Unneighbourly  

Neighbour object 
(1)  
 

One objection has been received from a neighbouring 
property (No.38). The concerns raised can be 
summarised as: 
 
Objection  

 Too large 

 Unneighbourly 

 Ugly 

 Overwhelms the garden 

 Loss of light 
 

 

3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 P90/V6890 - Approved (20/02/1991) 

Erection of single storey extension to side and rear of existing dwelling. 
 
P78/V0191 - Approved (24/01/1979) 
New porch to replace existing. 
 

3.2 Pre-application History 
None. 

 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
4.1 Householder development does not fall within the defined scope for potential 

EIA development. 
 
5.0 
5.1 

MAIN ISSUES 
The main issues when considering this application are: 
 

1. Design, layout and visual amenity 
2. Residential amenity 
3. Traffic, parking and highway safety 

 
5.2 Design, layout and visual amenity 

The extension is considered to be a modest and subservient addition to the to 
the existing dwelling. The ridge height will be approximately 1m lower than that 
on the main dwelling, in line with the Design Guide. This, together with the 
staggered relationship between no.36 and no.38 ensures that there is no 
terracing effect arising from the development. 
 

5.3 The front of the house includes a ground floor projection, so that the ground 
floor front wall lies approximately 1.5m forward of the upper wall. In the original 
plans the “front” wall of the extension was in line with the ground floor of the 
house, but forward of the upper wall. Amended plans improved the appearance 
of the extension by lining the front wall with the upper front wall of the house, 
creating a more uniform appearance that is in-keeping with the character of the 
dwelling.   
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5.4 The replacement of the flat roof on the rear extension with a pitched roof is 
considered to improve the appearance of the existing extension. The use of 
slate style tiles that differ from those on the main dwelling is considered 
acceptable as they will not be visible from any public vantage points. 
 

5.5 Residential Amenity 
The original proposal, built up from the front elevation of the garage, was 
designed in order to comply with the ’40-degree rule’ from the Design Guide. 
The ’40-degree rule’ states that two storey extensions should not encroach 
beyond a 40 degree line taken from the edge of the nearest ground or first floor 
window of a habitable room of a 
neighbouring property. It was felt that, due to no.38 being much further forward 
than no.36 this design would have led to a loss of light to no.38’s garden in the 
afternoon/evening.  
 

5.6 Amendments pushed the extension back to be level with the upper front wall of 
the house and introduced a hipped roof. It is considered that this has reduced 
the potential harm from loss of light as it maintains a gap between the two 
properties and the low ridge height will mean significant loss of light is not 
caused. 
 

5.7 The amendments will mean that the extension would now contravene the ’40-
degree rule’. It is considered that this is less harmful in this case due to the 
relative positions of the houses which means that the majority of the original 
dwelling already contravenes this rule, albeit at an increased distance. 1.6 
metres of the extension would exceed the 40 degrees this rule at a distance of 
4 metres from the nearest first floor window of No 38. It is considered that the 
visual impact will not cause harm due to the distance to the extension from the 
window, the fact it is a small part of the extension that is in contravention of the 
rule, and the presence of the existing house in the current outlook.  
 

5.8 The short length of the extension coupled with its subservient height and 
hipped roof design means that the development will not over dominate 
neighbouring properties. There will be no overlooking from the development as 
the new first floor window faces towards the highway, away from neighbouring 
properties. The proposed mono-pitch roof to the rear of the first floor proposal 
will not cause harm through loss of light or dominance as it will result in a very 
small increase in height.  
 

5.9 Traffic, parking and highway safety 
The development does not change the number of bedrooms nor affect the 
current parking arrangements so there will be no harm to highway safety. 
 

5.10 CIL 
The proposed development results in less than 100m2 of new floorspace so is 
not liable for the Community Infrastructure Levy. 

 
6.0 CONCLUSION 
6.1 It is concluded that the proposal is acceptable in terms of its design and its 

impacts on highway safety. The impacts on residential amenity are not 
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considered to be significantly harmful so as to be unacceptable. The proposal is 
therefore considered to accord with the relevant policies of the development 
plan and with the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
 
 The following planning policies and planning guidance have been taken into 

account: 
 

 Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031, Part 1 Policies; 
 
CP37  -  Design and Local Distinctiveness 
 
Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 Policies; 
 
DC5  -  Access 
DC9  -  The Impact of Development on Neighbouring Uses 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014) 
 
Design Guide (SPD adopted March 2015) 
 
Equality Act 2010 
The proposal has been assessed against section 149 of the Equality Act. It is 
considered that no recognised group will suffer discrimination as a result of the 
proposal. 
 
Human Rights Act 1998 
The proposal has been assessed in the context of Articles 1 and 8 of the Human 
Rights Act. The impact on individuals has been weighed in the balance against 
the public interest and it is considered that the recommendation is proportionate. 
 

 
Author: Nathaniel Bamsey 
Email: planning@whitehorsedc.gov.uk 
Telephone: 01235 422600 
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 APPLICATION NO. P18/V1049/HH 
 SITE Corbiere Springfield Road Wantage 

Oxfordshire, OX12 8EX 
 PARISH WANTAGE 
 PROPOSAL First floor extension to existing bungalow. 

Single storey extension to the front and rear. 
Remodelling of floor area. Demolish existing 
garage and conservatory areas. 

 WARD MEMBER(S) Charlotte Dickson 
St John Dickson 

 APPLICANT Joseph Chalmers 
 OFFICER Josh Sharp  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION  
To grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 
 
Standard: 

1. Commencement three years - full planning permission. 
2. Approved plans. 

 
Prior to commencement: 

3. Slab level details submitted and agreed in writing.  
 
Prior to Occupation: 

4. Access and parking laid out in accordance with details previously  
5. approved. 

 
Compliance: 

6. Garage to be retained for parking. 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL 
1.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This application comes to committee at the request of the local councillor, 
St.John Dickson. Corbiere, a detached bungalow, is located within a residential 
development, on Springfield Road, to the south of Wantage. The locality is 
characterised by a varied array of dwelling types and plot sizes with staggered 
building lines a common theme. Neighbouring properties to Corbiere are 
located to the east, Redruthan, a detached two-storey dwelling, and to the 
west, Tenga, a 1½ storey bungalow. Highway access is gained to Springfield 
Road via an off-street driveway with a detached garage on-site. 

 
1.2 
 
 

The proposal has been amended during the application process from, originally, 
the conversion from the existing single storey bungalow to a two storey house, 
to what is now the conversion to a 1 ½ storey property. The proposal aims to 
raise the roof height by 1.1m, compared to the existing, by raising both the 
eaves and ridge heights. The existing angle of the roof pitch will be retained. 
The proposal seeks to add a single storey, dual pitch extension to the front 
elevation for the provision of an integral garage, and a single-storey flat roof 
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rear-extension, spanning the rear elevation, to form a kitchen and dining area. 
The number of bedrooms increase by 1 with the resulting total being 4 
bedrooms. A site location plan is below and extracts from the application plans 
are attached at Appendix 1. 
 

 
 

2.0 
2.1 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS 
The below is a summary of representations, which can be seen in full at 
www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk 
 

Wantage Town Council  Object to the application on the grounds of 
over development, over bearing nature, it is 
un-neighbourly and not in keeping with the 
street scene 

 
Neighbours – 2 
neighbouring households 
have objected on the 
following grounds: 

 Overlooking 

 Overshadowing and loss of light 

 Contrary to 40-degree rule 

 Not in keeping with street scene 

 Loss of property value (this is not a material 
planning consideration) 

 
 

 
3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 
 

P83/V0097/O - Approved (18/01/1984) 
Erection of a dwelling house and garage. (Site area 0.13 hects). 
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4.0 
4.1 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
The development is not one that requires an EIA 

 
5.0 
5.1 

MAIN ISSUES 
Officers consider the main issues to be as follows: - 

 The impact on neighbours 

 The impact of the development on the area 

 Parking 
 

5.2 The Impact on Neighbours 
The current relevant adopted development plan policy (Policy DC9 of the Local 
Plan 2011) sets out the following parameters: Development will not be 
permitted if it would unacceptably harm the amenities of neighbouring 
properties and the wider environment in terms of: i) loss of privacy, daylight or 
sunlight; ii) dominance or visual intrusion iii) noise or vibration iv) smell, dust, 
heat, gases, v) pollution, contamination vi) external lighting. The parameters 
relevant to this application are the potential loss of privacy through any 
overlooking the development will cause, any loss of daylight caused by the 
raised roof height of the development, and any damage the development will 
cause to neighbours’ outlook through visual intrusion. 
 

5.3 Officers consider the impact on neighbours has been mitigated through the 
amendments made to the plans. Corbiere benefits from being set back from the 
building line compared to neighbouring properties. Therefore, although Tenga 
has two dormer windows that face the site, the proposed raising of the roof is 
not in direct view from these side dormers. Officers have carefully assessed the 
impact and consider that any overshadowing will only occur in the early 
morning. This impact will leave adequate light provision for Tenga’s side 
dormer windows, and the net loss of light caused by the raising of the roof will 
not be harmful enough to warrant refusal. 
 

5.4 Moreover, the proposed demolition of the detached garage at the front of the 
site is likely to improve the outlook from Tenga as it is currently in close 
proximity to the boundary. Officers consider the cumulative effect of the 
development will result in an over-all improvement to outlook and light for this 
neighbour. 
 

5.5 There are no habitable room windows in the flank wall of Redruthen for which 
the proposed development can potentially cause any loss of light. The 
neighbour at Redruthen is concerned that the proposal will breach the 40-
degree rule from rear-facing windows. However, as explained in Design Guide 
principle DG104, the 40-degree rule applies to proposals for full-height two 
storey extensions, whereas the proposal in this case is for a 1 ½ storey 
building. Consequently, the 40-degree rule does not apply and the impact from 
loss of light is considered to be acceptable. The lack of side facing windows in 
the proposal means there will not be any harmful over-looking to affect 
neighbouring amenity. 
 

5.6 The proposal has been designed with privacy for the property and neighbours 
in mind. As the only windows proposed which will cause potential overlooking 
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of neighbouring properties are the rear dormers, overlooking will only take 
place into the rear curtilage of neighbouring properties, and at an angle. This is 
not deemed harmful enough to contravene policy DC9. The rear dormer 
windows also benefit from permitted development fall-back.  
 

5.7 The Impact of the Development on the Area 
The relevant policy to assess the proposals effect to the street scene is policy 
CP37 of the Local Plan 2031 Part 1. The main considerations relevant to the 
application within this policy include that the development… i) responds 
positively to the site and its surroundings, cultural diversity and history, 
conserves and enhances historic character and reinforces local identity or 
establishes a distinct identity whilst not preventing innovative responses to 
context: and viii) is visually attractive and the scale, height, density, grain, 
massing, type, details and materials are appropriate for the site and 
surrounding area 
 

5.8 Officers consider there is sufficient screening provided by existing boundary 
vegetation to prevent any harmful effect on neighbours’ outlook. As Corbiere is 
situated between a two-storey house; Redruthen, and a 1 ½ storey bungalow in 
Tenga, the raised roof height will still allow the development to integrate from a 
visual perspective, and will not cause the property to appear dominating. This 
factor, combined with the staggered building line which results in Corbiere 
being set-back, allows the addition to appear less disruptive to the street 
scene, with a relatively moderate impact on the area.   
 

5.9 The proposed extension to the front elevation incorporating the car port is 
considered to be acceptable. As principles DG47 and DG107 of the design 
guide describe, front extensions will be viewed positively if they remain single-
storey with a pitched roof. As the front elevation of Corbiere is set back from 
the street, the extension will have less of an obtrusive visual effect on the street 
scene. The removal of the existing detached garage at the front means the net 
additional development will be relatively modest and will not detract from the 
existing character of the street scene. 
 

5.10 The roof is to be raised by 1.1m at the front elevation and by 1.25 at each other 
elevation compared to the existing height, which officers consider to be 
acceptable. Due to neighbour objections officers recommend the granting of 
this permission with a slab level condition to ensure the roof heights are built in 
accordance with the approved plans. As the proposal will change a single 
storey bungalow to a 1 ½ storey bungalow, it is considered the proposals do 
not harm the character of the original property. Instead the alterations allow the 
roof space to be incorporated into practical living space, matching other 
properties in the locality. The proposed rear dormers are discrete from the 
street and also benefit from permitted development fall back.  
 

5.11 
 
 
 
 

Parking 
The proposal will replace the existing detached garage on the west side of the 
plot with a new integral garage on the east side. The proposed garage meets 
the adopted standard (6m x 3m) in terms of its size. As the number of 
bedrooms is increasing to 4, the provision of two parking spaces is considered 
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5.12 

to be acceptable, in the sustainable transport location of Wantage. Officers 
recommend conditions for details of access and parking, and to retain the 
garage for use for parking. 
 
Community Infrastructure Levy Liability 
The council’s CIL charging schedule has recently been adopted and will apply 
to relevant proposals from 1st November 2017. CIL is a planning charge that 
local authorities can implement to help deliver infrastructure and to support the 
development of their area and is primarily calculated on the increase in 
footprint created as a result of the development or net gain of residential use on 
site.  This development would not be liable to pay CIL since the net internal 
increase in floor space does not exceed 100 square metres.   
 

6.0 
6.1 

CONCLUSION 
The development is not considered to be inappropriate development in 
Springfield Road and does not have a detrimental visual impact to the street 
scene. The proposal is not deemed to have sufficient impact on the amenities 
of neighbouring properties to warrant refusal.  
 
The following planning policies have been taken into account: 
 
Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1 policies: 
CP37 – Design and local distinctiveness  
 
Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 policies: 
DC5 - Access 
DC9 – Impact on neighbouring amenities 
 
Design Guide (SPD Adopted March 2015), guidance: 
DG27- Urban Structure 
DG47 – On-plot parking 
DG64 – Privacy 
DG104 – Consider your neighbours 
DG107- Front extensions 
 
National Planning Policy Framework, 2012 
Paragraph 14: “The presumption in favour of sustainable development: For 
decision-taking this means approving development proposals that accord with 
the development plan without delay” 
 
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 
Class B of Part 1 of Schedule 2 
 
Equalities Act, 2010 
In assessing the proposal officers have paid due regard to the local planning 
authority’s duties under section 149 of the Equalities Act. It is considered that 
no identified group will suffer discrimination as a result of the proposal. 
 
Human Rights Act 1998 
Officers have assessed the proposal in the context of Articles 1 and 8 of the 
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Human Rights Act. The impact on individuals has been weighed in the balance 
against the public interest, and officers consider the recommendation is 
proportionate. 
 
 
 Author:       Josh Sharp 
 Email:          josh.sharp@southandvale.gov.uk 
Telephone: 01235 422600 
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 APPLICATION NO. P17/V2961/FUL 
 SITE Land south of Kennington, east of Kennington 

Road, Kennington, Oxford 
 PARISH KENNINGTON 
 PROPOSAL Hybrid application consisting of (a) Full planning 

application for the erection of 283 dwellings with 
two vehicular access points onto Kennington 
Road,  play area, public open space, 
attenuation basins and associated infrastructure 
and (b) Outline planning application for a 0.18ha 
site for community use (Class D1) building (as 
amended and amplified by drawings and 
information received 14 March, 17 May and 10 
July 2018). 

 WARD MEMBER(S) Edward Blagrove 
Bob Johnston 

 APPLICANT Redrow Homes 
 OFFICER Stuart Walker 

 

 
 RECOMMENDATION 
 It is recommended that authority to grant planning permission is 

delegated to the head of planning subject to:  
 

 A S106 legal agreement to secure financial contributions, affordable 
housing and open space provision. 

 The following planning conditions: 
 

 Standard 
1. Approved plans. 
2. Submission of reserved matters for community use land. 
3. Full time limit of commencement. 
4. Outline time limit of commencement. 
5. Materials in accordance with approved plans. 

 
Pre-commencement 

6. Kennington Road accesses and vision splay details to be 
constructed in accordance with approved plans. 

7. Construction traffic management plan. 
8. On-site foul and surface water dainage details. 
9. Suds details. 
10. Landscaping details. 
11. Staged programme of archaeological investigation in accordance 

with approved written scheme of investigation. 
 

Pre-occupation 
12. Roads and footpaths provided to each respective dwelling. 
13. Car parking in accordance with approved plans. 
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 2 

14. Updated travel plan statement. 
15. External lighting details (for bat species protection). 
16. Boundary details in accordance with appoved plans. 
17. Noise mitigation in accordance with noise assessment 

recommendations. 
18. Off-site foul drainage works prior to 50th occupation. 
19. Electric charging points to be provided for each market unit with a 

garage. 
 
Compliance 

20. Garage accommodation to be retained. 
21. Tree protection details. 
22. Landscape maintenance for five years. 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL 
1.1 This application was considered by committee on 18 June 2018 where it was 

resolved to defer the decision for further justification on the proposed market 
housing mix. All other matters were considered acceptable to the committee 
and a copy of the original report is attached at Appendix 1.  This report 
concentrates on the changes to the scheme since 18 June 2018. 
 

1.2 Following deferral, the applicant has amended the scheme to provide 11 x 1 
bed market dwellings required by SHMA that were absent in the original 
proposal.  The amended layout plan and plans of the 1 bed units are attached 
at Appendix 2. 
 

1.3 The application remains a hybrid proposal seeking (a) full planning permission 
for the erection of 283 dwellings with two vehicular access points onto 
Kennington Road, play area, public open space, balancing ponds and 
associated infrastructure and (b) outline planning permission for a 0.18ha site 
to be used for a community use (class D1) building. 

 
2.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS 
2.1 A summary of the responses received to the latest amendments is below.  

Comments can be viewed in full online at www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk. 
 

Radley Parish 
Council 

Radley Parish Council withdraws its previous objection on the 
grounds of housing mix but continues to have other concerns we 
wish to be considered.  
  
Housing Mix  
We are pleased with the changes that have been made by the 
Developer to the mix of market housing, bringing it in line with the 
SHMA guidelines, but note that our own local research indicates 
that even more smaller homes are needed in the market sector. We 
hope that future planning decisions will respect the SHMA 
guidelines and take account of local evidence.   
  
Sewerage  
Since the last time this application came to committee we have 
made several attempts to contact Thames Water in relation to their 
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claim that capacity exists for 50 homes. Adam Peck of 
Development Services said that he had heard of this but couldn't 
remember who had come up with it and has subsequently been 
unable to provide details. Alice Kirkham from Redrow suggested we 
contact Huw Thomas, Local and Regional Government Liaison, but 
he has yet to even acknowledge receipt of our e-mail sent on 
4/7/18.  
  
We have also quizzed Redrow as to how they would ensure that no 
more than 50 homes were occupied before the upgrade was 
complete. They have merely stated that it would be up to the Vale 
enforcement team, and have been unable to cite a single example 
from their development portfolio where a similar condition has been 
successfully implemented.  We have copied most of this 
correspondence to Vale Officers.  
  
In the absence of any progress we continue to press for a 
Grampian condition that states:  
• first, that an agreement must be reached on upgrading the system 
before final permission is granted  
• and second, that the upgrade should be finished before any 
occupation of the site.  
 
Officer Response: It would be unreasonable to withhold or restrict 
planning permission on this basis.  The NPPG acknowledges that 
timescales for works to be carried out by the sewerage company do 
not always fit with development needs. In such cases, local 
planning authorities will want to consider how new development can 
be phased, for example so it is not occupied until any necessary 
improvements to public sewage treatment works have been carried 
out.  A Grampian Condition is included in the recommendation 
based on Thames Water’s recommendation. 
 
Sugworth Lane  
We continue to seek a response from the County Highways 
department to explore mitigation for Sugworth Lane, so far without 
success though it is still possible we may be able to get something 
before the Committee date. At a meeting on 7/6/17 to brief Parishes 
on the lodge hill slips County Highways Officers did refer to 
mitigation measures for Sugworth Lane being partly financed by the 
housing developments. This appears to indicate that the right hand 
of Highways does not know what the left is doing.  For this reason, 
Radley Parish Council continue to ask that an off-road footpath be 
provided at the east end of Sugworth Lane as part of the s106 
provision. 
Officer Response: Highways Officers have assessed this 
development on its merits and determined that impacts on 
Sugworth Lane are not considered to require mitigation. OCC state 
“whilst we agree a footpath along here would be of some benefit to 
the wider community, it is not something we could secure through 
the planning system”.   
 

Kennington 
Parish Council 

No objection, but wish the following comments to be taken in to 
account: 
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The parish council continues to support Radley PC in relation to 
traffic calming measures on Sugworth Lane and the need for 
adequate sewerage. 
 

Neighbours 12 letters of objection have been received reiterating the following 
issues: 
 
Traffic, access locations and pedestrian crossings, condition of 
existing roads, Sugworth lane, green belt, infrastructure, cycle 
paths, school capacity, health care, loss of trees, drainage and 
impact on biodiversity / wildlife. 
 

Oxfordshire 
County Council 

Highways 

 No objection, subject to conditions. 
 

Thames Water No further response received. 
 

Drainage 
Engineer 

No objection, subject to conditions for detailed foul and surface 
water scheme. 
 

Network Rail Comment.  No drainage via their land.  Request trespass fencing is 
provided alongside railway land and additional cycle storage at 
Radley Station. 
 

Natural England No objection. 

Countryside 
Officer 

No objection. 

Landscape 
Officer 

No further response received. 
 

Tree Officer No further response received. 
 

Urban Design 
Officer 

No further response received. 

Environmental 
Health – Air 
Quality 

Nothing to add to earlier comments. 
 
 

Environmental 
Health – 
Contamination 

Nothing to add to earlier comments. 
 

Environmental 
Health – 
Protection 

No further observations. 

Waste 
Management 

No new comments. 

Housing 
Development 

No further response received. 

Leisure Team No further response received. 
 

 

3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

3.1 Pre-application 
P17/V1192/PEJ - (14/06/2017) 
Proposed development of 270 dwellings, retail floor space (A1) open space, 
play space and associated infrastructure at land south of Kennington 
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3.2 Planning Applications 
None 

 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

4.1 The site area is more than 5 hectares, and greater than 150 dwellings but is 
not in a ‘sensitive area’ as defined by the regulations.  The proposal is not 
EIA development. A negative screening opinion (application 
P16/V3126/SCR) was issued in December 2016. 

 
5.0 MAIN ISSUES 
5.1 The relevant planning considerations in the determination of this deferred 

application are: 

 Housing types and tenures 

 Technical matters 
 

5.2 Housing types and tenures 
Local Plan policy CP22 seeks to ensure the right mix of housing sizes, types 
and tenures are provided on all residential sites.  This should be in 
accordance with the Council’s strategic housing market assessment (SHMA) 
unless an alternative approach can be demonstrated to be more appropriate.  
The following table shows the amount of market housing originally proposed: 

 
 

 

 1 bedroom 2 bedrooms 3 bedrooms 4+ bedrooms 

SHMA  5.9% 21.7% 42.6% 29.8% 

Expectation  11 40 78 55 

Proposal 0 43 73 68 
 

 
 
5.3 

 
Concern was raised by committee that the proposal does not provide enough 
small general market properties.  In response the applicant has amended the 
market housing to provide a mix that is strictly in compliance with Table 65 of 
the SHMA.  As a result, the proposal accords with local plan policy CP22. 
 

5.4 Technical matters 
Technical matters of Green Belt, Affordable housing, Design & Layout, 

Residential amenity, Landscape and visual impact, Open space, trees and 

landscaping, Flood risk and drainage, Traffic, parking and highway safety, 

Archaeology, Air quality, Contamination and Ecology & biodiversity, were 
assessed in detail in the original committee report and were considered 
acceptable (subject to relevant conditions).  The latest changes to the plans 
do not result in any material change to these matters, subject to relevant 
conditions being imposed.  Similarly, there is no change to the S106 
contributions set out in the previous report. 

 

6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 The application has been assessed on its merits, against the requirements of 
the adopted Local Plan 2031 Part 1, saved policies of the adopted Local Plan 
2011 and the National Planning Policy Framework. Regard has been given to 
the draft Radley Neighbourhood plan but as this is yet to be adopted, it’s 
policies hold limited weight. The application site is included as a strategic 
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housing allocation in the council’s adopted Local Plan 2031 Part 1 to 
contribute towards the sustainable planned growth of the district. 
 

6.2 The application will provide an economic and social role through construction 
employment, increased investment in the local economy and providing 
additional market and the policy complaint 35% affordable housing. The 
application will make contributions towards local infrastructure, whether via 
S106 or through CIL. It would provide off-site highway mitigation in terms of 
traffic calming, new and improved cycle tracks and through a contribution 
towards the strategic highway infrastructure project of the Lodge Hill Slips. 
 

6.3 In terms of the environmental role, limited harm has been identified with 
respects to localised landscape impact and loss of habitats on the site. 
Mitigation in terms of biodiversity has been agreed to alleviate these impacts.  
Officers consider that the proposed benefits of the scheme as identified 
above outweigh the less than substantial harm in this case.  
 

6.4 There are no technical objections to the proposal, subject to appropriate 
conditions.  As such, it is concluded that the proposal is sustainable 
development that accords with the development plan and the application is 
recommended for approval. 

 
 Development Plan Policies 

The following planning policies have been taken in to account. 
 

 Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031, part 1: 
CP01  -  Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
CP02  -  Cooperation on Unmet Housing Need for Oxfordshire 
CP03  -  Settlement Hierarchy 
CP04  -  Meeting Our Housing Needs 
CP07  -  Providing Supporting Infrastructure and Services 
CP08  -  Spatial Strategy for Abingdon-on-Thames and Oxford Fringe Sub-
Area 
CP22  -  Housing Mix 
CP23  -  Housing Density 
CP24  -  Affordable Housing 
CP26  -  Accommodating Current and Future Needs of the Ageing Population 
CP33  -  Promoting Sustainable Transport and Accessibility 
CP35  -  Promoting Public Transport, Cycling and Walking 
CP36  -  Electronic communications 
CP37  -  Design and Local Distinctiveness 
CP38  -  Design Strategies for Strategic and Major Development Sites 
CP39  -  The Historic Environment 
CP40  -  Sustainable Design and Construction 
CP42  -  Flood Risk 
CP43  -  Natural Resources 
CP44  -  Landscape 
CP45  -  Green Infrastructure 
CP46  -  Conservation and Improvement of Biodiversity 
CP47  -  Delivery and Contingency 
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Saved policies of Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011: 
CF2  -  Provision of New Community Services and Facilities 
DC3  -  Design against crime 
DC4  -  Public Art 
DC5  -  Access 
DC6  -  Landscaping 
DC7  -  Waste Collection and Recycling 
DC9  -  The Impact of Development on Neighbouring Uses 
DC10  -  The Effect of Neighbouring or Previous Uses on New Development 
DC12  -  Water Quality and Resources 
DC20  -  External Lighting 
H23  -  Open Space in New Housing Development 
HE9  -  Archaeology 
HE10  -  Archaeology 
HE11  -  Archaeology 
L10  -  Safeguarding and Improving Public Rights of Way 
TR5  -  The National Cycle Network 
 

 Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031, part 2: 
A publication draft of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 2 has 
been subject to public consultation and is currently at Examination.  Its 
policies are a material consideration although full weight cannot be given to 
them at present.  The following policies are material to the consideration of 
this application: 
 
DP2 - Space Standards 
DP8 - Community Services and Facilities 
DP11 - Community Employment Plans 
DP16 - Access 
DP17 - Transport Assessments and Travel Plans 
DP20 - Public Art 
DP21 - External Lighting 
DP23 - Impact of Development on Amenity 
DP24 - Effect of Neighbouring or Previous Uses on New Developments 
DP25 - Noise Pollution 
DP26 - Air Quality 
DP27 - Land Affected By Contamination 
DP28 - Waste Collection and Recycling 
DP31 - Protection of Public Rights of Way, National Trails and Open Access 
Areas 
DP33 - Open Space 
DP34 - Leisure and Sports Facilities 
DP36 - Heritage Assets 
DP39 - Archaeology and Scheduled Monuments 
 

 Neighbourhood Plan Policies: 
A submission draft of the Radley Neighbourhood Plan was examined on 21 
May 2018.  The examiner has recommended modifications and the council is 
now considering each of the examiner's recommendations, before making the 
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final decision on whether the plan should proceed to a referendum.  Further 
work is also required on the habitat regulations assessment that supports the 
plan to demonstrate legal compliance.  For the purposes of this application, 
only limited weight can be given to the neighbourhood plan at present.  The 
following policies are material to the consideration of this application: 
 
PP4 - Housing Mix and Type at Largescale Sites 
PP7 - Facilities on South Kennington Housing Site 
PP9 - Primary Healthcare 
PP11 - Roads 
PP12 - Cycling & Walking 
PP13 - Connectivity 
PP14 - Radley Station 
PP15 - Surface Drainage 
PP16 - Sewerage 
PP17 - Historic Environment 
 

 Adopted guidance 
Vale of White Horse Design Guide SPD – March 2015 
Developer Contributions SPD – June 2017 
 

 Other Relevant Legislation and Guidance 
National Planning Policy Framework 2018 
National Planning Practice Guidance 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act) 1990  
Community & Infrastructure Levy Legislation 
Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 
Obligations under Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010 
Provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006  
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 
Localism Act (including New Homes Bonus) 

 
Author:          Stuart Walker 
Contact No:   01235 422600 
Email:            planning@whitehorsedc.gov.uk 
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APPLICATION NO. P17/V2961/FUL 

SITE Land south of Kennington East of 
Kennington Road Kennington Oxford

PARISH RADLEY
PROPOSAL Hybrid application consisting of (a) Full 

planning application for the erection of 
283 dwellings with two vehicular access 
points onto Kennington Road,  play area, 
public open space, attenuation basins 
and associated infrastructure and (b) 
Outline planning application for a 0.18ha 
site for community use (Class D1) (as 
amended and amplified by drawings and 
information received 14 March and 17 
May 2018). 

WARD MEMBER(S) Edward Blagrove 
Bob Johnston

APPLICANT Redrow Homes 
OFFICER Stuart Walker

RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that authority to grant planning permission is 
delegated to the head of planning subject to:  

 A S106 legal agreement to secure financial contributions, affordable
housing and open space provision.

 The following planning conditions:

Standard 
1. Approved Plans
2. Submission of Reserved Matters for community use land
3. Full Time limit of commencement
4. Outline Time limit of commencement
5. Materials in accordance with approved plans

Pre-commencement 
6. Kennington Road accesses and vision splay details to be

constructed in accordance with approved plans
7. Construction traffic management plan
8. On-site foul and surface water dainage details
9. Suds details
10. Landscaping details 
11. Staged programme of archaeological investigation in accordance

with approved Written Scheme of Investigation

Appendix 1
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Pre-occupation 
12. Roads and footpaths provided to each respective dwelling
13. Car parking in accordance with approved plans
14. Updated Travel Plan statement
15. External lighting details (for bat species protection)
16. Boundary details in accordance with appoved plans
17. Noise mitigation in accordance with noise assessment

recommendations
18. Off-site foul drainage works
19. Electric charging points to be provided for each market unit with a

garage

Compliance 
20. Garage accommodation to be retained
21. Tree protection details
22. Landscape maintenance for five years

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL
1.1 This application is referred to committee as Radley Parish Council objects to 

the proposal. 

1.2 The application is a hybrid proposal seeking (a) full planning permission for the 
erection of 283 dwellings with two vehicular access points onto Kennington 
Road, play area, public open space, balancing ponds and associated 
infrastructure and (b) outline planning permission for a 0.18ha site to be used 
for community use (class D1). 

1.3 The site falls within Radley Parish but is adjacent to the settlement of 
Kennington.  It is allocated in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031, part 1 
for around 270 dwellings.  The site lies outside the Oxford Green Belt and the 
North Corallian Ridge landscape.  It measures approximately 10.79 hectares, 
comprising of a single field bisected by a Public Right of Way (PRoW).  A site 
location plan is below: 
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1.4 The application has been amended to address technical officer comments on 
layout / design and local representations made on the original submission, 
which has resulted in a revised layout, changes to dwelling types, the 
reduction of 5 units and the replacement of land reserved for retail use with 
land for community use.  A copy of the latest layout plan and indicative street 
scenes is attached at Appendix 1.

2.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS 
2.1 A summary of the responses received to both the original plans and the 

amendments is below.  Comments made can be viewed in full online at 
www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk. 

Radley Parish 
Council 

Amended Plans 2 
No further response received at the time of writing this report. 

Amended Plans 1 
Objection. A copy of their comments is attached at Appendix 
2. 

Original Plans
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Objection, raising the following issues: 
 Housing numbers above plan allocation.
 Housing mix.
 Lack of older person accommodation.
 Impact on sewer network.
 Lack of cycle track to Radley Station.
 Inadequate Transport assessment.
 Lack of mitigation for Sugworth Lane.
 Inadequate parking provision.
 Improvements to Radley station - additional cycle

parking is required.
 Any biodiversity offsetting should go towards Radley

Lakes.
 Electric Charging point provision.
 Priorities for CIL spending towards new nursery

provision at St Swithun's School, improvements to the
Playfield Rd Sports Pavilion, new or expanded primary
health facilities, and investment in an on-site
community room (if not covered by s. 106).

Kennington 
Parish Council 

Amended Plans 2 
No further response received at the time of writing this report. 

Amended Plans 1 
No strong views. 

Original Plans 
No objection, but make comments on the requirement for 
upgrading the sewer network; management of construction 
traffic; repair of existing roads; provision of cycle route to 
Radley station; contributions for bus services, sports pavilion, 
community building (on site); query level of parking provision, 
Kennington Road vehicle access positions and lack of traffic 
calming for Sugworth Lane. 

Neighbours Amended Plans 2 
14 letters of objection have been received. The additional 
concerns raised are summarised as follows: 

 Amended plans do not overcome concerns on traffic
generation, impact on infrastructure, housing numbers
and mix.

 Infrastructure should be provided before
commencement of construction.

 Poor state of existing road network – roads should be
repaired before construction starts.

 Construction traffic plan is required.
 Cumulative traffic impact has not been considered.
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Amended Plans 1 
28 letters of objection and 2 letters of comment have been 
received. The additional concerns raised are summarised as 
follows: 

 Amended plans do not overcome concerns on traffic
generation, site access, impact on existing roads, loss
of green belt, flood risk and sewer network.

 Infrastructure needs to be improved first.
 More smaller units are required.
 Plans still provide too many dwellings than the local

plan proposes.
 Sugworth Lane traffic calming is required.
 The proposed cycle route on Kennington Road will

impact occupants of Park Farm Cottages – a route on
the western side would be preferable.

 Footpath link to Sandford Lane is not considered safe
and will have an adverse impact on the woodland.

 Traffic assessment is inadequate.
 CIL contributions must be used for health facilities.

Original plans 
68 letters of objection and 14 letters of comment were 
received. The concerns raised are summarised as follows: 

Policy  
 The proposal is contrary to the local plan.
 Too many dwellings are proposed.
 Loss of important rural open space / countryside.
 Loss of Green Belt land.
 Proposal does not take account of potential route of

the Cambridge expressway.
 Site was allocated based on old housing figures and

can no longer be justified.  It should be reassessed
based on any change to numbers.

 Cumulative impact with other site allocations has not
been adequately considered.

Highways 
 Traffic generation will lead to congestion.
 Highway safety from increased movements,

particularly for existing cycle users.
 Location of proposed southern vehicle access is

unsafe and should be directly opposite Sugworth
Lane.

 Proposed southern access should be designed as a
roundabout.

 Existing road network is poorly maintained and is not
suitable for increase in traffic and will lead to a severe
impact.
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 Wider road network improvements are required.
 Cycle path network improvements are required.
 Missed opportunity to re-route Sustrans through site.
 Cycle path to Radley station is required.
 The Transport Assessment is inadequate - there is no

consideration of the traffic impact on Sugworth Lane.
 Traffic calming measures are in wrong location.
 Traffic regulation order preventing parking on

Kennington Road is required.
 Pedestrian crossing at north junction is unsafe.
 Inadequate parking provision, particularly visitor

parking.
Design 

 Density is too high.
 Proposal will change character of the village.
 Housing mix does not provide enough smaller

dwellings or homes for all ages.
 Housing mix does not meet local / parish need.
 Housing mix does not meet Oxford SHMA mix / need.
 No bungalows are proposed.
 House sizes are too small.
 Affordable housing should have a higher proportion of

shared ownership.
 No social rented units are being provided.
 Position of shop will create noise disturbance / traffic

problems and should be located to the north of the site
(the retail use is no longer part of this proposal)

 Site phasing has not been disclosed.
 No on-site renewables are proposed.

Drainage 
 Inadequate sewer network.
 Flood risk.

Amenity 
 Public open space is too small – no land for informal

football kickabout / goal enclosure
 A Community room / hall is required.
 Construction traffic management is required.
 There is a lack of trees on the site to mitigate noise.
 Covenants on boats, caravans and HMO need to be in

place to protect amenity of existing residents.
Environment 

 Loss of agricultural land.
 Loss of wildlife and impact on protected species (bats /

badgers / owls).
 Footpath link to Sandford Lane through copse will

adversely impact trees.
 There is contaminated land (former landfill) nearby.
 Potential impact on air quality from traffic congestion.
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 Potential impact on future residents from increase in 
rail traffic. 

Infrastructure 
 Impact on local services, in particular the primary 

school, nursery, Kennington Health Centre, bus 
services and local water supply. 

 Existing road / cycle network has no capacity for 
additional traffic. 

 Proposal should not be approved until Lodge Hill slips 
are completed. 

 
Oxfordshire 
County Council 

Amended Plans 2 
Highways 

 No objection, subject to: 
- Conditions on access, parking, cycle infrastructure. 
- Contributions towards off site highway works, 

public transport, cycle infrastructure, public rights 
of way and travel plans. 

Archaeology 
 No objection, subject to condition on a staged 

programme of investigation. 
 
Amended Plans 1 
Highways 

 Objection based on additional information required for 
assessment. 

 
Original Plans 
Highways 

 Objection based on design issues and additional 
information required for assessment. 

Archaeology 
 No objection, subject to conditions on scheme of 

investigation and evaluation. 
Education 

 No objection - OCC will seek funding from Community 
Infrastructure Levy receipts for the education 
infrastructure projects required to mitigate the impact 
of the proposed development. 

 
Thames Water No objection, but identify an inability of the existing waste 

water infrastructure to accommodate the development. 
Propose a Grampian condition requiring identified offsite 
drainage works to be implemented prior to occupation. 
 

Drainage 
Engineer 

No objection, subject to conditions for detailed foul and 
surface water scheme. 
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SSE Comment.  Draw attention to the location of High Voltage 
lines through the site. 
 

Network Rail Comment.  No drainage via their land.  Request trespass 
fencing is provided alongside railway land and additional 
cycle storage at Radley Station. 
 

Cycle UK Original Plans 
Objection.  Proposal falls short of LTP4 requirements; the 
informal cycle crossing on Kennington Road is a poor link. 
Require a signalised crossing on Kennington Road; a traffic 
island on the southern access; a raised cycle path across 
Sugworth Lane Junction; revised approach to Sanford Lane 
crossing so cyclists do not have to dismount; and revised 
‘give way’ signage on cycle routes to replace ‘end’ of route 
signage at Sugworth Lane junction, Kennington Road 
crossing and the junction with Sandford Lane. 
 

SUSTRANS Original Plans 
Objection. Proposal fails to provide high quality cycle route 
through the development site and a route to Radley Station. 
 

Oxford 
Preservation 
Trust 

Original Plans 
Objection on the following grounds: 

 Effect on Oxford Green Belt. 
 Cumulative traffic impact. 
 Proposal should confirm to garden town principles. 
 Dedicated cycle route to Oxford / Abingdon and 

improvement of Sustrans route is required. 
 

Natural 
England 

No objection. 

Countryside 
Officer 

Amended plans 2 
 No new comment. 

Amended plans 1 
 No objection, subject to contribution for biodiversity 

offsetting.  
 The applicant has submitted a Biodiversity Impact 

Calculation (BIC) based on the detailed landscape 
drawings. The results of the BIC have shown that 
the proposals will result in a net loss of biodiversity 
on site in the region of 5 biodiversity units when 
compared to the existing site conditions. 

Original Plans 
 Holding objection – Further information is required 

from the applicant to clearly demonstrate using 
biodiversity impact calculations that the proposals 
can avoid a net loss of biodiversity in accordance 
with CP46. This is also likely to require 
amendments to the landscaping scheme. 
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Landscape 
Officer 

Amended plans 2 
 No objection, subject to landscaping condition.

Amended plans 1 
 Holding objection – clarification required on

- accessibility of open space / gradients 
- foul water easement with regards to planting 
- garden levels 
- boundary treatment to south west corner 
- tree pit details 

Original Plans 
 Holding objection – revisions required on

- open space 
- planting proposals 
- swale design 
- LEAP 
- Levels 
- Boundary treatment 

Tree Officer No objection, subject to condition for implementation of 
identified tree protection measures. 

Urban Design 
Officer 

No objection. 

Environmental 
Health – Air 
Quality 

No objection, but request mitigation measures - electric 
charging points for each property with a garage & travel plan. 

Environmental 
Health – 
Contamination 

No objection. 

Environmental 
Health – 
Protection 

No objection, subject to implementation of railway line noise 
mitigation. 

Waste 
Management 

Amended plans 2 
 No new comment.

Amended plans 1 
 No objection, subject to contributions.

Original Plans 
 Holding objection – revisions and tracking

information required.

Housing 
Development 

No objection. 

Leisure Team No objection.  Proposal falls under CIL contributions. 

Oxford Clinical 
Commissioning 
Group 

OCCG is seeking £278,532 to ensure that health 
infrastructure can be put in place to support the growth in 
population.
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3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
3.1 Pre-application 

P17/V1192/PEJ - (14/06/2017) 
Proposed development of 270 dwellings, retail floor space (A1) open space, 
play space and associated infrastructure at land south of Kennington 

3.2 Planning Application 
None 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
4.1 The site area is more than 5 hectares, and greater than 150 dwellings but is not 

in a ‘sensitive area’ as defined by the regulations.  The proposal is not EIA 
development. A negative screening opinion (application P16/V3126/SCR) was 
issued in December 2016.

5.0 MAIN ISSUES 
5.1 The relevant planning considerations in the determination of this application 

are: 
 Principle of development
 Green Belt
 Amount of housing
 Housing types and tenures
 Affordable housing
 Design & Layout
 Residential amenity
 Landscape and visual impact
 Open space, trees and landscaping
 Flood risk and drainage
 Traffic, parking and highway safety
 Archaeology
 Air quality
 Contamination
 Ecology & biodiversity
 CIL & S106 contributions

5.2 Principle of development 
The site is allocated in the adopted local plan as a site suitable for around 270 
dwellings.  The principle of development is therefore acceptable unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 

5.3 Green Belt 
Objections have been raised over the loss of Green Belt land arising from this 
proposal.  As part of the evidence base to support the adopted local plan, the 
council undertook a Green Belt review. This review recommended the removal 
of the site from the Oxford Green Belt to facilitate the delivery of housing.  As 
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the site is now allocated and no longer lies within the Oxford Green Belt, 
officers consider there is no ground to withhold permission on this issue. 
 

5.4 Amount of Housing 
Objections have been raised that the amount of housing exceeds that 
envisaged by the adopted local plan. Policy CP4 of the local plan allocates the 
site for around 270 dwellings.  Housing allocation figures are only approximate 
as the final figure will always depend on the more detailed information and 
assessment that is entailed with a full planning application. 
 

5.5 In meeting our housing needs, there is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development within the existing built area of larger villages under local plan 
policy CP4.  The government also expects housing supply to be significantly 
boosted.  As set out below, 283 units have been assessed against all relevant 
planning considerations and no technical objections have been raised.  
Therefore, officers consider an increase of 13 dwellings on the approximate 
number of 270 is reasonable and does not result in a significantly different 
scheme to that outlined in the Local Plan. 
 

5.6 Housing types and tenures 
Local Plan policy CP22 seeks to ensure the right mix of housing sizes, types 
and tenures are provided on all residential sites.  This should be in accordance 
with the Council’s strategic housing market assessment (SHMA) unless an 
alternative approach can be demonstrated to be more appropriate.  The 
following table shows the amount of market housing proposed: 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 1 bedroom 2 bedrooms 3 bedrooms 4+ bedrooms
SHMA  5.9% 21.7% 42.6% 29.8% 
Expectation 11 40 78 55 
Proposal 0 43 73 68 

 

 
5.7 

 
Concern has been raised that the proposal does not provide enough small 
general market properties. The SHMA contains estimated figures. Paragraph 
7.35 of the SHMA states: “…we do not strongly believe that such prescriptive 
figures should be included in the plan making process and that the “market” is 
to some degree a better judge of what is the most appropriate profile of homes 
to deliver at any point in time.”  Officers consider the proposal strikes the right 
balance for a mix of market housing across the site and accords with the ambit 
of local plan policy CP22. 
 

5.8 Affordable housing 
The application makes provision for 35% affordable housing which accords 
with local plan policy CP24.  The proposed affordable housing mix is: 
 
 1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4+ bed Total
Rent 6 40 26 2 74 
Shared 
Ownership

2 14 9 - 25 

Total 8 54 35 2 99 
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The distribution of the affordable units throughout the development is 
acceptable and the council’s housing team are satisfied with the proposal.  This 
will be secured through the S106 legal agreement. 

5.9 Design and Layout 
Following concerns over the initial proposal in terms of design and layout, the 
scheme has been amended.  The layout is based around a clearly defined 
network of informal streets and dwellings have been designed / positioned to 
front public space to provide a coherent environment for all users and a sense 
of enclosure.  There is a mix of dwelling types, and the design, in terms of 
heights, mass and external appearance are reflective of an arts and craft style.  
There is a mix of on street parking, on plot parking and garaging, together with 
private amenity space and bin storage provision for each dwelling.  Overall, the 
proposal is considered compliant with the adopted design guide and local plan 
policy CP37. 

5.10 Residential Amenity 
The application proposes an appropriate design response to both new and 
existing dwellings in terms of amenity.  Officers consider any impact on existing 
neighbours is not sufficient to warrant refusal of the application. 

5.11 Noise generated from the adjoining railway line is apparent on the east part of 
the site.  The applicant has provided a noise impact assessment and in 
response to its findings, mitigation for plots 42 and 57-67 is proposed to ensue 
no unreasonable impact on future residents.  The environmental protection 
team raises no objection, subject to implementation of the proposed mitigation.  
This can be secured by condition and the proposal accords with local plan 
saved policies DC9 and DC10. 

5.12 Landscape and Visual Impact 
The applicant has provided a landscape and visual assessment to support the 
proposal.  The assessment concludes that “the site and proposed development 
will be visible from a localised area only and where it will be seen, the highest 
degree of adverse effects is limited to views on, or immediately adjacent, to the 
site only”.  It further considers that “the potential landscape and visual effects 
are not likely to be significant and the proposed development is considered 
acceptable in landscape and visual terms”.  Officers consider the assessment 
is acceptable and agree with the conclusions. As such the proposed 
development would not cause unacceptable landscape and visual harm and 
there is no conflict with local plan policy CP44. 

5.13 Open Space, Trees and Landscaping 
Local plan saved policy H23 requires a minimum of 15% of a site to be laid out 
as open space.  The application proposes an area of public open space with a 
LEAP, safeguarded land for community use, supplemented by informal open 
space around the edges of the development.  In addition, each dwelling has 
private amenity space.  The proposal is acceptable and accords with policy 
H23. 
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5.14 The application is accompanied by a suite of arboricultural information.  The 

tree officer is broadly satisfied that the consideration of existing trees has 
informed the design of the latest layout and that its implementation would not 
have a significant impact on existing trees, subject to the impact being 
managed by means of the submitted tree protection plan.  This can be secured 
by condition. 
 

5.15 The application is supported with a concept landscape plan and the proposed 
layout has sufficient space to deliver a well landscaped scheme to accord with 
local plan saved policy DC6.  The council’s landscape officer raises no 
objection subject to minor revisions / submission of further landscape details 
which is secured through the recommended conditions. 
 

5.16 Flood Risk and drainage 
The application is supported by a Flood Risk Assessment.  The site is within 
flood zone 1 which is the zone least susceptible to flooding and preferred in 
flood risk terms for housing development.  The site is not at risk of river 
flooding.  A sustainable drainage scheme can be agreed and secured by 
planning condition thereby minimising the risks of flooding arising from the 
development. The drainage engineer has no objections to the proposal subject 
to further details being submitted by condition. 
 

5.17 Concern has been raised on foul sewer capacity.  Thames Water has identified 
a network capacity issue with the foul sewer network and are currently working 
with the applicant to identify and deliver the off-site waste water infrastructure 
needed to serve the development.  Thames Water have identified that some 
capacity exists within the foul water network to serve 50 dwellings, but beyond 
that upgrades to the foul network will be required. Works are ongoing to 
understand this in more detail and as such Thames Water request an 
appropriately worded Grampian condition to be attached to any approval to 
ensure development doesn’t outpace the delivery of essential infrastructure.  
Officers consider this is a reasonable and necessary condition. 
 

5.18 Subject to the suggested drainage conditions, the proposal is acceptable in 
respect of flood risk and drainage and accords with local plan policy CP42. 
 

5.19 Traffic, parking and highway safety 
Traffic, highway safety and pedestrian/cycle connectivity have all been raised 
as particular issues by residents and the parish councils. The application is 
supported by a Transport Assessment (TA), an addendum and supporting 
technical note. 
 

5.20 The local highway authority has reviewed all information submitted and raise 
no objections on highway grounds, subject to conditions and off-site mitigation. 
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5.21 Access 
The site will be accessed directly off the Kennington Road via two new T 
junctions.  Following submission of further technical information, these are 
acceptable to the highway authority. 
 

5.22 Traffic generation and impact 
Local concern has been expressed that the proposal would cause traffic 
congestion especially due to the level of traffic using the road from Abingdon.  
However, there are no objections to the proposal from the highway authority on 
traffic generation or highway safety grounds.  Officers consider, subject to the 
mitigation outlined below, it would be unreasonable to withhold permission on 
such grounds. 
 

5.23 Traffic Calming measures 
The main vehicular route through Kennington via The Avenue and Kennington 
Road is traffic calmed (speed cushions) between the junctions of Upper Road / 
Kennington Road and Sandford Lane / The Avenue. The development site is 
located beyond this existing traffic calming scheme, and to ensure vehicles 
speeds past the development site up to Sugworth Lane are also controlled, the 
highway authority require the existing traffic calming scheme to be extended up 
to the junction of Sugworth Lane / Kennington Road.  This is considered 
acceptable. 
 

5.24 Residents have also requested that a roundabout is created with Sugworth 
Lane to slow traffic and enable traffic to merge onto Abingdon Road.  In 
addition, the parish councils seek traffic calming measures on Sugworth Lane.  
The highway authority has confirmed neither a roundabout nor Sugworth Lane 
traffic calming is required to mitigate traffic speeds or traffic generation from 
this development. 
 

5.25 Lodge Hill South Facing Slips Scheme 
The highway authority confirms the strategic highway network for Abingdon 
does not currently have capacity to accommodate this site, or the three other 
strategic housing sites to come forward in Abingdon and Radley.  Therefore, 
the key piece of strategic infrastructure necessary to mitigate these 
developments is the A34 Lodge Hill South Facing Slips. The slips would create 
a redistribution of traffic, freeing up capacity in Abingdon for traffic from this 
site.  It is therefore necessary for this site to make contributions of £3,500 per 
dwelling (index linked) towards the Lodge Hill Slips to mitigate the impact of 
traffic on the Abingdon network. 
 

5.26 The highway authority has confirmed that a ‘Grampian’ condition requiring the 
slips to be in place before any development on site is not required. The Ministry 
for Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHDCLG) has recently 
confirmed to the county council that the funding shortfall for Lodge Hill South 
Facing Slips will be provided to unlock growth in this area. Due to recent 
experience of successfully delivering a similar scheme (A34 Chilton North 
Facing Slips), the county council is confident of delivering this scheme by the 
end of 2020 and is providing forward funding to secure this.  Based on the 
current programmes associated with Lodge Hill Slips and housing delivery, it is 
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expected the slips will be open for public use before this development site is 
fully built out and occupied. 

5.27 Off-site cycle provision  
As part of the development site’s highway mitigation package, the applicant 
has agreed footway / cycleway improvements to be undertaken on the eastern 
side of Kennington Road to connect the development with the wider footway / 
cycle network and provide sustainable transport modes to access the site. 
These cycle improvement works are considered deliverable as this route can 
be provided within land classed as public highway via S278 works. 

5.28 The highway authority also seeks to secure a second cycle route between 
Radley and Kennington to provide cyclists and pedestrians with a choice of 
suitable, direct and safe routes for both villages and for onwards journeys 
between Abingdon and Oxford. Radley Parish Council support this, and 
provision is also made in the draft neighbourhood plan for enhanced cycling 
and walking connections. 

5.29 In response, it has been agreed with the applicant to safeguard a section of 
land that is in their ownership / control to the south of the site, alongside the 
west of the railway line. This safeguarding and dedication of the land to the 
county council would allow the county council to deliver the alternative route, 
once the remainder of land alongside the railway is also secured.  An indicative 
plan has been provided showing the section of land to be safeguarded and 
dedicated, which would be 5m in width. The safeguarding period for this route 
is to be 10 years from when the S106 legal agreement is completed.  Officers 
consider that the scheme would provide sufficient cycle connections which 
would significantly contribute to a well-connected and integrated development 
and promote sustainable forms of transport in the wider locality. 

5.30 Parking provision  
The amount and type of parking provision across the site is acceptable.  
Officers consider there is sufficient parking provision to meet the needs of the 
development. 

5.31 Construction traffic  
The parish councils and highway authority have requested a condition to 
secure the submission of a construction traffic management plan. This would 
include such information as routing of construction and delivery vehicles to and 
from the site and delivery times which must be outside network peak and 
school peak hours. This condition is recommended. 

5.32 Overall, it is considered that the proposal is acceptable in terms of its 
implications for traffic, parking and highway safety, subject to conditions and 
contributions.  The application therefore accords with the expectations of saved 
policy DC5 and the NPPF. 

5.33 Archaeology 
The applicant has submitted an archaeological desk based assessment and 
has undertaken both a geophysical survey and archaeological field evaluation 
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of the application site.  These have revealed the presence of archaeological 
features dating to the Romano British period and represent a small settlement 
of that period.  The applicant has submitted a written scheme of investigation 
(WSI) for archaeological mitigation to be undertaken. The County Archaeologist 
confirms the WSI is acceptable and should be included in any permission given 
as an approved document.  The mitigation can be secured through condition. 
The proposal accords with local plan saved policy HE10 and the NPPF. 
 

5.34 Air Quality 
The air quality in the area is considered to be generally good. The impacts of 
the additional traffic associated with this development are not expected to have 
any significant impact on local air quality.  The air quality officer has, however, 
requested a condition on electric charging points with a view to offsetting the 
additional traffic emissions on the local and wider road network.  Officers 
consider this to be reasonable and in accordance with local plan policy CP33. 
 

5.35 Contamination 
The Phase 2 Site Appraisal and Supplementary Ground Investigation have 
identified that the site lies in proximity of three landfill sites. The report 
highlights that Kennington landfill to the north west of the site accepted inert 
waste and that Sandford Lane North and South landfills to the north east and 
east received both inert and industrial waste.  Site investigations have not 
identified the presence of any soil contamination on site or any landfilling 
encroaching onto the site. The investigation incorporated thirteen rounds of gas 
monitoring over a period of six months to assess the potential for gas migration 
from the nearby historic landfills and characterised the site as Characteristic 
Situation 1 in accordance with BS8485. Environmental Health confirm a 
Characteristic Situation 1 determination requires no ground gas protection 
measures to be installed and raise no objection to the proposed development. 
 

5.36 Ecology and biodiversity  
Ecology 
The application site has been subject to ecological surveys. The proposals are 
not expected to lead to any significant impacts on nationally or locally 
designated sites in the local area. 
 
Habitats: The dominant habitat on site is an intensively managed arable field of 
low ecological value. The hedgerows along the northern southern and western 
boundaries are considered the most valuable habitats present, the only direct 
impacts on these hedgerows would result from the creation of two access 
points in the western hedgerow, which is acceptable. 
  
Species: Due to the intensive arable management, there are relatively few 
species associated with this site. Bat surveys have shown that the northern and 
southern site boundaries are used by a variety of species for foraging and 
commuting to favoured feeding areas, probably associated with the woodland 
to the west and the River Thames to the east. The countryside officer confirms 
the proposals would not have any direct impacts on these boundaries but it will 
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be important that any light spillage into these boundaries is minimised.  Lighting 
details can be secured through condition. 
 
 

5.37 Biodiversity 
Policy CP46 calls for all developments to deliver a net gain in biodiversity if 
possible but, as a minimum, to avoid a net loss. In this case the proposals do 
not comply with policy CP46. However, given the low value of the existing 
habitats (mainly arable) the countryside officer considers it would be 
appropriate in this case to consider offsetting these losses through seeking 
financial contributions towards offsite biodiversity enhancements to achieve 
compliance with the policy. 
 

5.38 The applicant has submitted a Biodiversity Impact Calculation (BIC) based on 
the detailed landscape drawings. The results of the BIC have shown that the 
proposals will result in a net loss of biodiversity on site when compared to the 
existing site conditions resulting in a total contribution of £46,000 towards an 
offsetting scheme delivered through an offsetting provider.  This can be 
secured through a S106 agreement. 
 

5.39 Subject to the contribution, the proposal accords with the NPPF and local plan 
policy CP46. 
 

5.40 CIL & S106 contributions  
The NPPF advises that planning obligations should only be sought where they 
meet all of the following tests in paragraph 204:  

I. Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms;  

II. Directly related to the development; and 
III. Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 

development. 
 
Local Plan policy CP7 expects new development to provide the necessary on-
site, and, where appropriate, off-site infrastructure requirements arising from 
the proposal with them delivered directly by the developer and / or through an 
appropriate financial contribution. 
 

5.41 Community Infrastructure Levy  
This application is subject to the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).  The 
council’s CIL charging schedule was adopted in September 2017 and 
implemented in November 2017.   
 

5.42 In general, off-site mitigation would be sought via CIL. Items such as off-site 
leisure, GP/NHS facilities, schools and community facilities are funded by the 
levy. The money collected through CIL can be pooled with contributions from 
other development sites to fund off-site infrastructure to support growth. On-site 
facilities and direct mitigation elements are still sought via a S106 agreement. 
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5.43 The site falls within the ‘Zone 1’ CIL charging schedule, which would be 
£131.33 per square metre of residential development (subject to index linking).  
The levy for this development is approximately £2,988,778.  
 

5.44 The parish council have expressed concerns with how CIL receipts will be 
allocated. In line with CIL legislation, a CIL spending strategy needs to be 
adopted by the council. This is currently being worked on. Once it is adopted, it 
would set out how CIL would be spent in the District to fund infrastructure to 
support development. 
 

5.45 Radley does not yet have a made neighbourhood plan, so in line with CIL 
legislation, only 15% of CIL receipts would go to the Parish Council in this 
case. 
 

5.46 S106 
The following items are not covered by the CIL levy and should be secured 
through a S106 agreement. 
 

5.47 Public transport  
A contribution towards improving the existing bus service will be required to go 
towards a service frequency increase of four buses an hour in both directions.  
There are bus stops located along Kennington Road which also need 
improving with real time information displays. The required contributions are 
justified and necessary. 
 

5.48 Cycle infrastructure 
A contribution towards upgrading the Sustrans National Cycle Route towards 
Oxford and to provide additional cycle parking at Radley station has been 
requested. The required contributions are justified and necessary. 
 

5.49 Public rights of way 
There is expected to be an increase in numbers of residents and their visitors 
using the rights of way network to the north, west and east of the development 
site, particularly to gain access to the Thames Path National Trail and 
northwards to Kennington. The county council requires a financial contribution 
to mitigate the increase in numbers of residents and their visitors accessing the 
network along these routes.  This is justified and necessary. 
 

5.50 Public Art 
Local plan saved policy DC3 expects the provision of public art which makes a 
significant contribution to the appearance of the scheme or the character of the 
area. A financial contribution of £300 per dwelling is expected from this 
development. 
 

5.51 Waste 
The proposed dwellings will need waste bins in which refuse can be 
placed and collected by the council’s waste service teams. A 
contribution of £170 per dwelling is expected towards providing waste 
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bins for the dwellings on the site. The amount requested in justified and 
based on the costs to this council in purchasing the bins. 

5.52 Street naming 
The streets will need to be named and signage provided by the council. This is 
a direct result of the development and a contribution towards these costs is 
justified and the amount sought is proportionate. 

5.53 Community land 
In addition to the residential development, this application seeks outline 
permission for the change of use of land for community use.  The location of 
the land within the development is acceptable and the use will be secured 
through the legal agreement. 

5.54 The following S106 developer contributions are considered justified, fair and 
proportionate: 

District Council Amount (£)
Bin provision on this site £48,110
Public art  £84,900
Street naming  £4,118
Monitoring this s106  £1,892
TOTAL £139,020

Oxfordshire County 
Council  

Amount (£) 

Lodge Hill Slips £990,500
Public transport £135,324.94
Bus stop RTI displays £30,306
Sustrans NCN 5 £124,000
Travel Plan £125,750
Travel Plan Monitoring £1,240
Radley Station cycle 
parking provision 

£8,640 

Public rights of way £20,000
TRO consultation fee £800
S106 Monitoring TBC
TOTAL £1,435,760.94

6.0 CONCLUSION
6.1 The application has been assessed on its merits, against the requirements of 

the adopted Local Plan 2031 Part 1, saved policies of the adopted Local Plan 
2011 and the National Planning Policy Framework. Regard has been given to 
the draft Radley Neighbourhood plan but as this is yet to be adopted, it’s 
policies hold limited weight. The application site is included as a strategic 
housing allocation in the council’s adopted Local Plan 2031 Part 1 to contribute 
towards the sustainable planned growth of the district.
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6.2 The application will provide an economic and social role through construction 
employment, increased investment in the local economy and providing 
additional market and the policy complaint 35% affordable housing. The 
application will make contributions towards local infrastructure, whether via 
S106 or through CIL. It would provide off-site highway mitigation in terms of 
traffic calming, new and improved cycle tracks and through a contribution 
towards the strategic highway infrastructure project of the Lodge Hill Slips. 

6.3 In terms of the environmental role, limited harm has been identified with 
respects to localised landscape impact and loss of habitats on the site. 
Mitigation in terms of biodiversity has been agreed to alleviate these impacts.  
Officers consider that the proposed benefits of the scheme as identified above 
outweigh the less than substantial harm in this case.  

6.4 There are no technical objections to the proposal, subject to appropriate 
conditions.  Overall in the planning balance, the benefits of the scheme 
particularly in providing housing towards the District’s plan-led need and 
sustainable growth and provision of contributions towards highways and local 
infrastructure which will have local and wider benefits, are considered to 
outweigh the limited harm that has been identified. As such, it is concluded that 
the proposal is sustainable development that accords with the development 
plan.  The application is recommended for approval.

Development Plan Policies 
The following planning policies have been taken in to account. 

Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031, part 1: 
CP01  -  Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
CP02  -  Cooperation on Unmet Housing Need for Oxfordshire 
CP03  -  Settlement Hierarchy 
CP04  -  Meeting Our Housing Needs 
CP07  -  Providing Supporting Infrastructure and Services 
CP08  -  Spatial Strategy for Abingdon-on-Thames and Oxford Fringe Sub-Area 
CP22  -  Housing Mix 
CP23  -  Housing Density 
CP24  -  Affordable Housing 
CP26  -  Accommodating Current and Future Needs of the Ageing Population 
CP33  -  Promoting Sustainable Transport and Accessibility 
CP35  -  Promoting Public Transport, Cycling and Walking 
CP36  -  Electronic communications 
CP37  -  Design and Local Distinctiveness 
CP38  -  Design Strategies for Strategic and Major Development Sites 
CP39  -  The Historic Environment 
CP40  -  Sustainable Design and Construction 
CP42  -  Flood Risk 
CP43  -  Natural Resources 
CP44  -  Landscape 
CP45  -  Green Infrastructure 
CP46  -  Conservation and Improvement of Biodiversity
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CP47  -  Delivery and Contingency 

Saved policies of Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011: 
CF2  -  Provision of New Community Services and Facilities 
DC3  -  Design against crime 
DC4  -  Public Art 
DC5  -  Access 
DC6  -  Landscaping 
DC7  -  Waste Collection and Recycling 
DC9  -  The Impact of Development on Neighbouring Uses 
DC10  -  The Effect of Neighbouring or Previous Uses on New Development 
DC12  -  Water Quality and Resources 
DC20  -  External Lighting 
H23  -  Open Space in New Housing Development 
HE9  -  Archaeology 
HE10  -  Archaeology 
HE11  -  Archaeology 
L10  -  Safeguarding and Improving Public Rights of Way 
TR5  -  The National Cycle Network 

Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031, part 2: 
A publication draft of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 2 has been 
subject to public consultation, and will be examined in the Summer.  Until 
examination, this Local Plan remains at an early stage of preparation and 
accordingly its policies have limited weight at present.  Notwithstanding, the 
following policies are material to the consideration of this application: 

DP2 - Space Standards 
DP8 - Community Services and Facilities 
DP11 - Community Employment Plans 
DP16 - Access 
DP17 - Transport Assessments and Travel Plans 
DP20 - Public Art 
DP21 - External Lighting 
DP23 - Impact of Development on Amenity 
DP24 - Effect of Neighbouring or Previous Uses on New Developments 
DP25 - Noise Pollution 
DP26 - Air Quality 
DP27 - Land Affected By Contamination 
DP28 - Waste Collection and Recycling 
DP31 - Protection of Public Rights of Way, National Trails and Open Access 
Areas 
DP33 - Open Space 
DP34 - Leisure and Sports Facilities 
DP36 - Heritage Assets 
DP39 - Archaeology and Scheduled Monuments 

Neighbourhood Plan Policies: 
A submission draft of the Radley Neighbourhood Plan (December 2017) has 
been subject to public consultation, and is now awaiting Examination.  The plan 
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remains at an early stage of preparation and accordingly its policies have limited 
weight at present.  Notwithstanding, the following policies are material to the 
consideration of this application: 

PP4 - Housing Mix and Type at Largescale Sites 
PP7 - Facilities on South Kennington Housing Site 
PP9 - Primary Healthcare 
PP11 - Roads 
PP12 - Cycling & Walking 
PP13 - Connectivity 
PP14 - Radley Station 
PP15 - Surface Drainage 
PP16 - Sewerage 
PP17 - Historic Environment 

Adopted guidance 
Vale of White Horse Design Guide SPD – March 2015 
Developer Contributions SPD – June 2017 

Other Relevant Legislation 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act) 1990  
Community & Infrastructure Levy Legislation 
Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 
Obligations under Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010 
Provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006  
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 
Localism Act (including New Homes Bonus)

Author:          Stuart Walker 
Contact No:   01235 422600 
Email:            planning@whitehorsedc.gov.uk 
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APPLICATION NO. P17/V2973/RM 
SITE Land North of Summertown East Hanney 

Oxon 
PARISH EAST HANNEY 
PROPOSAL Approval of details for construction of 45 

dwellings (Use Class C3) and associated 
parking, infrastructure and landscaping, 
and provision of public open space. 

WARD MEMBER(S) Matthew Barber 
APPLICANT Bovis Homes Limited 
OFFICER Adrian Butler 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that reserved matters are approved subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. Approved plans 
2. Materials to be submitted and approved 
3. Landscaping scheme needed 
4. Landscaping implementation 
5. Ecological mitigation and enhancement to be delivered 
6. Barn owl/bat building provision before final occupancy 
7. Car parking and turning spaces to be provided before 

occupation of each dwelling 
8. Provision of final wearing course to roads 
9. No street lighting 
10. Noise mitigation 
11. Boundary treatments to be submitted and approved 
12. Permitted development removal – means of enclosure, 

extensions and roof alterations 
 
The planning conditions and s106 agreement for the outline permission 
remain applicable. 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL  
1.1 The application is presented to committee as East Hanney Parish 

Council objects. 
 

1.2 It is an application seeking approval of reserved matters for 45 
dwellings following the grant of outline planning permission in May 
2016 for up to 55 dwellings on this site. The reserved matters for 
consideration under this application are appearance, landscaping, 
layout and scale. 
 

1.3 This application is not an opportunity to revisit the principle of 
development, the means of access or traffic generation as these are 
established by the outline permission. Surface water drainage details 
are also the subject of a condition on the outline permission which will 
need to be complied with. The council is only considering the detail of 
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the proposal in respect of its appearance, landscaping, layout and 
scale. 
 

1.4 Amended plans and supporting documents have been submitted on six 
occasions. These have sought to address comments expressed by 
technical consultees and planning officers. Amendments include an 
updated and revised drainage strategy, amended layout with more 
open space, an internal road connection, revised parking and 
landscaping, the provision of a building for a bat and owl roost, and the 
lowering of roof heights.  
 

1.5 The site location is shown on the plan below. The land comprises 
pasture with ridge and furrow across it. The northern boundary is 
defined by a hedge with a public footpath adjacent and which connects 
Main Street and the A338. Adjoining the site to the east is Dews 
Meadow which comprises a bungalow, farm shop and agricultural 
buildings. Beyond the hedge on the east boundary is the A338. A 
hedge with occasional trees forms the southern boundary to the site 
with Summertown Road and open fields beyond. To the west are 
existing houses of mixed age and appearance. There are trees on the 
western boundary of the site together with a ‘wet’ ditch. The proposed 
site layout plan is attached as Appendix 1. 
 

 
 
 

2.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS AND 
REPRESENTATIONS ON CURRENT SUBMISSION 

2.1 A summary of the responses received to the current amended proposal 
is below.  A full copy of all comments made can be seen online at 
www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk  
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East Hanney Parish Council 

Object: Their objections and comments may be summarised as follows: 

 Changes made do not address fundamental reasons why the Parish 
Council objects 

 Overdevelopment – the density is too high at 18 dwellings per hectare 
(dph) with open space and 23 dph without. This compares to 16/ha for 
the village and 6/ha for neighbouring development; densities should 
be lower at the village edges. The density is out of keeping and 
detrimental to the character of the area contrary to CP37 of the Local 
Plan 

 Density is too high for this edge of village location; development 
should reflect the transition from rural village to open countryside. This 
is important due to open views from the south including from the new 
railway bridge on the A338 

 A housing proposal on land south of Summertown was refused and 
the subsequent appeal dismissed. The Planning Inspector in that case 
advised there were important visual impacts of development at this 
location in the village with the village having a pleasing foreground 
and advising development in the Lowland Vale should not be 
permitted if it has an adverse landscape impact 

 The Planning Inspector advised: “There are clear public views of the 
site from almost all directions. The land is flat and as well as the views 
from the adjoining roads there is a public footpath that runs parallel 
with the Brook along its west bank. When travelling north on the A338, 
the site forms the foreground for the village. The site can be seen from 
the railway to the south”…. “there would be some harm to the 
landscape particularly in local views. While the sensitivity of most 
receptors would be low, as most views would be by travellers on the 
A338, the landscape setting of the village would be harmed when 
viewed from the south”. 

 The proposal would have the same visual impact as the appeal 
scheme dismissed on the southern side of Summertown Road 

 The proposal is contrary to Core Policy 44 (ii) and (v) due to its 
harmful impact on the landscape setting of the village and impact on 
important views and visually sensitive skylines 

 No affordable bungalows provided which are needed in the village  

 Not convinced adequate accessible and usable open space has been 
provided 

 Inappropriate pallet of materials that do not reflect the rural nature of 
the village – painted brick is inappropriate. The village has interesting 
brick patters such as orange and dark brown bricks. The brick 
construction is neither interesting or reflective of the historic nature of 
the setting 

 Unsafe pedestrian access to bus stops which will require crossing the 
busy A338 with no pedestrian refuge 

 Proposals are too high especially with an uplift in levels by around 1m; 
further harms the character of the area 

 Need to consider light pollution 
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 Most of the site is subject to noise pollution from the A338 and this is 
significant and intrusive 

 Residents of new developments fronting the A338 have reported 
vibration from traffic using the A338 

 
The Parish Council has raised the following concerns which were considered 
in deciding the outline planning application for housing on this site: 
 

 This is not an allocated housing site and therefore, does not accord 
with the Local Plan (Officer note: the principle of up to 55 dwellings on 
this site has been permitted.) 

 Request the open space is transferred to the Parish Council (Officer 
note: The s106 accompanying the outline permission requires the 
open spaces to be transferred to a Management Company). 

 Inadequate pedestrian access to the centre of the village  

 The junction of Summertown Road with the A338 should not be 
widened (Officer note: means of access was considered at outline 
stage and is not part of the reserved matters to be considered) 

 Not sustainable – unconnected and isolated from the village  

 It has not been identified that there is insufficient capacity in the 
sewage system at the nearest connection point. Development should 
not progress until Thames Water has upgrade the system (Officer 
note: Thames Water does not object) 

 Flood risk assessment (FRA) is inadequate as it only assesses the 
site as a catchment area, fails to take account of subterranean water 
flows, The FRA should consider the wider area (Officer note: surface 
water drainage is subject to a planning condition on the outline 
permission requiring a scheme to be agreed prior to development 
commencing. The council’s drainage engineer does not object). 

 

Local residents 

Letters of objection have been received from 19 local addresses. The 
objections may be summarised as follows: 
 

 Urban form of development is out of keeping 

 Village character is being significantly eroded by development 
including this proposal 

 Extends the village to the south and has a detrimental impact in public 
views from the A338 and a footpath along the northern edge of the 
site 

 Presents a hard edge to the village which is out of keeping 

 Loss of the pastoral edge to the village – an issue raised by Planning 
Inspectors considering proposed housing applications to the south of 
Summertown Road and east of the A338 

 Proposed dwellings are too high and dominate the skyline in views 
from the south 

 Density is too high – a scheme of similar density was refused on land 
south of Summertown Road 

Page 76



Vale of White Horse District Council –  Committee Report – 22 August 2018 

 

 Proposals are poorly related to the surrounding agricultural land, 
buildings and heritage assets in terms of scale, form, massing and 
heights 

 House types are suburban in appearance and out of keeping 

 Loss of privacy for occupants of dwellings backing onto the site due to 
inadequate fencing proposals (1.2m high post and rail and mesh 
fencing) 

 Do not need any more five-bedroom houses. Need identified in the 
Neighbourhood Plan is for low cost smaller houses and bungalows 

 The affordable housing is not affordable to young people in the village 

 Increased noise from the increased traffic 

 Proposed roads appear too narrow  

 Lack of protection for bats and owls 

 All trees and hedges on site should be subject to preservation orders 

 Essential part of the village heritage 

 Lighting would impact on the dark skies and on wildlife 

 Impact on a barn owl nesting site 

 Swales with water in them could present a safety hazard to young 
children 

 Inadequate affordable housing provision 
 

The following concerns raised were considered in deciding the outline 
planning application for housing on this site: 
 

 The site is outside the village and is not allocated for housing. The 
proposal is contrary to Local Plan housing policy and if permitted 
could set a precedent 

 Does not integrate with the village. It is a self-contained addition out of 
keeping 

 Significantly erodes the village infrastructure e.g. the school lacks 
capacity 

 Increased traffic congestion especially on the A338 

 Inadequate pedestrian access to the village centre 

 Should extend a cycleway from Grove to East Hanney 

 Inadequate car parking 

 Increased bus travel through the village will further erode the verges 
on tight corners  

 Bus stop locations on the A338 and Summertown Road could be 
hazardous 

 Loss of site to housing represents loss of part of the flood alleviation 
system for the village, as the site holds water and has a high water 
table 

 Increased flood risk including for Main Street dwellings 

 Flood risk assessment has not been updated since 2015 

 Will the attenuation pond hold sufficient water from the development? 

 Water is retained on site in the furrows and the housing is at risk to 
flooding 
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 Pedestrian paths to the A338 would be dangerous as there is no 
evidence that bus stops will be installed on the A338 

 Detrimental impact on wildlife with the loss of Calcareous Grassland  

 Loss of ridge and furrow and Roman archaeology which needs be 
fully explored 

 

Oxfordshire County Council 

Highway officer 

 No objection. 
 

Conditions: 

 Cycle parking details to be submitted 

 Car parking to be provided 

 Estate roads to be provided 

 Further swept path analysis for a refuse vehicle to be provided 
 

Archaeology 
No objection 

 There are no archaeological constraints. 
 

Thames Water 

Sewerage Infrastructure Capacity 
No objection 
 

Environment Agency 

No comments: 

 Advise they are not a Statutory Consultee for reserved matters 
applications. Ask that any advice, conditions or informatives that they 
provided as part of the outline permission are taken into account. 
(Officer note: The Environment Agency did not object to the outline 
application and did not request any planning conditions. They 
recommended liaison with the council’s own drainage advisers). 

 

Drainage engineer 

No objection. 

 The revised information is acceptable. 
 

Conservation officer 

No objection. 

 The revised details have improved the overall scheme including 
reduction in roof heights which will help assimilate the new 
development into the site relative to the setting of the conservation 
area. Specific brochure illustrations or photo panels of materials would 
assist assessment of these. 

 

Countryside officer 

No objection. 

 The applicant has now submitted amended versions of the 
Construction Ecological Management Plan (CEMP) and the 
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Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) as requested. 
They provide sufficient information to address the requirements of 
conditions 7, 8 and 9 of the outline consent which can now be 
discharged.  

 
Condition 

 Prior to final occupation the developer shall provide a letter providing 
evidence that all the ecological mitigation measures and 
enhancements in the CEMP have been delivered. 
 

Forestry officer 

No objection. 
Further to previous comments (available online): 

 Plot 8 has been moved approximately 3m further to the north and 
away from the adjacent Walnut (T7). This is probably the minimum 
necessary to provide enough usable garden space without the need to 
prune the tree. This is now satisfactory. 

 The arboricultural assessment recommends managing the group of 
Willow to the south west and I acknowledge that the condition of the 
trees is such that some remedial management is required. This will 
assist in avoiding a conflict with the future occupiers of plots 1, 2 and 
3 but the extent of pruning and a programme for their long- term 
management will need to be agreed in advance. 

 Site specific tree protection measures will be needed but could readily 
be controlled by condition. A tree protection plan that relates to the 
layout will be needed before any work is undertaken on site, 
particularly as the proposal to strip the site for the wildflower meadow 
areas may conflict with the root protection areas of the retained trees. 

 

Landscape officer 

Comments: 

 The play area and hard landscape details shown are acceptable. 
 

 There are still a few issues with regards to planting and boundary 
details. These issues could all be dealt with by condition if required, as 
enough space is available for additional tree planting or substitution of 
boundary details. 

 

 Planting Plans/ Boundary details - The original plans proposed instant 
hedging, this has been changed to close board fencing with an instant 
hedge beside. As these areas face onto publicly accessible spaces, it 
would be expected that these areas are walled. Also, it is difficult to 
maintain a hedge when it is located against a close board fence. In 
this situation we would usually require weldmesh fences adjacent to 
the hedgerow as this allows the hedge to be maintained on both 
sides. The amount of tree planting on the southern edge has 
repeatedly been raised as an issue, to break down the mass of 
development in longer distance views from the south. The tree 
planting on the central and eastern area of the southern boundary 
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should include larger tree species, such as oak and lime planting 
rather than the smaller Crataegus monogyna and replacing some of 
the Acer campestre with larger species. 

 

Housing team 

No objection. 
Recommend the following affordable housing mix: 

  
1 bed 2 bed 3 bed (5 

person) 
3 bed (6 
person) 

Affordable rent  4 7 2 1 

Shared 
ownership 0 3 1 0 
 
     
     

 

Environmental Health - Protection Team (noise) 

No objection. 
 

Environmental Health (air quality) 

No objection. 
 

Environmental Health (contamination) 

No objection. 
 

Waste Management Team 

No objection. 

 Recommend a condition ensuring the bin store for the flats is large 
enough to store the correct number of bins in an appropriate layout. 

 

 

3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 Planning applications P17/V2904/RM and P17/V2972/RM relate to two 

alternative proposals for this site, respectively seeking reserved 
matters approval for 50 and 55 dwellings. These applications remain 
undetermined. 
 

3.2 P15/V0343/O - Approved (03/05/2016) 
Residential development for up to 55 dwellings, including site access, 
public open space and landscaping. 
 

3.3 P17/V0226/RM - Withdrawn on 21/04/2017 
Reserved Matters Application following outline approval P15/V0343/O 
for the erection 55 Dwellings. 

 
3.4 P15/V1616/FUL – Appeal dismissed 25/05/2016 

Demolition of redundant agricultural buildings. Erection of 79 affordable 
dwellings and 118 open market dwellings, with associated access 
roads, landscaping and public open space. This application and appeal 
related to land south of Summertown Road, East Hanney. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) 
4.1 The scheme comprises fewer than 150 dwellings on a site under 5ha. 

The site is not in a ‘sensitive area’ defined by the Town and Country 
Planning Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2017. The 
development therefore, does not constitute EIA development.  

 

5.0 MAIN ISSUES 
The main planning considerations relevant to the assessment of this 
application are the reserved matters which are:  

1. Appearance 
2. Landscaping 
3. Layout 
4. Scale 

 
Appearance 

5.1 The site relates to that part of the village on the western side of the 
A338. This part of the village comprises a mix of house types and 
designs of varying ages with no one form dominating. Adjacent to the 
eastern boundary of the site is Dews Meadow comprising a bungalow, 
farm buildings, farm shop and associated parking. To the west are 
dwellings ranging in age from this decade to the 1960’s/70’s. To the 
north west and north are dwellings that appear to be late 19th/early 
20th century. Existing dwellings whilst varying in appearance and size 
do have consistency being rectangular in plan form under pitched 
roofs. Materials vary with red/brown brick, white painted or rendered 
walls and some timber cladding. There is no set pattern of dwelling 
form or arrangement. Housing densities in the village vary. Dwellings 
adjoining the western boundary of the site amount to some 7 dwellings 
per hectare (dph). Development to the immediate north of the site is 
approximately 16dph (gross). There are areas of higher density nearer 
30dph such as the houses and flats close to the Memorial Hall and 
allotments, and east of the A338 but these are not seen in the context 
of this site. 
 

5.2 The NPPF expects efficient use to be made of land although 
development needs to respond to its context. Core policy 23 of the 
Local Plan 2031 Part 1 and the Design Guide seek a minimum density 
of 30dph (net) subject to the character and appearance of an area, 
highway safety and impacts on local residents. The net density 
excludes major elements of supporting uses such as open space, 
community facilities and infrastructure. In this case the net density is 
approximately 32dph. (The gross density is approximately 17.5dph).  
The proposal makes efficient use of the site and responds to its context 
by locating the higher density elements of the scheme to the eastern 
parts of the site which is seen in the context of existing development at 
the village edge namely Dews Meadow and the car parking associated 
with the farm shop. Lower density development is to the western site 
boundary with eight dwellings proposed compared to the seven 
existing dwellings adjoining the western boundary. With the open 
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spaces within the development the character and appearance of the 
proposal is considered to respond to its context. 
 

5.3 The Design Guide 2015 expects the form and massing of new 
dwellings to be kept simple with a rectangular floor plan and pitched 
roof. It does allow more complex forms such as ‘L’ shaped buildings. 
The appearance of the proposed dwellings is considered to comply 
with the Design Guide in having reasonably simple forms with 
rectangular floor plans, pitched roofs and balanced elevations. Some 
houses types have projecting gables or a bay window. Most dwellings 
have a ‘flat’ frontage broken by a lean-to porch. Some ‘L’ shaped 
dwellings are provided. Some of these are used to turn corners with 
side windows providing surveillance of side roads. The proposals 
accord with Design Guide principles DG52 and DG53. 
 

5.4 Proposed materials are red bricks with some rendered and painted 
brick elevations, an artificial cladding to mimic timber cladding and 
artificial stone. Blue/black ‘slate’ and russet coloured tiles are 
proposed. Considering the site adjoins a conservation area timber 
cladding ought to be used rather than an artificial version, as could 
plain tiles (as permitted on a new development adjacent the site). 
Proposed condition 3 seeks to secure appropriate materials. 

 
5.5 A characteristic of East Hanney is the lack of street lighting. A condition 

is recommended to ensure no street lighting is provided. 
 

5.6 Another characteristic of East Hanney is grass verges and ditches 
beside tree lined roads. The proposal seeks to emulate this with a 
central linear green lane and spaces including a swale. Open spaces 
with trees, hedges and other landscaping are proposed to the northern, 
eastern and southern boundaries. The main road into and around the 
site includes conservation kerbs and the use of materials to define 
pedestrian and vehicular spaces. Changes in materials also define the 
hierarchy of roads and junctions. 
 

5.7 Plans showing boundary treatments are contradictory. The boundary 
treatment plan shows the use of some fencing in the public realm and 
weld mesh fencing on the eastern and north western boundaries. The 
landscaping plans suggests planting backed by fencing and planting on 
the eastern and north-western boundaries. In this semi-rural location 
fencing is inappropriate in the public realm, uncharacteristic of this part 
of East Hanney and in conflict with the Design Guide. The boundary 
treatment plan is not approved. A planning condition can secure more 
appropriate boundary treatments which should include hedges, walls 
and railings, and weld mesh fencing with planting. A condition should 
also remove permitted development rights for means of enclosure. 
 

5.8 In summary it is considered appearance accords with core policies 37 
and 38 and the Design Guide, subject to the imposition of conditions. 
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Landscaping 
5.9 A detailed landscaping and hard landscaping scheme accompanies the 

application. These include native trees and hedges, meadow planting 
in open spaces and more ornamental plants to the fronts of dwellings. 
Existing trees and hedges are retained and additional hedging 
proposed to fill gaps in existing hedges.  
 

5.10 Hard surfacing materials vary to define road hierarchies, junctions and 
pedestrian areas. These materials include macadam for the main 
entrance from Summertown Road and permeable paving for the 
remainder of the roads with different colours for secondary roads and 
at junctions. 
 

5.11 The landscaping scheme includes details of a play area in the north 
western part of the site. This includes five pieces of play equipment, 
willow tunnels and grass safety matting.  
 

5.12 The landscaping is largely acceptable but there are shortcomings as 
pointed out by the landscape officer. The submitted landscaping details 
and boundary treatment plans are therefore not recommended for 
approval. Conditions requiring a revised landscaping scheme and 
boundary treatments to be submitted for approval are recommended 
instead to address the outstanding points. 

 
Layout 
Affordable housing and housing mix 

5.13 Core policy 22 of the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 requires a mix of dwelling 
types and sizes to meet the needs of current and future households. 
This should be in accordance with the current Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (SHMA) unless an alternative approach can be 
demonstrated to be more appropriate through the Housing Register or 
where proven to be necessary due to viability constraints. 
 

5.14 The affordable housing percentage and tenure mix are set in the s106 
agreement accompanying the outline permission. These require 40% 
of the dwellings to be affordable with a tenure mix of 75% rented and 
25% shared ownership. The proposal complies with this. 
 

5.15 The affordable housing mix proposed is the same as that requested by 
the housing team who in accordance with core policy 22 have used the 
housing register to inform current affordable housing need as follows: 

 

No. of 
beds 

 1 2 3 (5 
person) 

3 (6 
person) 

Proposed Rent 4 7 2 1 

S/O 0 3 1 0 

      

Housing 
team 

Rent 4 7 2 1 

S/O 0 3 1 0 
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5.16 The affordable housing is distributed across the site in three clusters 
with no cluster exceeding seven dwellings. This is acceptable. The 
affordable housing is indistinguishable from the market dwellings in 
appearance. There is a small courtyard of parking associated with the 
four one-bedroom flats which is not encouraged by the council’s 
housing team. Four of the affordable houses have a single allocated 
parking space compared to the market dwellings which all have two 
allocated parking spaces. These parking arrangements need to be 
balanced against design expectations in the Design Guide and parking 
standards which are considered in the Layout section of this report 
below. 
 

5.17 The proposed market housing unit mix is shown in the table below.  
 

No. of beds 1 2 3 4+ 

Proposed 0 6 9 12 

SHMA 1.5 6 11.5 8 

 
5.18 The NPPG advises that “Establishing future need for housing is not an 

exact science. No single approach will provide a definitive answer”. 
The SHMA text clearly acknowledges this and is equally clear that the 
dwelling mixes it identifies are an estimate of need. The SHMA also 
adds that in applying the estimates to individual sites regard should be 
given to the nature of the development site and character of the area. It 
also recognises that the ‘market’ is to some degree a better judge of 
what is the most appropriate profile of homes to deliver at any point in 
time. The market housing mix needs to be considered against this 
background and market housing mix does not have to be an exact 
match to the SHMA. The applicant advises it has introduced four 
bespoke bungalows to the scheme as a direct response to comments 
received from East Hanney Parish Council. The applicant advises this 
demonstrates that they have sought to address local market needs in 
accordance with the spirit and purpose of Core Policy 22 of the Local 
Plan 2031 Part 1.   
 

5.19 The SHMA is clearly an estimate of housing need and it allows other 
circumstances to be considered including the character of an area and 
the market. The proposed market housing mix is considered by officers 
as reasonably close to the SHMA estimate of housing need and the 
scheme responds positively to the character of housing in the area.  
 

5.20 In these circumstances, officers consider the proposal is acceptable, 
accords with the ambit of core policy 22 of the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 
and it is not necessary for the applicant to provide a viability 
assessment. 

 
 Layout 
5.21 At the time of resolving to grant the outline permission it was strongly 

anticipated that land to the south of Summertown would be allocated 
for approximately 200 dwellings in the Local Plan 2031 Part 1. 
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However, a planning application proposing housing on that site was 
dismissed at appeal and the proposed allocation of that land was 
removed at the recommendation of the Inspector examining part 1 of 
the Local Plan. The current application site therefore, represents open 
land at the edge of the village. Existing dwellings at the southern edge 
of the village are not prominent in views from the south; open land with 
landscaping dominate current views of this village edge. 
 

5.22 In dismissing the appeal for the land south of Summertown Road 
(application no. P15/V1616/FUL) the Inspector recognised the views 
available from the A338 and advised “When travelling north on the 
A338, the site forms the foreground for the village. The site can be 
seen from the railway to the south”…. “there would be some harm to 
the landscape particularly in local views. While the sensitivity of most 
receptors would be low, as most views would be by travellers on the 
A338, the landscape setting of the village would be harmed when 
viewed from the south”.  
 

5.23 The proposal sets housing back from the Summertown Road edge by 
over 26m at the south eastern corner of the site and over 30m at the 
south western corner of the site. These gaps with open space between 
the houses and Summertown Road and the opportunity for landscaping 
are considered to provide a reasonable landscape setting to the site 
and this extended part of the village, although officers would not wish 
to see this gap reduced. 
 

5.24 The eastern parts of the site are more intensively developed compared 
to other parts of the site. These parts of the site are seen in the context 
of existing development at the village edge namely Dews Meadow and 
the car parking associated with the farm shop. 
 

5.25 The proposal provides lower density development to the western site 
boundary with eight dwellings proposed compared to the seven 
existing dwellings adjoining the western boundary. With two exceptions 
the proposal provides connected streets with dwellings facing them. 
The proposal seeks to emulate some of the lanes in East Hanney 
through providing landscaping and open spaces including swales. 
Public open spaces exceed 15% as required by saved policy H23 of 
the Local Plan 2011. The public open spaces are at the edges of the 
site and include an acceptable area of play with play equipment.  
 

5.26 Parking is largely set to the sides of dwellings although there is a single 
area of overlooked courtyard parking which the Design Guide can 
permit provided on-street and on-plot solutions have been exhausted, 
they are small in scale, immediately adjacent to properties and 
naturally surveyed. The small area of courtyard parking is considered 
to pass these tests. Visitor parking is at the cusp of beginning to affect 
the character and appearance of the streets and intrude in to open 
spaces but overall parking is not considered to dominate the streets. 
Dwellings turn corners by providing windows on the two street 
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elevations. Other dwellings create focal points and visual stops. This 
provides continuity, enclosure, legibility and landmarks. 
 

5.27 The eastern half of the site contains the most intensive parts of the 
development. These areas are visually contained within the 
development and less publicly visible. The southern and western edges 
of the site have lower density development, and in the case of the 
southern boundary, a reasonable open space buffer. These lower 
densities and the buffer are considered reasonable in the context of 
public views from the south as referenced by the Planning Inspector, 
and in the setting of the conservation area. 
 

5.28 The proposal is considered to comply with the adopted Design Guide 
and core policies 37, 38 and 44 of the Local Plan 2031 Part 1. 
 
Residential Amenity 

5.29 The Design Guide recommends a minimum distance of 21m between 
facing habitable windows to prevent unreasonable overlooking. All the 
proposed dwellings are over 30m from existing dwellings, and even 
with the changes in floor levels proposed (approximately between 
400mm and 1,000mm above existing ground levels), the relationship to 
existing dwellings is acceptable. 
 

5.30 It is noted that a neighbour is dissatisfied with mesh fencing proposed 
on the western boundary. Planting is now shown on this boundary. 
 

5.31 A noise assessment accompanies the application and concludes noise 
from the A338 can be mitigated by appropriate glazing to ensure future 
living conditions are not unreasonably affected. The environmental 
protection team comment on the issue of vibration. They advise that 
they have not received any complaints and consider vibration from the 
A338 is unlikely to exceed vibration limits and they would be surprised 
if it were a significant problem. 
 

5.32 The proposal is considered to accord with saved policies DC9 and 
DC10 of the Local Plan 2011. 
 
Drainage 

5.33 Both foul and surface water drainage are subject to conditions on the 
outline permission which will need to be complied with outside this 
application. The applicant has provided a Thames Water assessment 
of the foul sewerage network which concludes there is adequate 
capacity for the development. This is confirmed by Thames Water in 
their consultation response. 
 

5.34 Local residents and the Parish Council reference flooding incidents in 
the village, subterranean water flows and the high water table on site. I 
notice the site does pool water in the furrows in winter and after periods 
of heavy rainfall. I am also aware of flood events in the village. The 
applicant has provided an updated Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and 
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drainage strategy and sought to address drainage comments from the 
council’s drainage engineers. The surface water drainage scheme 
comprises a mix of an attenuation basin, swales and cellular storage 
and permeable surfaces.  It aims to reduce run-off from the site to 5 
litres per second (l/s) from the existing run-off rate of some 8l/s. 
Surface water will be released from the attenuation basin to a ditch at 
the north eastern boundary of the site which in turn runs northwards 
beside the A338 into and through an area part of land in flood zone 2. 
 

5.35 The council’s drainage engineer who is aware of the high water table 
and flood occurrences in the village has no objection.  

 
Historic Environment 

5.36 The north western part of the site adjoins the larger of the two East 
Hanney conservation areas. I have given considerable importance and 
weight to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the setting of the 
conservation area. The applicant has reduced ridge heights of the 
dwellings and I note the conservation officer advises this helps 
assimilate the proposals into the setting of the conservation area. The 
proposal is considered compliant with saved policy HE1 of the Local 
Plan 2011. 

 
Biodiversity 

5.37 A tree on the southern boundary of the site accommodated an owl 
roosting/nesting box but this has since become detached from the tree 
and is no longer on site. Some local residents advise the site is still 
used by barn owl. Likewise bats forage on site although foraging is 
likely to be contained close to and along the boundary edges where 
there are trees and hedges. The proposal includes a building in the 
north eastern part of the site which will provide a bat and barn owl 
roost. I note the council’s countryside officer is satisfied with the 
scheme in that it provides a reasonable opportunity for biodiversity 
enhancement in accordance with core policy 46 of the Local Plan 2031 
Part 1. 
 
Parking 

5.38 All the market dwellings are allocated at least two on plot parking 
spaces. Eight of the affordable dwellings are allocated one parking 
space. The parking standards allow a reduction in allocated parking to 
one space per dwelling provided an appropriate amount of unallocated 
parking is provided. In this case the parking standards require eighteen 
unallocated parking spaces; the proposal provides 20. The parking 
proposed accords with adopted parking standards and is acceptable. 

 
Scale 

5.39 The definition of scale in the NPPG relates to the height, width and 
length of each building proposed within the development in relation to 
its surroundings. The applicant has revised the scale of the house 
types since the first submission by reducing heights.  
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5.40 Dwellings in the village vary in scale. Existing houses adjacent to the 
western boundary of the site range in height from 7m (Leider) to 9.1m 
(Lakeside). Lakeside a house permitted in 2012, is an exception with 
most of the houses adjacent to the western boundary being 7m to 7.5m 
to ridge. The dwellings proposed adjacent to the western boundary are 
between 8m and 8.8m to ridge plus they are proposed some 600mm to 
840mm above existing ground levels.  
 

5.41 The scale of the dwellings will be publicly noticeable from Summertown 
Road and the A338 in views from the south and east but not so readily 
against existing houses to the west which are well hidden in current 
views especially from the A338. The proposals will be publicly seen 
from the footpath adjacent to the northern boundary of the site and 
from within the site itself once developed. In both cases they are not 
seen readily in the context of adjacent houses. On balance the 
proposals are considered compliant with the Design Guide and core 
policies 37 and 38 of the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 in terms of scale. 

 

6.0 CONCLUSION 
6.1 This application has been considered in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
  

6.2 The principle of housing development on this site and means of access 
to it have already been permitted through the grant of outline planning 
permission. This is not an opportunity to reconsider these matters. 
Drainage is the subject of a planning condition on the outline 
application and will be fully considered as part of the application(s) to 
approve matters reserved by condition. Nonetheless, the applicant has 
sought to demonstrate that the development can be adequately 
drained to prevent a worsening of flood events. This council’s drainage 
officer does not object. 
 

6.3 This application for reserved matters approval. The council is only 
considering the appearance, landscaping, layout and scale of the 
development. 
 

6.4 The NPPF encourages efficient use of land while safeguarding and 
improving the environment. Core policies 37 and 38 and the adopted 
Design Guide all encourage good design. 
 

6.5 The appearance of the proposals is considered reasonable with the 
proposed dwelling designs being reasonably consistent with the 
dwelling types existing in this part of the village. Proposed materials 
are not wholly acceptable but can be made acceptable by planning 
condition. 
 

6.6 The net density of development accords with the core policy 23 of the 
Local Plan 2031 Part 1 whilst responding to its context with lower 
density development adjoining the southern and western boundaries 
with the higher densities within the confines of the site. 

Page 88



Vale of White Horse District Council –  Committee Report – 22 August 2018 

 

 
6.7 The proposed layout provides road connections within it and pedestrian 

links to the north and south east. Dwellings front the road and provide 
focal points. A centrally located ‘green’ corridor with grass verges and a 
swale is proposed. Open spaces and landscaping form the north, 
eastern and southern edges to the site. The open space on the 
southern boundary which can be adapted to contain more tree planting, 
is considered reasonable and able to soften views of the development 
from the south.  Adequate car parking is proposed to meet standards. 
Affordable housing amounts to 40% of the dwellings being more than 
required by the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 but according with policy 
expectations at the time of the outline permission being granted. 
 

6.8 The scale of development is considered acceptable in its context. 
 

6.9 The proposal is considered to accord with the development plan and in 
accordance with paragraph 11c) of the NPPF the application can be 
approved as it amounts to sustainable development. 

 
 
The following planning policies have been taken into account: 
VALE OF WHITE HORSE LOCAL PLAN 2011 – SAVED POLICIES DC3, 
DC5, DC6, DC7, DC9, DC12, DC20, H23, HE1, HE9, HE10, HE11, NE9 
 
VALE OF WHITE HORSE LOCAL PLAN 2031: PART 1 – CORE POLICIES 1, 
8, 22, 23, 24, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46. 
 
PUBLICATION DRAFT VALE OF WHITE HORSE LOCAL PLAN 2031: PART 
2 – DRAFT POLICIES DP2, DP16, DP21, DP23, DP25, DP26, DP27, DP28, 
DP33, DP36, DP37, DP39 
 
VALE OF WHITE HORSE DESIGN GUIDE 2015 
 
NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF) 2018 
 
NATIONAL PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE (NPPG) 
 
PLANNING (LISTED BUILDINGS AND CONSERVATION AREAS) ACT 1990 
 
 
Case Officer – Adrian Butler 
Email – adrian.butler@southandvale.gov.uk 
Tel – (01235) 422600 
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 APPLICATION NO. P18/V1198/FUL 
 SITE 27 Ormond Road Wantage, OX12 8DZ 
 PARISH WANTAGE 
 PROPOSAL Erection of a single storey rear extension and 

detached outbuilding, with subdivision to form 
four self-contained residential units 

 WARD MEMBER(S) Charlotte Dickson 
St John Dickson 

 APPLICANT Mr M Castle 
 OFFICER Martin Deans 
 

 
 RECOMMENDATION 
 It is recommended that authority to grant or refuse planning permission is 

delegated to the Head of Planning subject to the completion of a section 
106 obligation to satisfactorily provide and safeguard four parking spaces 
with pedestrian access on the land to the south of the application site; and 
also then subject to the following conditions: 
 
Standard: 

 1. Commencement in three years. 
2. Approved plans. 

 
Prior to commencement: 

3. Details of tree protection and an arboricultural method statement for 
construction. 

 
Prior to occupation: 

4. Materials in accordance with approved details. 
5. Cycle and bin stores provided. 
6. Visitor parking space provided. 
7. Surface water drainage in accordance with approved details. 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL 
1.1 This application comes to committee at the request of one of the ward 

councillors, St John Dickson. The site is a semi-detached, 3-bedroom house 
on Ormond Road in a residential part of Wantage. Planning permission was 
granted in 2017 for the construction of a single storey extension to the house 
and the construction of a double garage at the end of the rear garden (ref 
P16/V2861/HH). 
 

1.2 In February 2018 a planning application was made to convert the house, with 
its permitted but unimplemented extension and garage, to four 1-bedroom flats 
(ref P18/V0517/FUL). The proposal included the provision of four parking 
spaces for the flats on the site immediately to the south, which is also owned 
by the applicant and has separate planning permission to be re-developed to 
provide five houses and three flats with 21 parking spaces with access from 
Trinder Road (ref P16/V2394/FUL). A pedestrian route from the site to the 
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south into 27 Ormond Road was shown. The application was refused in April 
2018 for the reason of lack of on-site parking due to the absence of a suitable 
mechanism to ensure that the four parking spaces on the site to the south 
could be provided and safeguarded. 
 

1.3 The new application is for the same proposal but with the option that a section 
106 obligation is used to provide and secure the four parking spaces on the 
site to the south. As in the previous application, the house will be converted to 
two flats, the approved single storey extension to one flat, and the approved 
double garage to one flat. A covered bin and cycle store will be built to the 
east side of the house and a garden of approximately 110 sq.m will be laid out. 
One on-site parking space for visitors will be provided, and four parking 
spaces on the site to the south with a pedestrian link. A site location plan is 
below, and the application drawings are attached at appendix 1, including the 
approved block plan for the site to the south. 
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2.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS 
 

2.1 Wantage Town 
Council 

Object due to worsening traffic pressure on the narrow 
Trinder Road 
 

Neighbours 
 

2 households have written with objections on the following 
grounds: 

 It will increase traffic problems on Trinder Road 

 Loss of privacy 

 Noise and fumes from vehicles 

 Potential overdevelopment 
 

County 
Highways 
Officer 

No objection subject to section 106 obligation to provide 
parking 
 

Drainage Officer No objections 
 

Waste Officer No objection subject to bin store being provided as shown 
 

Forestry Officer No objection subject to conditions to protect mature birch 
tree beyond the western boundary of the site 

 

 

3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

3.1 P18/V0517/FUL - Refused (01/05/2018) 
Erection of a single storey rear extension and detached outbuilding, with 
subdivision to form four self-contained residential units.(as amended by 
drawings received 28 March 2018). 
 
P17/V1968/PEM - Other Outcome (04/10/2017) 
Remodel of 27 Ormond Road to form 6 apartments. 
 
P17/V1676/NM - Approved (29/06/2017) 
Non material amendment to application ref. P16/V2861/HH - garden 
landscaping, fenestration and internal layout 
 
Single storey rear extension and double garage (additional information 
received on 9 December 20116; parking and turning details). 
 
P17/V1397/NM - Approved (05/06/2017) 
Non material amendment to application ref. P16/V2861/HH - amendment to 
fenestration and internal layout wholly contained within approved footprint and 
structure. 
 
Single storey rear extension and double garage 
 
P16/V2861/HH - Approved (03/01/2017) 
Single story rear extension and double garage (additional informaiton received 
on 9 december 20116; parking and turning details). 
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P16/V2324/PD - Other Outcome (27/09/2016) 
Extension (single storey) and garage 
 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

4.1 The proposal is too small in scale to require and EIA. 
 
5.0 
5.1 

MAIN ISSUES 
The main issues are considered to be: 
 

 The principle of the proposal 

 The impact on the character and appearance of the area 

 The impact on neighbours 

 The impact on traffic and highway safety 

 The Community Infrastructure Levy 
 

5.2 The Principle of the Proposal 
The site lies within the built limits of Wantage, one of the largest settlements in 
the Vale. Therefore, the principle of increasing the number of residential units 
on the site is acceptable under policies CP3 and CP4 of the adopted Local 
Plan 2031 Part 1. 
 

5.3 The Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area 
The built form of the single storey extension and the double garage has been 
approved. In consequence the impact of these structures on the character and 
appearance of the area is considered to be acceptable. 
 

5.4 Government planning policy supports the creation of mixed and inclusive 
communities, with mixed types of dwelling and tenure. In this context officers 
consider the change from one house to four 1-bedroom flats is not 
objectionable in itself, unless there is evidence of a lack of amenity area or 
parking, or of an unreasonable impact on neighbours. The proposal includes a 
garden area that is adequate for four 1-bedroom flats and a mechanism to 
secure parking which will be examined further below. The likely impact on 
neighbours will also be examined below. 
 

5.5 The Impact on Neighbours 
As the built form has already been approved, officers consider the physical 
impact of the proposal on neighbours is acceptable. In terms of the intended 
use of the site, the flats are likely to appeal to single persons or couples. 
Officers are mindful that the government allow, through permitted development 
rights, a house to be used for occupation by up to 6 individual and unrelated 
persons without the need for planning permission. Viewed in this context, 
officers consider that the scale of the proposal is unlikely to lead to an effect on 
local residential amenity from noise and other forms of disturbance that would 
lead to planning harm. Overall, therefore, it is considered the proposal accords 
with policy DC9 of the adopted Local Plan 2011. 
 

5.6 The Impact on Traffic and Highway Safety 
The main change from the previous application is the proposal to use a section 
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106 obligation to secure four parking spaces on the site to the south to serve 
the proposed flats. One parking space for each flat would meet adopted 
standards for one-bedroom flats. The site to the south has planning permission 
to be developed for five 3-bedroom houses and three 1-bedroom flats, with 21 
parking spaces. The level of development would require two parking spaces for 
each house and one parking space for each flat, making a total of 13 spaces. If 
four of the remaining eight spaces were allocated to 27 Ormond Road (one 
space per flat), this would leave four spaces to serve for visitor parking for the 
eight dwellings permitted on the site to the south. 
 

5.7 The county highways officer is well aware of the parking and congestion 
problems on the adjacent Trinder Road and, during all the planning 
applications on the site to the south, has sought a parking ratio to enable visitor 
parking over and above the standards for on-site parking. He also has to be 
mindful of the relative sustainability of Wantage as a settlement, and national 
advice in the NPPF that development should only be refused on the grounds of 
network capacity if the resultant impact is “severe”. In this light he considers 
that four visitor spaces to serve the site to the south is acceptable to avoid a 
severe impact on Trinder Road. This means that four of the spaces can be 
allocated to the application proposal on 27 Ormond Road, subject to a 
satisfactory mechanism to ensure this parking is secured and subject to a 
direct pedestrian link from the site to 27 Ormond Road. 
 

5.8 The council’s solicitor has confirmed that a section 106 obligation can be used 
to secure the four parking spaces on the site to the south during its own re-
development. A direct pedestrian link can also be secured. On this basis, 
officers are content that the parking for 27 Ormond Road can be provided on 
the site to the south. There will also be one visitor parking space on the site of 
27 Ormond Road. In conclusion, therefore, the proposal is now considered to 
be acceptable in terms of traffic, parking and highway safety. 
 

5.9 Community Infrastructure Levy 
In accordance with the council’s adopted CIL charging schedule, CIL does not 
apply to the sub-division of a dwelling to create two or more dwellings, provided 
there is no increase in floorspace. In this case there will be no increase on the 
floorspace for the dwelling and garage which was permitted in January 2017 
and which pre-dates the introduction of CIL in November 2017. Therefore, the 
proposal does not attract a CIL charge. 

 
6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 The proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of its impact on the 
character and appearance of the area and its impact on neighbours. With the 
proposed section 106 obligation it is considered that parking for the proposal 
can be secured. In consequence the proposal is considered to accord with 
relevant policies of the development plan and with the NPPF. 

 
 The following planning policies and national guidance have been taken into 

account: 
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Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1, policies: 
CP3, CP4, CP37 
 
Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011, saved policies: 
DC5, DC7, DC9 
 
Draft Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 2, policies: 
DP16, DP23, DP28 
 
(Little weight can be attached to these policies at this time due to the relatively 
early stage the plan has reached so far in the adoption process) 
 
Design Guide, 2015 
 
National Planning Policy Framework, 2018 
 
Planning Practise Guidance, 2014 
 
Equalities Act 2010 
The application has been assessed in relation to section 149 of the Equalities 
Act 2010. Officers consider no identified group will suffer discrimination as a 
result of the proposal. 
 
Human Rights Act 1998 
The application has been assessed against Articles 1 and 8 of the Human 
Rights Convention. The impact on individuals has been balanced against the 
public interest and officers consider the recommendation to be proportionate. 
 
Author                  Martin Deans 
Email                    martin.deans@southandvale.gov.uk 
Contact                01235 422600 
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Vale of White Horse District Council – Committee Report  – 22 August 2018 

 

 

 APPLICATION NO. P18/V0891/FUL 

 SITE 59 Faringdon Road Stanford In The Vale 
Faringdon, SN7 8NN 

 PARISH STANFORD IN THE VALE 

 PROPOSAL Proposed new dwelling and garage on land 
adjacent to 59 Faringdon Road. 

 WARD MEMBER(S) Robert Sharp 

 APPLICANT Mr & Mrs R. Plumridge 

 OFFICER Martin Deans 

 

 
 RECOMMENDATION 
 To grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 

 
Standard: 

 1. Commencement three years. 
2. Approved plans. 

 
Prior to commencement: 

3. Materials for house, garage and wall. 
4. Contamination assessment. 
5. Details of tree retention and protection. 
6. Details of wall foundations. 
7. Landscaping scheme and maintenance plan. 

 
Prior to occupation: 

8. Access modified as shown on approved plans. 
9. Parking and turning provided as plan. 
10. Acoustic treatment of house in accordance with details to be 

submitted. 
11. High level rooflights installed as approved. 
12. First floor bathroom window to be obscure glazed. 
13. New wall and landscaping implemented and maintained. 
14. Surface water drainage implemented in accordance with approved 

details. 
 
Compliance: 

15. Permitted development rights removed for rear extensions and 
upper floor windows and rooflights. 

16. Garage retained for parking. 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL 
1.1 This application comes to committee at the request of the local member, 

Robert Sharp. The application site is the side garden of an existing house, 
no.59 Faringdon Road. The site lies at the north-west corner of the traffic 
island at the junction of Faringdon Road, Ware Road, and Farm Piece. 
Currently the site is laid to lawn, with several semi-mature coniferous and 
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deciduous trees near to Ware Road, and a 2m high close boarded fence 
fronting Faringdon Road and Ware Road. 
 

1.2 The context for the site has changed significantly in recent years. To the 
south, on the other side of Ware Road, lies the recently constructed Nursery 
End housing development allowed on appeal in 2014.To the west and north 
lies the strategic housing allocation proposed in the Local Plan 2031 Part 1, 
part of which has outline planning permission under reference P16/V2134/O. 
To the east is the housing development of 120 houses completed in the early 
2000’s served from Farm Piece. 
 

1.3 The proposal is to erect a two storey, six-bedroom house on the site with a 
detached garage. The existing vehicular access to no.59 would be widened to 
serve both dwellings, and a turning area provided. Following discussions, the 
applicant has agreed to replace the existing close boarded boundary fence, 
which is deteriorating, with a new artificial stone wall, 2m high, and set back 
slightly into the site to allow for new planting in front. With regard to the 
existing semi-mature trees on Ware Road the conifers will be removed and the 
deciduous trees retained. The wall foundations would be designed with 
bridging elements to allow for the trees to be retained. A site location plan is 
below and the application plans are attached at appendix 1. 
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2.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS 
 

2.1 Stanford-in-the-
Vale Parish 
Council 

Object on the following grounds: 

 Height and scale are inappropriate and 
overbearing 

 This is an edge of village site and the proposal 
will only serve to urbanise the area 

 Traffic noise, which will increase due to the 
strategic housing allocation 

 

Neighbours One household has submitted an objection on the 
following grounds: 

 The proposal is too big for the site 

 The access onto Faringdon Road in close 
proximity to Ware Road will be dangerous 

 

County Highways 
Officer 

No objection subject to conditions 
 

Environmental 
Protection Team 

No objection subject to a scheme of noise insulation for 
the new house 
 

Contamination 
Officer 

No objection subject to preliminary contamination 
assessment 
 

Drainage Office No objection subject to conditions 
 

 

3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

3.1 P18/V0307/PEM (19/03/2018) 
Proposed new dwelling on land adjacent to 59 Faringdon Road 
 
P03/V0559/O - Refused (02/05/2003) - Appeal dismissed (02/03/2004) 
Erection of a detached dwelling and garage. 
 
P82/V0853 - Approved (03/03/1982) 
Erection of a double garage and new highway access. 
 
P81/V0917 - Approved (21/10/1981) 
Modernisation and extension of existing cottages. 
 

3.2 Pre-application History 
A pre-application submission for one dwelling on the site was considered in 
March 2018 (ref P18/V0307/PEM). The officer response was that, given the 
context, the proposal could be acceptable in principle but that the site 
constraints in terms of road noise, trees and a safe access needed to be 
addressed. 
 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

4.1 The development is relatively small in scale and does not qualify for an EIA. 
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5.0 MAIN ISSUES 
5.1 The main issues with regard to this application are: 

 

 The principle of the proposal 

 The impact on the character and appearance of the area 

 The quality of amenity for future occupiers 

 The impact on neighbours 

 Highway safety 

 Community Infrastructure Levy 
 

5.2 The Principle of the Proposal 
The recent changes to the context of the site are directly relevant to how the 
principle of the proposal is now viewed by officers. The site is effectively 
surrounded by either recently completed housing or housing that is due to be 
built. Consequently, officers consider that the site lies within the built-up area of 
Stanford-in-the-Vale and the principle of development is therefore acceptable in 
terms of policies CP3 and CP4 of the adopted Local Plan 2031 Part 1. 
 

5.3 The Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area 
The proposal is for a two storey house with rooms in the roof served by dormer 
windows. The eaves of the proposed house are approximately 5m high and the 
ridge is approximately 9m high. These values are typical of many modern two 
storey houses across the Vale. 
 

5.4 The site is surrounded by modern housing, much of which is of a similar height 
and scale. The parish council objections include a concern that the site is “edge 
of village” and that the proposal is too high. Officers consider that the changes 
to the context of the site mean it can be no longer considered edge of village, 
and that the proposal is in keeping with the scale and height of much of the 
housing around it. 
 

5.5 The proposal includes a new artificial stone wall with planting in front of it. Over 
time this will mirror the boundary treatment on Farm Piece development 
opposite, which is visually attractive. For these reasons, officers consider the 
impact on the character and appearance of the area to be acceptable and the 
proposal complies with policy CP37 of the adopted Local Plan 2031 Part 1. 
 

5.6 The Quality of Amenity for Future Occupants 
The site lies at the junction of Faringdon Road and Ware Road, and the issue 
of road traffic noise was raised at pre-application stage. Objectors are also 
concerned about the noise environment. The council’s environmental health 
officer has carefully assessed the proposal. He considers the new house can 
be acoustically treated to provide a satisfactory environment within, and the 
proposal includes a new 2m high artificial stone wall which will, as with the 
Farm Piece houses opposite, provide protection for the garden. Given the 
presence of the traffic island, vehicle speeds in the vicinity are likely to be low, 
which means road noise will be relatively lower than on faster sections of road. 
Taken all together officers consider the proposed arrangements, with suitable 
conditions, will provide a satisfactory noise environment for future occupiers. 
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5.7 There is a total of approximately 200sq.m of garden for the new house which 
meets the suggested standard in the design guide. The principal garden area 
will be to the side of the new house. To safeguard the garden area to the rear 
of the house officers recommend that permitted development rights for rear 
extensions are removed so that any future proposal for a rear extension can be 
assessed. 
 

5.8 The Impact on Neighbours 
The neighbours who are potentially most affected are the residents of the 
existing dwelling at no.59, and those in the proposed dwellings to the rear on 
the allocated housing site. With regard to the former the proposed dwelling has 
been sited approximately 10m from the boundary with no.59, and 20m from the 
side wall of no.59. These distances will prevent any harm arising to the 
occupants of no.59. 
 

5.9 With regard to the houses to be built to the rear, the proposal has been 
carefully designed so there will be no principal windows at first floor level facing 
towards the rear, and only high-level rooflights in the roof. This will avoid any 
potential for harm from overlooking and can be secured for the future by the 
removal of permitted development rights for new upper floor windows or 
rooflights on the rear elevation. Overall, therefore, officers are satisfied there 
will be no harm to neighbours and that the application complies with policy DC9 
of the adopted Local Plan 2011. 
 

5.10 Highway Safety 
The existing vehicular access is to be widened to allow for use by both the 
existing and proposed dwelling. The county highways officer has carefully 
assessed the proposal in light its proximity to the traffic island and considers 
that, provided suitable visibility and turning space is provided, the access will 
be sufficiently far from the island to be safe. There will be adequate on-site 
parking for the proposal and it is suggested that the garage is secured for 
parking by way of condition. Consequently, officers consider the proposal is in 
accord with policy DC5 of the adopted Local Plan 2011. 
 

5.11 Community Infrastructure Levy 
The proposal for a new dwelling is CIL liable and a charge of £28,104.34 has 
been calculated at 2018 rates. 
 

6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 The proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of its impact on the wider 
area and its impact on neighbours. A satisfactory environment for future 
occupiers can be provided and the proposed access arrangements are 
considered to be safe. The proposal accords with relevant policies of the 
development plan and with the NPPF. 

 
 The following planning policies and national guidance have been taken into 

account: 
 
Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1, policies: 
CP3, CP4, CP37 
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Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011, saved policies: 
DC5, DC6, DC7, DC9, DC10 
 
Draft Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 2, policies  
DP16, DP23, DP25, DP28 
 
(Little weight can be attached to these policies at this time due to the relatively 
early stage the plan has reached so far in the adoption process) 

  
 Stanford-in-the-Vale Neighbourhood Plan 

A draft version of the neighbourhood plan is under way and, in consequence, no 
weight can be attached to the neighbourhood plan at this time. 
 
Design Guide, 2015 
 
National Planning Policy Framework, 2018 
 
Planning Practise Guidance, 2014 
 
Equalities Act 2010 
The application has been assessed in relation to section 149 of the Equalities 
Act 2010. Officers consider no identified group will suffer discrimination as a 
result of the proposal. 
 
Human Rights Act 1998 
The application has been assessed against Articles 1 and 8 of the Human 
Rights Convention. The impact on individuals has been balanced against the 
public interest and officers consider the recommendation to be proportionate. 
 
 
Author                  Martin Deans 
Email                    martin.deans@southandvale.gov.uk 
Contact                01235 422600 
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 APPLICATION NO. P18/V1328/HH 
 SITE 108 North Hinksey Lane Oxford, OX2 0LY 
 PARISH NORTH HINKSEY 
 PROPOSAL Single storey rear extension. 
 WARD MEMBER(S) Debby Hallett 

Emily Smith 
 APPLICANT Mr J. Gagg and Ms R. Nixon 
 OFFICER Lewis Dixey 

 

 
 RECOMMENDATION 
 It is recommended that planning permssion is granted subject to the 

following conditions: 
 

 Standard Conditions: 
 

1. Commencement within three years 
2. Development completed in accordance with approved plans 

 
Compliance Conditions: 
 

3. Materials in accordance with application 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL 
1.1 This application is referred to committee as the applicant is a member of staff 

at the council 
 

1.2 The property is a semi-detached dwelling located within a well-established 
residential area of North Hinksey. 
 

1.3 This application seeks planning permission for demolition of an existing rear 
extension and the erection of single storey rear extension increasing the size 
of the kitchen/dining area. The proposed development will project 3.4m from 
the rear of the dwelling with a shallow sloped roof. 
 

1.4 There are no site constraints present and a site location plan is provided 
overleaf: 
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1.5 Extracts of the application plans can be found attached at Appendix 1. 
 
2.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS 

2.1 North Hinksey Parish Council No objections 

Neighbours No responses 
 

3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

3.1 None found 
 

3.2 Pre-application History 
None 
 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

4.1 Householder development does not fall within the defined scope for potential 
EIA development. 
 

5.0 MAIN ISSUES 
5.1 The main relevant planning considerations are the following: 

 Character and appearance; 

 Residential amenity; 

 Access and parking. 
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5.2 Design and Layout 
The proposal is single storey and it is considered to be a subordinate addition 
to the main dwelling and acceptable in terms of design and materials  
The extension will project 3.4m from the rear elevation with an eave height of 
2.4m 
 

5.3 Residential Amenity 
Given the modest scale of the proposal and its location in relation to 
neighbouring dwellings, officers do not consider that the proposal would harm 
the amenities of any of the neighbouring properties in terms of dominance, 
overshadowing or overlooking. 
 

5.4 Access and parking  
The current access to the highway and parking provision for the dwelling is 
unaffected by this proposal. 
 

6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 The proposal would not harm the character and appearance of the area or the 
amenities of neighbours and would not impact highway safety. The proposal 
therefore complies with the provisions of the development plan, in particular 
policy CP37 of the adopted Vale of White Horse Plan 2031, Part 1 and saved 
policies DC5 and DC9 of the adopted Vale of White Horse Plan 2011. The 
works are considered to comply with the provisions of the National Planning 
Policy Framework and the council’s adopted Design Guide SPD 2015. 

 
 The following planning policies have been taken into account: 

 
Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1 policies 
 
CP37  -  Design and Local Distinctiveness 
 

 Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 saved policies 
 
DC5  -  Access 
DC9  -  The Impact of Development on Neighbouring Uses 
 

 Revised National Planning Policy Framework 2018 
 

 National Planning Practice Guidance 2014 
 
Equalities Act 2010 
The proposal has been assessed against section 149 of the Equalities Act. It is 
considered that no identified group will suffer discrimination as a result of this 
proposal. 
 
 
Author: Lewis Dixey  
Email: lewis.dixey@southandvale.gov.uk  
Telephone: 01235 422600 
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