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APPLICATION NO. P15/V1616/FUL
APPLICATION TYPE FULL APPLICATION
REGISTERED 3.7.2015
PARISH EAST HANNEY
WARD MEMBER(S) Matthew Barber
APPLICANT Linden Homes Thames Valley
SITE Land south of Summertown East Hanney Wantage, 

OX12 0JQ
PROPOSAL Demolition of redundant agricultural buildings. 

Erection of 79 affordable dwellings and 118 open 
market dwellings, with associated access roads, 
landscaping and public open space(as amended by 
drawings received 24 September 2015 and as 
amended by plans received 19 October 2015.).

GRID REFERENCE 441412/192417
OFFICER Stuart Walker

SUMMARY 

This application is referred to committee in light of an objection from East Hanney Parish 
Council and the receipt of 58 letters of objection from local residents.

The application is a full submission and seeks consent to demolish redundant agricultural 
buildings and erect 197 dwellings (including 79 affordable units) with associated access 
roads, landscaping and public open space.  The site lies in the open countryside and is 
located within the lowland vale landscape.

The report seeks to assess the planning application details against the national and local 
planning policy framework where relevant and all other material planning considerations.

The main planning issues that have been considered are:

 The principle of the proposed development in this location in relation to planning policy 
context. 

 Whether the proposal is suitable to meet the five year housing supply deficit in terms 
of the sustainability of the site.

 The cumulative impact of this proposal alongside other approved and proposed 
residential developments in the village.

 The proposed layout and design of the development within its context.
 The impact of the proposal on the lowland vale landscape.
 The impact on highway safety.
 Implications for flood risk, foul and surface water drainage, ecology, heritage assets 

and archaeology.

The principle of the development to help to address the council’s current shortfall in housing 
supply is acceptable.  East Hanney village has a range of facilities, including a school, 
church, pub, post office and shop and the site is sustainably located in relation to these 
facilities.  The provision of additional housing is acceptable and contributions are sought to 
offset cumulative impact on physical and social infrastructure.  The design and layout are 
acceptable together with the landscape and visual impact of the proposal.  Technical issues 

http://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/java/planning/ApplicationDetails.jsp?REF=P15/V1616/FUL
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relating to highway impact, drainage / flood risk, ecology, heritage assets and archaeology 
are acceptable subject to conditions.

Overall the development is considered to amount to sustainable development, and is 
recommended for approval subject to conditions and a S106 agreement.

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 East Hanney is defined as a large village by policy H11 of the adopted Local Plan.  

The Town and Villages Facility Study Update 2014 also identifies East Hanney as one 
of the district’s larger villages with a range of services and facilities, including a shop, 
community facilities, a primary school, some limited employment opportunities and 
access to a regular public transport service serving larger towns.

1.2 The 8.2 hectare greenfield site is situated on the southern edge of East Hanney and is 
identified as a potential strategic housing site in the emerging local plan 2031, part 1 
for up to 200 dwellings.  It is bounded by farmland to the south, by the A338 to the 
east, and by established residential development to the north and north-west. The 
western boundary consists of Letcombe Brook, a historic waterway contiguous with an 
ancient Public Right of Way (PROW). To the north west lies Dandridge’s Mill, a grade 
II listed building.

1.3 The site comprises an agricultural field, partially enclosed by hedgerows and trees, 
and an ancient orchard that is adjacent to the Letcombe Brook.  The topography of 
the site is broadly flat and is rural in character.  The site lies within the Lowland Vale 
landscape (policy NE9).  A conservation area around Dandridge’s Mill is situated 
adjacent to the site.

1.4 The site is currently accessed via a metalled footpath from Summertown which forms 
the southern highway link into the village from the A338 to Main street and West 
Hanney beyond.  A secondary access into the site exists from Mill Orchard via an 
unsurfaced track between residential buildings.

1.5 A location plan is attached at appendix 1.

2.0 PROPOSAL
2.1 The proposal is for residential development of the site for 197 dwellings (79 of which 

would be affordable units), with a mix of dwelling types and sizes including detached, 
semi-detached and terraced units ranging from 1 bedroom to 5 bedrooms. Dwellings 
are predominantly two storey with some 2.5 storey properties to define key spaces at a 
density of 32.8 dwellings per hectare.  All buildings are proposed to be brick or render 
and tile or slate construction with steep roof pitches, simple detailing and traditional 
fenestration.

2.2 The urban structure of the development is based around a perimeter block network with 
properties facing onto streets. The vehicle point of access into the site is proposed via a 
new roundabout off the A338, which will form a new link road onto Summertown and 
into the village.  Allocated and unallocated parking is provided across the site in a 
variety of forms such as garages, off road parking spaces and designated on street 
parking areas.  Pedestrian links are provided onto Summertown and Mill Orchard to 
assist permeability, together with a footpath link through the southern perimeter of the 
site.

2.3 The western side of the development is proposed as a new community nature reserve 
alongside the Letcombe brook.  A second area of public open space is provided in the 
centre of the site adjacent to the link road akin to a village green in its design.  Green 
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edges along the north, east and south boundaries are also proposed which will contain 
SUDs features and structured landscaping.

2.4 Extracts from the application drawings are attached at Appendix 2.  The plans have 
been amended to take account of technical officer comments.  All plans and the suite of 
supporting technical documents accompanying the application are available to view 
online at www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk.

3.0 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS & REPRESENTATIONS
3.1 Below is a summary of the responses received to both the original plans and the 

amendments. A full copy of all the comments made can be viewed online at 
www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk.

3.2 East Hanney 
Parish Council

Object.
 The Parish Council has submitted detailed objections to this 

proposal.  Their original response is 58 pages long and is 
available to view online. The Parish Council has also provided 
further detailed objections to the amended plans (15 pages). 
The objections include an executive summary of their objections 
and the latest summary is attached at Appendix 3.

West Hanney 
Parish Council

Object.
 Disproportionate increase in housing on a rural village that is 

harmful to village character.
 Impact on infrastructure.
 Inadequate road network.
 Flood risk.
 Inadequate sewer network.

Neighbours / 
local residents

Three letters of support and 58 letters of objection have been 
received. The objections expressed may be summarised as follows:

 Application should not be determined until the Local Plan 
process has been completed.

 Wrong site has been allocated in the emerging plan.
 Precedent and potential coalescence with Grove.
 Housing schemes in the village are in excess of SHMA 

figures and the application is a disproportionate increase to 
the village.

 Categorisation of the village as a large settlement in local 
plan is incorrect.

 Not a sustainable location.
 Impact on infrastructure – school capacity, sewer capacity 

and impact on leisure facilities.
 Traffic generation and impact on local highway network.
 The development will exacerbate flood risk from surface 

water runoff.
 Proposed flood mitigation is not sufficient and will put 

existing properties at risk of flooding as sluice system on the 
brook is at its design capacity.

 Loss of security / privacy to existing properties adjoining the 
site.

 Inadequate landscape buffer to protect existing residents.
 Impact on archaeological remains and loss of ridge and 

http://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/
file://athena2.southandvale.net/Images/Planning%20Applications/Vale/2015/P15V0783/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/Downloads/www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk
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furrow features.
 Loss of ancient orchard / trees.
 Loss of agricultural land.
 Impact on wildlife.
 Impact on Letcombe Brook and mill pond.
 Impact on priority habitats / protected species and county 

wildlife site.
 Inadequate ecology assessment.
 Impact on village conservation area through changes to the 

Mill Orchard Bridge.
 Impact of setting of Dandridge’s Mill.
 Density is too high and out of keeping with village character.
 Visual impact and harm to village character.
 Design not reflective of village character.
 Proposed dwellings at 2.5 storeys are too high.
 Site is not well integrated with village.
 Inappropriate housing mix – no elderly accommodation.
 Footpath link to village via Brookside / Mill Orchard is not 

suitable and will be dangerous.
 Traffic lights in the village will add to traffic congestion and 

will be out of keeping with conservation area.
 Introduction of street lighting will be harmful to character of 

village which is virtually street light free.
 Timber barn in the orchard is a heritage asset and should be 

retained.
 Noise and air quality impacts from additional traffic.
 Harm to well-being and community spirit / social cohesion of 

the village.
 Use of a roundabout will make it difficult to exit onto the 

A338.

MP – Ed 
Vaizey

Objection.  
 A copy of his objection is attached at Appendix 4.

Oxfordshire 
County 
Council

No objection.  Their full response is available to view online.

Highways
 No objection, subject to conditions and contributions 

towards improvements to the A338 / Steventon Road 
junction, bus services in East Hanney, and provision of two 
bus shelters.

Archaeology
 No objection, subject to conditions to require and implement 

a written scheme of investigation.
Education

 No objection, subject to contributions. However, they do 
advise severe concern over the potential cumulative effect 
of current applications on primary school provision serving 
this area.

Property
 No objection, subject to contributions towards library book 

stock at Grove library.
Ecology
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 Defer to council’s in-house ecologist’s advice.
County Drainage Engineer as Lead Local Flood Authority

 No objection.
 I have gone through Water Resource’s Associates findings 

and MJA’s response and I believe they have answered all 
the questions put forward.  The design put forward by MJA 
meets industry standards and does not increase the flooding 
risk to East Hanney.

Thames Water No objection, subject to conditions.
 Identified an inability of the existing waste water 

infrastructure to accommodate the development. Propose a 
Grampian condition requiring a drainage strategy to be 
approved detailing any on and/or off site drainage works 
prior to development commencing.

Environment 
Agency

No objection, subject to conditions.
 Following our previous comments on the above proposed 

development, in which we objected due to concerns with the 
proposals’ impact on biodiversity (EA ref. 
WA/2015/121020/01-L01, dated 9 September 2015), the 
applicant has submitted revised information.  

 We have reviewed the Outline Ecological Management Plan 
(OEMP) and Habitat Restoration Plan and have no 
objections to the proposed development, as submitted, 
subject to the inclusion of conditions in any planning 
permission granted.

Drainage 
Engineer

No objection, subject to conditions.
 The applicant’s consultant has prepared a revised Flood 

Risk Assessment rev B which addresses the surface water 
issues of my original holding objection.

 In response to the review carried out on the Flood Risk 
Assessment by Water Resource Associates on behalf of 
East Hanney Parish Council. MJA Consulting has 
responded to the key issues raised in the review document 
and I feel that these have been adequately addressed. I am 
mindful of the recent appeal case for another site in East 
Hanney, P13/V2266/O, where flood risk and sewage 
disposal was considered to be an issue. In the appeal 
decision, the inspector concluded that “providing the 
disposal of surface water, and sewage, is dealt with 
properly, matters that can be addressed by condition, the 
provision of housing on the site would not make that 
situation worse and indeed, is very likely to make it better. 
The proposal would have no adverse impact in this regard, 
therefore, and I see no departure from LP Policies DC13 
and DC14 that address flood risk and surface water.”  
Therefore, in view of the above, I consider that drainage 
matters can be covered by condition as detailed in my 
previous response dated 22 October 2015.

Countryside No objection, subject to conditions.
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Officer  Following my comments submitted on 14/9/15 I have been 
involved in a dialogue with the applicant, the Letcombe 
Brook Project and the Environment Agency regarding the 
ecological issues on this site. The applicant has now 
amended the plans and submitted two additional documents 
which are relevant to issues I have raised, an Outline 
Habitat Restoration Plan and an Outline Ecological 
Management Plan. The content and main details of the 
documents were agreed following a meeting with all parties 
and a subsequent site visit. We have also commented on a 
draft of the documents and the applicant has taken on board 
these comments before formally submitting them.

 The two main issues I raised in my previous response are 
summarised below:
-That the proposals would lead to direct impacts on the 
orchard priority habitat and insufficient information had been 
provided regarding the proposed mitigation and 
compensation. 
-That the proposals would lead to indirect impacts on the 
Letcombe Brook and the protected species associated with 
it.

 The changes to the site layout now mean that the wooded 
belt which contains 7 of the orchard trees will now be 
retained which reduces the impacts on the orchard.

 The Outline Habitat Restoration Plan provides guidance on 
how the ‘Community Nature Reserve’ will be developed and 
contains sufficient information to give confidence that the 
area would be properly restored to fully address the impacts 
on the orchard and the Letcombe Brook. In my view the 
proposed mitigation and compensation measures outlined in 
this document should ensure that the direct and indirect 
impacts of the proposals can be addressed to ensure that 
the development does not lead to a net loss of biodiversity, 
or damaging impacts on priority habitats in the long term. 
The proposals in this outline plan are likely to be amended 
at the detail stage to reflect the results of additional surveys 
and comments of other stakeholders such as the Parish 
Council.

 The Outline Habitat Restoration Plan will be fully developed 
following further detailed surveys and discussions with 
specialist advisors to produce a Habitat Restoration Method 
Statement.  This document will be secured by condition prior 
to the commencement of development.

 The Outline Ecological Management Plan provides details of 
the proposed long term management operations which will 
be implemented once the restoration has been completed. 
The aim of management plan is to ensure that the newly 
created habitats are appropriately managed and maintained 
once the development has been completed. The outline plan 
will need to be reviewed and additional detail added once 
the detailed proposals for restoration have been agreed in 
the Restoration Method Statement. A planning condition will 
be imposed to secure the production of the amended 
management plan.
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Tree Officer No objection, subject to conditions.
 I have looked at the proposed plans and am pleased that 

the applicant has been able to amend the layout to 
accommodate the belt of existing trees that I had highlighted 
in my previous memorandum.  I can confirm that this is 
acceptable insofar as the impact on the retained trees and I 
advise that the tree protection plan will need to be similarly 
amended to ensure the trees are safeguarded during the 
course of the development.  As the progress of this 
application is already underway, a tree protection plan could 
readily be required by condition should planning permission 
be granted.

Landscape 
Officer

No objection subject to conditions.
 The proposed development would have a localised 

moderate to minor landscape and visual harm on the 
Lowland Vale. The impacts mainly relate to the extension of 
the village southwards of Summertown Road into an 
agricultural field and the visual impact of this new village 
edge from the A338.  Therefore I request that this is taken 
into account when weighing up the balance with other 
planning issues.

 It is also essential that the scheme implements the proposed 
masterplan with a high quality landscape scheme which 
establishes quickly to minimise the landscape and visual 
impact of the proposal. Important components include the 
retention of the existing features of higher landscape 
character on the western side of the site, creating a 
woodland edge to the southern boundary to create a strong 
countryside edge and creating a soft edge to the A338.

 If the scheme is to be approved then a Landscape 
Implementation and Management plan is required before the 
commencement of works starting on site. The proposed 
planting for the southern and eastern site boundary be 
implemented the first planting season after works start on 
site. Hard, soft and boundary details will also be required as 
well as adequate rooting areas for trees to establish 
adjacent to areas of hard surfacing.

 Details of the proposed LEAP should be submitted, 
including play equipment proposed, seating, bins and 
planting.

Urban Design 
Officer

No overall objection, subject to conditions.
 Request minor changes by condition.  The officer’s full 

comments are available to view online.

Leisure Team No objection, subject to contributions.

Conservation 
Officer

Support the proposal subject to further details being provided by 
condition:

 -Heritage Statement and Impact Assessment of the A338 
Roman Road and details of mitigation of design of accesses 
onto A338 to minimise impacts and protect significance
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 - Photographic record of non-designated structures on the 
orchard site

 - materials for roofing and walling
 - details of hard and soft landscaping to ensure the 

protection of the rural setting of the conservation area and 
listed buildings

 - details of the accesses to ensure the protection of the rural 
setting of the conservation area and listed buildings

The officer’s full comments are available to view online.

Housing 
Development 
Team

No objection.
 The number of affordable meets the requirement of Vale of 

White Horse Local Plan Policy H17, which seeks a 40% 
affordable housing contribution. The tenure mix of the 
affordable units should comprise 75% rented and 25% 
shared ownership.

 The affordable unit sizes specified meet or exceed the 
council’s requirements, and the distribution of the affordable 
units is satisfactory. The proposed 1 bed units appear to 
benefit from individual entrances, which is welcomed.

Environmental 
Health – 
Protection 
Team

No objection, subject to condition.
 The site lies adjacent to the A338 and is affected by road 

noise. The applicant will need to demonstrate that the 
"good" criteria contained in BS8233:2014 will be met, both 
internally and for external amenity areas.

Waste 
Management 
Team

No objection, subject to contributions for provision of new bins for 
each property.

Letcombe 
Brook Project

Objection in principle but should permission be granted wish the 
following to be taken into account:

 No new housing should be developed until the basic water 
infrastructure is identified and supplied i.e.: New sources of 
water to supply housing are developed and Thames Water 
expands Wantage Sewage Treatment Works.

 The cumulative effect of developments on the ecology and 
landscape of the Letcombe brook and corridor must be 
taken into consideration when developments are put 
forward.

 The brook at this site is at present neglected and requires 
restoration and long term management for local residents to 
enjoy and appreciate the brook whilst not disturbing the 
banks and watercourse.

 Funding should be provided for interpretative material and 
maintenance.

 Request for a revised landscape overview plan drawn up by 
the developer working closely with the parish council and 
the project group; and a detailed and costed Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan with habitat creation and long 
term management for the site (20 years).

In response to the amended plans:
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 The Letcombe Brook Project still has an in principle 
objection to the overall development. However if this 
development is approved then the revised plans that have 
been worked up by Linden Homes will help towards 
protecting the brook from disturbance.

Oxfordshire 
Architectural & 
Historical 
Society

Objection to the removal of the agricultural barns which are heritage 
assets.  Suggest they are retained and restored.

4.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
4.1 None.

5.0 POLICY & GUIDANCE
5.1 Vale of White Horse District Council Local Plan 2011

The development plan for this area comprises the adopted Vale of White Horse local 
plan 2011.  The following local plan policies relevant to this application were ‘saved’ by 
direction on 1 July 2009.

GS1  -  Developments in existing settlements 
GS2  -  Development in the countryside
H11  -  Development in the larger villages
H13  -  Development elsewhere
H16  -  Size of dwelling and Lifetime Homes
H17  -  Affordable housing
H23  -  Open space in new housing development
DC1  -  Design
DC3  -  Design against crime
DC4  -  Public art
DC5  -  Access
DC6  -  Landscaping
DC7  -  Waste collection and recycling
DC8  -  The provision of infrastructure and services
DC9  -  The Impact of development on neighbouring uses
DC12 -  Water quality and resources
DC20 -  External lighting
HE1 -  Preservation and enhancement: implications for development
HE4 -  Historic buildings; setting
HE9 -  Archaeology
HE10 -  Archaeology
HE11 -  Archaeology
NE3 -  Geologically important sites
NE4 -  Other sites of nature conservation value
NE9 -  The Lowland Vale

5.2 The emerging Local Plan 2031, Part 1, Core Policies
The draft local plan part 1 is not currently adopted policy.  As per paragraph 216 of the NPPF, at 
present it is officers' opinion that the emerging Local Plan housing policies carry limited 
weight for decision making. The relevant policies are as follows:-

1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development
3 – Settlement hierarchy
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4 – Meeting our housing needs
7 – Providing supporting infrastructure and services
8 – Spatial strategy for Abingdon on Thames and Oxford Fringe Sub-Area
22 – Housing mix
23 – Housing density
24 – Affordable housing
26 – Accommodating current and future needs of the ageing population
33 – Promoting sustainable transport and accessibility
35 – Promoting public transport, cycling and walking
36 – Electronic communications
37 – Design and local distinctiveness
38 – Design strategies for strategic and major development sites
39 – The historic environment
40 – Sustainable design and construction
41 – Renewable energy
42 – Flood risk
43 – Natural resources
44 – Landscape
45 – Green Infrastructure
46 – Conservation and improvement of biodiversity
47 – Delivery and contingency

5.3 Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)
 Design Guide – March 2015

The following sections of the Design Guide are relevant to this application:-

Responding to Site and Setting 

 Character Study (DG6) and Site appraisal (DG9) 

Establishing the Framework 

 Existing natural resources, sustainability and heritage(DG10-13, 15, 19) 
 Landscape and SUDS (DG14, 16-18, 20) 
 Movement Framework and street hierarchy (DG21-24) 
 Density (DG26) 
 Urban Structure (blocks, frontages, nodes etc.) DG27-30 

Layout 

 Streets and Spaces (DG31-43) 
 Parking (DG44-50) 

Built Form 

 Scale, form, massing and position (DG51-54) 
 Boundary treatments (DG55) 
 Building Design (DG56-62) 
 Amenity, privacy and overlooking (DG63-64)
 Refuse and services (DG67-68)

 Open space, sport and recreation future provision – July 2008
 Affordable Housing – July 2006
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 Flood Maps and Flood Risk – July 2006
 Planning and Public Art – July 2006
 Oxfordshire Local Transport Plan, April 2014
 S106 interim guidance 2014

5.4 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – March 2012

5.5 Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) – March 2014 

5.6 Neighbourhood Plan
Paragraph 216 of the NPPF allows for weight to be given to relevant policies in 
emerging plans, unless other material considerations indicate otherwise, and only 
subject to the stage of preparation of the plan, the extent of unresolved objections and 
the degree of consistency of the relevant emerging policies with the NPPF.

5.7 An application has been received for a neighbourhood planning designation area and 
accepted by this Council. To date a neighbourhood plan has not been submitted to the 
Council. Consequently no weight can be given to any policies that may be emerging in 
any draft neighbourhood plan.

5.8 Environmental Impact
This proposal is for more than 150 dwellings and the site area exceeds 5ha in size and 
is therefore, above the thresholds set in Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Amendment) Regulations 2015. As required by 
the above Regulations officers have undertaken a screening opinion.  Taking into 
account government guidance on thresholds in paragraph 58 of the NPPG and having 
considered the potential for significant effects of the proposal in accordance with 
Schedule 3 of the Regulations, it has been decided that in this case this proposal is not 
EIA development.

5.9 Other Relevant Legislation 

 Written statement by Secretary of State on sustainable drainage systems (18 
Dec 2014)

 Written statement by the Secretary of State on car parking (25 March 2015)
 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act) 1990 
 Community & Infrastructure Levy Legislation
 Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 
 Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 
 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
 Localism Act (including New Homes Bonus)

5.10 Human Rights Act
The provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 have been taken into account in the 
processing of the application and the preparation of this report.

5.11 Equalities 
In determining this planning application the Council has regard to its equalities 
obligations including its obligations under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010.

6.0 PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS
6.1 The relevant planning considerations in the determination of this application are: 

1. Principle of the development
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2. Cumulative impact
3. Use of land 
4. Locational credentials
5. Affordable housing and housing mix
6. Design and layout 
7. Residential amenity
8. Landscape and visual Impact
9. Open space, landscaping and trees
10. Flood risk and surface / foul drainage
11. Traffic and highway safety
12. Ecology and biodiversity
13. Heritage assets
14. Archaeology
15. Delivery and developer contributions

6.2 The principle of development
Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 
applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the 
development plan unless materials considerations indicate otherwise.  Section 70 (2) of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 provides that the local planning authority shall 
have regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the 
application, and to any other material considerations.

6.3 The development plan currently comprises the saved policies of Vale of White Horse 
Local Plan 2011. Paragraph 215 of the NPPF provides that due weight should be given 
to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the 
NPPF (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the 
weight that may be given).

6.4 Other material planning considerations include national planning guidance within the 
NPPF and NPPG and the emerging Vale of White Horse Local Plan: Part 1-Strategic 
Sites and Policies and its supporting evidence base.

6.5 Paragraph 47 of the NPPF expects local planning authorities to "use their evidence 
base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for 
market and affordable housing in the housing market area"... The authority has 
undertaken this assessment through the April 2014 SHMA which is the most up to date 
objectively assessed need for housing.  In agreeing to submit the emerging Local Plan 
for examination, the Council has agreed a housing target of at least 20,560 dwellings 
for the plan period to 2031. Set against this target the Council does not have a five year 
housing land supply.

6.6 Paragraph 49 of the NPPF states "Housing applications should be considered in the 
context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for 
the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority 
cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites". This means that 
the relevant housing policies in the adopted Local Plan are not considered up to date 
and the adverse impacts of a development would need to significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits if the proposal is refused.  In order to judge 
whether a development is sustainable it must be assessed against the economic, social 
and environmental roles.

6.7 Policy GS1 of the adopted Local Plan provides a strategy for locating development 
concentrated at the five major towns but with small scale development within the built 
up areas of villages provided that important areas of open land and their rural character 
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are protected. In terms of a hierarchy for allocating development this strategy is 
consistent with the NPPF, as is the intention to protect the character of villages.

6.8 The emerging Local Plan 2031 Part 1 continues a settlement hierarchy which focuses 
housing growth at the market towns and larger villages and identifies East Hanney as a 
larger village for the Abingdon on Thames and Oxford Fringe sub-area.  Within this 
emerging strategy, Core Policy 4 identifies the site as suitable for new housing and 
Core Policy 8 states 5,438 houses will be provided by 2031 for the sub-area, of which 
around 200 units will be provided for at the south of East Hanney site.

6.9 Local residents and the parish council have raised objection to the site’s allocation 
under the emerging local plan and consider the wrong site has been chosen and the 
determination of this application ahead of the plan being made is premature.  The 
NPPG is clear however that in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development “arguments that an application is premature are unlikely to justify a refusal 
of planning permission other than where it is clear that the adverse impacts of granting 
permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, taking the 
policies in the Framework and any other material considerations into account.”

6.10 The emerging Local Plan 2031 Part 1 was submitted to the Secretary of State on 18th 
March 2015.  Stage 1 of the hearing sessions took place in September 2015 and the 
Council have been instructed that Stage 2 will take place.  Although the Plan has been 
submitted and has progressed through some of the hearing sessions, in accordance 
with the NPPF (para 216), only limited weight can only be given to the emerging 
policies and proposals within the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 at this time.

6.11 The relevant housing policies of the adopted and emerging local plan hold very limited 
material planning weight in light of the lack of a 5 year housing supply. Consequently 
the proposal has to be assessed under the NPPF where there is a presumption in 
favour of sustainable development. Sustainable development is seen as the golden 
thread running through the decision making process. Having a deliverable 5 year 
housing supply is considered sustainable under the 3 strands.  Therefore, with the lack 
of a 5 year housing supply, the proposal is acceptable in principle unless any adverse 
impacts can be identified that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits of meeting this objective.

6.12 Cumulative Impact
East Hanney has been subject to a number of planning applications for housing 
development that have been permitted including application no's: P15/V0343/O 
(resolution to permit up to 55 dwellings), P13/V2266/O (35 dwellings allowed on appeal 
– now subject to a detailed application for 37 dwellings), P13/V0381/FUL (25 
dwellings), P13/V2608/FUL (16 dwellings), P11/V2103 (15 dwellings).  An outline 
application for the development of up to 200 homes is also currently under 
consideration for a site south of Steventon Road East Hanney (P15/V1846/O). Local 
residents and the parish council consider the proposal is therefore a disproportionate 
increase to the village housing stock, which they point out that at the time of the 2011 
census stood at 341 dwellings.

6.13 The NPPF does not suggest that populations of settlements should be limited in some 
way or not be expanded by any particular figure. It expects housing to be boosted 
significantly.  Additional housing can help support and secure local services and it may 
be possible to address infrastructure deficiencies through planning conditions or 
through a legal agreement.  Cumulative impacts are considered further where relevant 
in the topics below.
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6.14 Use of land
The NPPF identifies the need to protect the best and most versatile agricultural land 
from development (paragraph 112).  This site comprising a mixture of grassland and 
arable fields with an area of historic orchard in the west of the site and small wooded 
copse is in agricultural use.  According to Natural England's agricultural land 
classification map it is grade 3, good to moderate land. The proposal will result in the 
loss of this agricultural land. There will also be or potential for loss of other agricultural 
land with other housing proposals permitted and applications pending consideration. In 
an area such as this district where it has a limited supply of previously developed sites 
and a housing need, it is inevitable that some greenfield sites and agricultural land will 
be lost. There is some limited harm in taking this grade 3 land and other land out of 
agricultural production. The site is at the edge of East Hanney and whilst there is lesser 
quality land at the western and north western edges of the village, that land is part of 
the flood plain and would not be sequentially in preferable for housing development. 
The limited harm resulting from the loss of this agricultural land needs to be balanced 
against the benefits of the proposal, and officers consider the loss of this land to 
housing from agricultural production is outweighed by economic, social and 
environmental benefits.

6.15 Locational Credentials
East Hanney is located is located approximately 3 miles north of Wantage, 6 miles west 
of Abingdon, 12 miles south-west of Oxford and is well connected to each settlement 
via the A338, A415 and A34.  East Hanney is also identified as a ‘larger village’ in the 
adopted Local Plan and as such is considered to be a sustainable settlement that 
possesses a number of services and facilities and has good accessibility to public 
transport.

6.16 Local residents and the parish council dispute this, as the village has now lost its library 
service and therefore, facilities and services in the village are such that it should be re-
classified as a smaller village.  Notwithstanding, officers consider the location remains a 
sustainable location that connects well with the village, and is a location that is 
supported by evidence base studies undertaken for the emerging local plan, despite the 
loss of the mobile library.

6.17 The village shop, village hall and recreation ground are located approximately 350 
metres from the site.  The primary school is approximately 550 metres, all distances 
which are acceptable walking distances, according the Institution of Highways 
Transportation guidelines for providing journeys on foot (2000).  A regular bus service 
also passes through the village providing access to Oxford, Wantage and beyond, and 
contributions towards improving this route and new services have been requested by 
the county council.  The proposal is thus considered to be sustainably located in terms 
of the NPPF.

6.18 Affordable housing and housing mix
The application makes provision for 40% affordable housing which accords with Policy 
H17 of the adopted Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011. The proposed affordable 
housing mix is shown in the table below. The distribution of the affordable units 
throughout the development is acceptable and the council’s housing team are satisfied 
with the proposal.

1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4+ bed Total
Rent 8 flats 32 dwellings 16 dwellings 3 dwellings 59

Shared 
Ownership

- 13 dwellings 7 dwellings - 20
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Total 8 45 23 3 79

 
6.19 Policy H16 of the Adopted Local Plan requires 50% of houses to have two beds or less. 

However, as stipulated at paragraph 47 of the NPPF this policy is out of date as it is not 
based on recent assessments of housing need. The Oxfordshire Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment 2014 (SHMA) is the most recent assessment and estimates the 
following open market dwelling requirement by number of bedrooms (2011 to 2031) for 
the District:

1 bedroom 2 bedrooms 3 bedrooms 4+ bedrooms
SHMA 5.9% 21.7% 42.6% 29.8%
Proposal 2 25 51 40
SHMA 
expectation

7 25 50 35

6.20 It is clear the mix departs from that which the council would normally seek, in terms of 1 
bedroom and 4+ bedroom units.  However, the variation from the SHMA mix needs to 
be considered against the economic, social and environmental benefits of the proposed 
development which are considered to outweigh the very limited conflict with the SHMA.  
The council’s housing team are also satisfied with the proposal.  Officers, therefore 
consider the market housing mix to be acceptable.

6.21 Design and Layout
The NPPF provides that planning decisions should address the connections between 
people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and 
historic environment (paragraph 60).  It gives considerable weight to good design and 
acknowledges it is a key component of sustainable development. 

6.22 A number of local plan policies seek to ensure high quality developments and to protect 
the amenities of neighbouring properties (Policies DC1, DC6, and DC9).  In March 2015 
the council adopted its design guide, which aims to raise the standard of design across 
the district.  The below assessment is set out in logical sections similar to those in the 
design guide.

6.23 Site, Setting and Framework
The design and access statement includes a character study, context appraisal and site 
appraisal as required by principles DG6-DG9 of the design guide.  The applicant has 
considered the physical aspects of the site, including topography, drainage, existing 
natural features, and access points in order to identify the key constraints and 
opportunities.  The resulting proposal responds to its setting.  

6.24 Principle DG26 of the design guide states that density should be appropriate to the 
location, and it requires a range of densities for larger development proposals.  
Policy H15 of the adopted local plan requires densities of at least 30 dwellings per 
hectare. The application proposes a density of 33 dwellings per hectare.  Whilst 
surrounding development is relatively low in density (East Hanney is approximately 15 
to 20 dwellings per hectare), taking into account the expectations of NPPF to boost the 
supply of housing, the proposed density is considered acceptable.

6.25 Spatial Layout / connectivity
The proposed layout is based around a clearly defined network of streets and dwellings 
have been designed / positioned to front public space to provide a coherent 
environment for all users and a sense of enclosure, according with principles DG28 and 
DG35.  In addition, the proposed new link road through the development from the A338 
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onto Summertown is considered to be an enhancement to the connectivity for the 
whole village, helping to relieve traffic build up at the existing junction onto the A338 
and will assist in integrating the new development with the rest of the village.

6.26 There is a mix of on street parking, on plot parking and garaging and private amenity 
space and bin storage is also provided for each dwelling.  Whilst this is overall 
acceptable, the urban design officer requests that further consideration is given to the 
detailing of these areas so that the visual impact of cars and bin storage is mitigated 
and so that they feel more enclosed.  This can be secured through condition and 
subject to these further details, the proposed layout is acceptable.

6.27 Built form & architectural detailing
The proposed built form is predominantly two storey in height with some 2.5 storey 
buildings used as focal buildings and a mix of dwelling types with traditional 
proportionality, footprint and roof form.  In terms of architectural detailing the approach 
is traditional with brick, render and tile or slate construction, exposed eaves, protruding 
window cills and headers, and chimney stacks. The proposed dwellings in terms of 
heights, mass and external appearance are reflective of local architectural vernacular 
and are considered to accord with the building design principles of the design guide.

6.28 The urban design officer has however requested that further consideration is given to 
the materials and detailing of the following plots: 160, 163, 158, 180, 181, 41, 35, 45, 
46, 52, 4, 28 & 29, 11 & 12, 58, 83, 86, 94, 170, 115, 123, 140, 150, 126, 134, 136, 
130, 131, 146.  In particular, the officer considers “the frontage around the green and 
along the link road should contain buildings finished in natural materials found locally in 
the village – red brick, red clay tiles, natural slate. The use of these natural, traditional 
materials would in my view, really help increase the visual quality and local 
distinctiveness and character of the development.”

6.29 The officer has also commented on the location of the sub-station in the open space to 
the north of plot 163 in that it “could appear unduly prominent and seems a missed 
opportunity for a small green at the gateway to the development.  I would suggest that if 
this must be located here, the equipment is stored in a building which is worthy of such 
a prominent location and which would contribute positively to the character and 
appearance of this entrance to the development.  I would suggest a small barn-like 
structure could look like a bothy or forge which, is not an uncommon feature found 
within greens in villages. Details of the elevations of the building housing this 
equipment could potentially be considered further at the conditions stage.”

6.30 It is considered the minor changes suggested by the urban design officer can be 
secured by condition to further improve the design and visual appearance of the 
development.  Overall, the design and layout of the proposal is acceptable and will 
result in a high quality scheme as required by the NPPF.

6.31 Residential Amenity
Adopted local plan policy DC9 seeks to prevent development that would result in a loss 
of privacy, daylight or sunlight for neighbouring properties or that would cause 
dominance or visual intrusion for neighbouring properties and the wider environment. 
Protecting amenity is a core principle of the NPPF.  Design principles DG63-64 of the 
Design Guide pertain to amenity, privacy and overlooking.

6.32 The proposed development would not have any harmful impact on residential amenity 
of adjacent houses in terms of noise and disturbance, overshadowing, over-dominance 
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or loss of privacy and security.  Amenity standards within the council’s design guide 
have been observed.   Officers consider the proposal is thus acceptable in amenity 
terms and accords with policy DC9 and the NPPF.

6.33 The NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the 
natural and local environment by, amongst other things, preventing both new and 
existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from noise 
pollution (paragraph 109).

6.34 The site is located adjacent to the A338 and road noise from traffic using this road 
could potentially affect a minority of residents of the proposed development.  The 
environmental health protection team raise no objection to the proposal, subject to the 
applicant demonstrating that the "good" criteria contained in BS8233:2014 will be met, 
both internally and for external amenity areas. It is considered this can be secured by 
condition.  The proposal is thus acceptable in terms of residential amenity of future 
occupiers and complies with policy DC9 and the NPPF.

6.35 Landscape and Visual Impact
The NPPF seeks to enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and 
enhancing valued landscapes (paragraph109). In NPPF terms this is not a valued 
landscape, nor statutorily protected.  Policy NE9 of the adopted Local Plan designates 
the site as part of the wider Lowland Vale which is a distinctive landscape and valued 
for its own quality.  Paragraphs 7.67 and 7.68 of the adopted local plan explains that 
“the long views over the patchwork quilt of fields, farms and villages in the Vale are an 
essential part of the landscape quality of the District” and that “insensitively located or 
designed proposals could have an adverse impact on these open vistas and on the 
intrinsic qualities of the Lowland Vale”.

6.36 In considering the site as part of a possible strategic housing site this authority 
commissioned a landscape and visual impact appraisal. This was undertaken by 
Kirkham Landscape Planning Ltd in October 2014 (the Kirkham report). The Phase 1 
assessment includes a site familiarisation, review of relevant landscape character 
assessments and settlement pattern and a preliminary landscape and visual sensitivity 
assessment. It sets out preliminary recommendations on whether each site has some 
potential for housing.

6.37 The Kirkham report notes two different characters of the site; the north-western part of 
the site with a typical pattern of pasture with trees forming the pastoral setting to the 
village adjacent to Letcombe Brook and; the east and southern part of the site which is 
part of a large arable field extending to Bradfield Grove Farm which is typical of the 
Local Character Type ‘Alluvial Lowlands’.  Visually, the site was assessed as highly 
prominent in local views from the south and from Summertown with potential wider 
views from the AONB 4km to the south.  

In relationship to the settlement pattern, the report states: 

 Northern section contributes to settling of Mill buildings and Conservation Area; 
 Whole site out of scale with village pattern;
 The site lies beyond southern extent of village, extending into open countryside;
 The site is part of open landscape which contributes to maintaining the separate 

identity of Grove and East Hanney.

The Kirkham report recommended, subject to more detailed review:

 Some very limited potential for development. This would be restricted to the 
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north-edge of the contingency site within the grassland area to link with adjacent 
houses.

 Development elsewhere would result in harm to the wider landscape, the 
settlement pattern and its landscape setting, and in a visual impact on the 
southern approach to East Hanney.

 The site only suitable for very small scale housing next to Summertown.

6.38 The applicant has provided a Landscape and Visual Appraisal, which considers the site 
to have a low to medium landscape sensitivity, with the proposal having an initial 
magnitude of effect to be low negative with the significance of the effect to be minor 
adverse.  The appraisal states “Although there would be a discernible change, it would 
not be uncharacteristic when set within the attributes of the receiving landscape, i.e. 
this is an edge of settlement location. There is also an ability to propose mitigation that 
maintains existing scenario, mainly in the form of dense boundary planting.”

6.39 Many local residents and the parish council disagree and consider the proposal will 
have a major damaging change on the landscape, and will adversely change the 
historic settlement character of the village by extending it into open countryside with an 
urbanised development.  The parish council also point out that the NPPF expects 
planning to “take account of the different roles and character of different areas, 
promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, 
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving 
rural communities within it” (paragraph 17 of the NPPF).

6.40 It is clear that the development would extend the village to the south and in aerial view, 
represents a large addition to the village.  Built development on the majority of the site 
area will change the overall character and nature of the landscape from agricultural to 
residential and will be most striking in public views from adjacent highways, particularly 
when viewed from the A338 to the south.  Officers are also mindful of the Kirkham 
report conclusion that considers very limited potential for development within the site 
area, especially as the application proposes housing in a larger area than suggested in 
the Kirkham report.

6.41 However, officers consider landscape harm arising from this proposal would be 
moderate to minor and is localised.  From the west and from the majority of the village 
views towards the site are limited.  In views from the A338 to the north the proposed 
development would be screened by existing buildings and trees limiting any noticeable 
landscape and visual impacts.  In respect of views from the A338 to the south, strategic 
planting can be achieved on the southern and eastern boundaries of the site to form a 
strong boundary to the village and responds to the recommendations in the Oxfordshire 
Wildlife and Landscape Study (OWLS) landscape strategy.

6.42 In terms of wider views, the landscape in this area is generally flat (as is the application 
site) with views from public vantage points to the North Wessex Downs (part of the 
AONB) to the south and Corallian ridge to the north.  Views over the application site are 
restricted from the west by vegetation associated with the Letcombe Brook and to the 
north by the existing village.  Although it will be possible for the site to be seen from the 
footpath to the west of the Letcombe Brook, the proposed ecological area will provide a 
buffer between the footpath and the built line of the development. There are presently, 
views southwards over the site from Summertown towards the North Wessex Downs 
and AONB, and the proposed development would result in the loss of these.  However, 
officers consider the loss of such views is not unacceptably harmful to those using 
Summertown.  The development will not significantly impinge in views northwards 
towards the North Corallian ridge due to the existing village form to the north.
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6.43 This site is approximately 4km from the boundary with the North Wessex Downs AONB 
and does not have a significant role in its setting. In views from the Ridgeway the 
distance to the site is approximately 8km, and development on the site, will be seen 
against the backdrop of East Hanney and would not be significant as planted areas to 
the south and east of the site would assist in filtering these limited distant views.

6.44 Concern has been raised by local residents and the parish council over the impact of 
light pollution, as in their opinion East Hanney is a no streetlight zone.  Whilst there 
would be some increase in light levels at night, due to the proposed dwellings and 
proposed street lighting, officers consider no significant harm would arise to warrant 
refusal of the application.

6.45 Overall, it is considered landscape and visual harm arising from this development would 
not be substantial to warrant refusal when balanced against the benefits of the 
proposal, including the lack of a five year land supply.  In reaching this conclusion 
officers are mindful of the objections received, but impacts on views are localised to 
those surrounding the site where the landscape harm would be limited.  Officers are 
also aware of the assessment of this site as a potential strategic housing site as part of 
the draft local plan 2031 process.  The applicant has sought to demonstrate that the 
proposal can be integrated into the village by its road linkage and footpath linkages 
together with environmental benefits in providing landscaped buffers on the eastern 
and southern edges of the site; points recommended in the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 
Strategic Sites and Policies.  The proposal is thus considered to accord with policy NE9 
and the NPPF.

6.46 Open Space, landscaping and trees
Adopted Local Plan Policy H23 of the adopted Local Plan requires a minimum of 15% 
of the residential area to be laid out as open space.  The submitted drawings show two 
areas of open space which are in excess of the policy requirement. The western area of 
open space will form the bulk of the public open space for the development. In part it 
remains undeveloped due to its historical context, ecological value and proximity to the 
Mill conservation area and listed buildings.  It is intended to form a green link from the 
development, alongside the Letcombe Brook into the village and surrounding 
countryside and will also form an ecological area to complement the Brook.  The 
second area of open space is located alongside the link road and has been designed 
as a small ‘village green’ space with the potential for play equipment.  In addition each 
dwelling is provided with private amenity space in the form of rear garden areas.  
Officers consider there is sufficient open space provision to meet the needs of the 
development.

6.47 In respect of trees, the plans have been amended to retain the existing belt of trees on 
the southern edge of the traditional orchard.  As such, the tree officer has no objection 
to the proposal, subject to tree protection measures during construction.  The loss of 
the traditional orchard is assessed under the topic of ecology and biodiversity.

6.48 The application is supported with a landscape masterplan which reflects the 
requirements listed within the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 Site Development Templates 
document to create a new landscape structure to contain new housing with a woodland 
edge to the south to create a strong countryside edge.  The landscape officer has no 
objection in principle, but has stated “Care will be needed in the working up of these 
areas to ensure that the proposed vegetation establishes quickly and provides an 
adequate filter to views, especially on the southern boundary where the proposed 
boundary vegetation narrows adjacent to the footpath route.”  Such details can be 
secured by planning condition through the submission of a detailed hard and soft 
landscape scheme, including a Landscape Implementation and Management plan to 
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ensure proposed planting for the southern and eastern site boundary is implemented 
during the first planting season after works start on site.

6.49 Flood Risk and Surface/Foul Drainage 
The NPPF provides that development should not increase flood risk elsewhere and 
should be appropriately flood resilient and resistant (paragraph 103).  It states that the 
planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 
by, amongst other things, preventing both new and existing development from 
contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by 
unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution (Paragraph 109).

6.50 Adopted local plan policy DC9 provides that new development will not be permitted if it 
would unacceptably harm the amenities of neighbouring properties or the wider 
environment in terms of, amongst other things, pollution and contamination. Policy 
DC12 provides that development will not be permitted if it would adversely affect the 
quality of water resources as a result of, amongst other things, waste water discharge.  
Policies DC13 and 14 are not considered to be consistent with the NPPF, because they 
do not comply with paragraphs 100 to 104 which require a sequential approach to 
locating development and provide that flood risk should not be increased elsewhere.

6.51 The Environment Agency Flood Map shows the whole site to be located within the 
lowest risk category, Flood Zone 1, which are zones the least susceptible to flooding 
and preferred in flood risk terms for housing development.  Land adjoining the western 
part of the site however is categorised as Flood Zones 2 and 3 and is at risk to fluvial 
flooding from the Letcombe Brook.

6.52 Local residents and the parish council have expressed concern that this development 
could increase the risk of flooding in the village.  The parish council has also 
commissioned its own review of the applicants’ flood risk assessment, which is 
available to view online, and consider the proposed flood mitigation is flawed.

6.53 East Hanney is prone to flood.  It is susceptible to both ground water and fluvial 
flooding from the Letcombe Brook and it is therefore important that new development 
does not increase the risk of flooding.  The parish council consider the application site 
currently holds surface water and protects the village from excessive run off and by 
developing it will give rise to an increase in surface water runoff as flood water flows 
across the site and into the village.

6.54 The applicant has submitted a flood risk assessment (FRA) as expected by the NPPF. 
It provides a list of flood risk management measures to be implemented. Amongst 
these measures it is proposed that all surface water runoff from impermeable areas on 
the proposed development will be attenuated on site via the use of sustainable 
drainage systems (SuDS) with a restricted discharge into the existing watercourses 
within the vicinity of the site.

6.55 The council's drainage engineer has reviewed both the applicant’s FRA and the parish 
council’s review document and has no objection subject to a condition requiring a fully 
detailed scheme to be submitted and approved. It is also noted that the County Council, 
as Lead Local Flood Authority, raises no objection, confirming “The design put forward 
by MJA meets industry standards and does not increase the flooding risk to East 
Hanney.”  A sustainable drainage scheme can be agreed and secured by planning 
condition thereby minimising the risks of flooding from this development.

6.56 A further concern from local residents and the parish council is the state of the public 
sewer network.  Thames Water have undertaken a ‘Sewer Impact Study’ (Ref: X4503-
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890 SMG1759) to investigate the capacity within the existing local foul water system, 
and to ascertain the impact of a proposed new connection on the local sewerage 
network.  This study has concluded that the existing foul sewer network within the 
catchment does not currently have the available capacity and that upgrading works will 
be required to facilitate the proposed foul flows from this development.

6.57 Thames Water has also been asked to consider the situation bearing in mind the 
outline application for up to 200 dwellings proposed under application P15/V1846/O 
(Land South of Steventon Road East Hanney), as should both this application and 
P15/V1846/O be approved, up to 400 dwellings may need to discharge to the Wantage 
sewage treatment works via the existing network.

6.58 In response Thames Water has advised either of the two schemes will need network 
upgrades to be undertaken, and a network upgrading option developed by Thames 
Water is detailed in the applicant’s FRA.  The sewage treatment works (STW) at 
Wantage accommodates flows from East Hanney and also serves Wantage and Grove. 
Upgrades have recently been undertaken providing capacity for approximately 1,000 – 
1,500 homes.  Whilst capacity is not reserved and will diminish in due course, presently 
it exists to serve the needs of this development.  Should both schemes come forward, 
however, Thames Water consider a strategic approach to foul drainage would be 
beneficial and recommend a condition that development does not commence until a 
detailed drainage strategy for on and off site infrastructure identifying exactly what is 
required, where and when is submitted to and approved by the planning authority and 
that this is implemented before any discharge to the public system is accepted.  
Officers consider this is a reasonable condition.

6.59 Paragraph 004 Reference ID: 34-004-20140306 of the NPPG refers to funding 
wastewater infrastructure. It advises that companies such as Thames Water “are 
subject to a statutory duty to ‘effectually drain’ their area. This requires them to invest in 
infrastructure suitable to meet the demands of projected population growth. There is 
also statutory provision for developers to fund additional sewerage infrastructure 
required to accommodate flows from a proposed development”. Funding is therefore, a 
matter for Thames Water and the developer and not for this authority to adjudicate on.

6.60 Thames Water, have a legal obligation under Section 94 of the Water Industries Act 
1991 (WIA 1991) to provide developers with the right to connect to a public sewer 
regardless of capacity issues. This, when read in conjunction with Section 91(1) of the 
Act in effect makes it impossible for Thames Water to object or for the Council to refuse 
to grant planning permission for development on the grounds that no improvement 
works are planned for a particular area. Paragraph 20 Reference ID: 34-020-20140306 
of the NPPG sates:

“If there are concerns arising from a planning application about the capacity of 
wastewater infrastructure, applicants will be asked to provide information about how the 
proposed development will be drained and wastewater dealt with…The 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."

6.61 The applicant has provided this through the Thames Water sewer impact study 
mentioned above, which outlines options to upgrade the offsite network. Thames Water 
has also confirmed current capacity at the Wantage STW.  To conclude, therefore, this 
authority can reasonably impose a planning condition restricting occupation until a 
scheme for foul water disposal is agreed and implemented.
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6.62 Traffic and Highway Safety 
Adopted local plan policy DC5 requires safe access for developments and that the road 
network can accommodate the traffic arising from the development safely. The NPPF 
(Paragraph 32) requires plans and decision to take account of whether:-

 the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up 
depending on the nature and location of the site, to reduce the need for major 
transport infrastructure; 

 safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and 
 improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 

effectively limit the significant impacts of the development.

6.63 Paragraph 32 of the NPPF goes on to state: “Development should only be prevented or 
refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe.”

6.64 The application is supported by a transport assessment.  The site will be accessed from 
the A338 via a new roundabout. This will incorporate new bus stops on either side of 
the A338, together with pedestrian crossing facilities for access to the proposed bus 
stop on the eastern side of the road.  The main spine road from the roundabout will 
generally run in an east-west orientation through the site and will involve a change in 
priority where it meets Summertown.  Within the site dwellings are arranged in cul-de-
sacs taken off the main spine road. In addition to the main vehicle/pedestrian access 
onto the A338, pedestrian links onto Summertown and Mill Orchard will be provided.  
Overall, the proposed access points and road layout is acceptable.  

6.65 Local concern has been expressed that the proposal would cause traffic congestion 
and that the proposal will increase traffic flows onto the A338 and its junctions in East 
Hanney.  The A338 is a very busy road especially at peak hours and local residents 
point out that traffic can queue at road junctions in the village to the detriment of road 
safety.

6.66 The development is expected to generate 125 two-way movements in the morning peak 
hour, and 102 two-way movements in the evening peak hour.  This level of traffic 
generation will have no significant impact on the highway network.  The proposal has 
been assessed by the County Highways engineer who raises no objection on traffic 
generation or highway safety grounds.  The county engineer in particular considers 
“With the main spine road now providing access onto Summertown, there is a change 
of priority at its junction.  This now promotes a more safe and convenient access for 
existing users onto the A338, avoiding the existing Summertown junction, which has 
poor geometry and accident history.”  Subject to conditions and contributions to 
strategic highway improvements, the proposal is considered to accord with policy DC5 
and the NPPF.

6.67 Ecology and Biodiversity
The NPPF seeks to conserve and enhance the natural and local environment by 
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 
possible (paragraph109).  Paragraph 117 of the NPPF promotes the preservation, 
restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, whilst paragraph 118 sets out the basis 
for determination of planning applications. Paragraph 118 states that “…if significant 
harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused…”
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6.68 The application is accompanied by an Ecological Assessment.  The main habitats 
comprise a mixture of grassland and arable fields with an area of historic orchard in the 
west of the site and small wooded copse. A large pond is situated just north of the site, 
associated with residential development along Mill Orchard and Summertown. The 
Letcombe Brook, a chalk stream waterway, abuts the site’s western boundary with the 
county wildlife site, Cowslip Meadows, beyond.

6.69 A large proportion of the site is of limited ecological value, comprising species and 
habitats typical of an agricultural setting. The habitats of greater ecological importance 
are the orchard area in the west of the site and Letcombe Brook on the western site 
boundary.  The site has also been assessed as having potential to support foraging and 
commuting bats, roosting bats within mature trees and a diversity of terrestrial 
invertebrates.  Letcombe Brook along the western boundary of the site is considered 
likely to support both otter and water vole based on the results of the desktop study, 
whilst badgers may occasionally forage at the site.

6.70 Objections from the parish council and local residents have been received concerning 
the loss of priority habitats on the site (in particular the loss of traditional orchard) and 
the adverse impact on protected species.  The parish council has commissioned their 
own ecological appraisal and consider the site is the ecological centre of the village.  
Their appraisal finds the site is primarily priority habitat status, is part of the recognised 
wildlife corridor of the Letcombe Brook, and therefore should not be developed.  The 
parish council has also stated its intention to create a wildlife reserve in the area of the 
traditional orchard, combined with the meadow and land adjoining the Letcombe Brook.

6.71 The application has been assessed by the countryside officer who acknowledges the 
proposal would lead to direct impacts on the traditional orchard priority habitat and to 
indirect impacts on the Letcombe Brook and the protected species associated with it.  
The Letcombe Brook project also raises an in principle objection.  Notwithstanding, both 
confirm the brook at this location is neglected and requires restoration and long term 
management and the application provides an opportunity to set aside an area to 
positively manage it in the long term with a management plan.  

6.72 The applicant has been in discussions with the environment agency, countryside officer 
and the Letcombe Brook Project (see countryside officer comments in section 3) and 
proposes a community nature reserve on the land adjoining the brook, including a large 
area of land alongside the brook in lieu of the partial loss of the traditional orchard.  An 
outline habitat restoration plan and an outline ecological management plan detailing 
how this will be established and maintained has been submitted and the countryside 
officer considers there is “sufficient information to give confidence that the area would 
be properly restored to fully address the impacts on the orchard and the Letcombe 
Brook.”  The Letcombe Brook Project, whilst still maintaining an in principle objection to 
the overall development, confirms “if this development is approved then the revised 
plans that have been worked up by Linden Homes will help towards protecting the 
brook from disturbance.”

6.73 The parish council disagree with the approach proposed and wish to see the traditional 
orchard retained in its entirety.  However, the countryside officer has advised the 
orchard is unmanaged and in poor condition, its grassland is not species rich and at 
present there is no protection should the landowner wish to remove it and use it for 
agriculture.  Officers also consider the proposed restoration and management plan can 
achieve a net gain in biodiversity benefit on this site and the restoration of brook and 
management of the site for the next 20 years outweighs the partial loss of the existing 
orchard habitat.
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6.74 The Outline Habitat Restoration Plan will need to be fully developed following further 
detailed surveys and discussions with specialist advisors to produce a Habitat 
Restoration Method Statement.  This can be secured by condition prior to the 
commencement of development.  In addition, the Outline Ecological Management Plan, 
detailing proposed long term management operations which will be implemented once 
the restoration (and the development) has been completed will need to be reviewed, 
once detailed proposals for restoration have been agreed. A planning condition can be 
imposed to secure the production of an amended management plan.

6.75 In conclusion, the countryside officer advises “the proposed mitigation and 
compensation measures outlined should ensure that direct and indirect impacts of the 
proposals can be addressed to ensure that the development does not lead to a net loss 
of biodiversity, or damaging impacts on priority habitats in the long term.”  The proposal 
is thus considered to accord with the NPPF, subject to the conditions specified.

6.76 Heritage assets
Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
states that special attention should be paid to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area. In this case 
considerable importance and weight is given to the desirability of protecting or 
enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area.  Policy HE1 of the 
adopted local plan seeks to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the 
conservation area. 

6.77 Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
requires a local planning authority to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses. Considerable importance and weight should be 
given to this requirement.

6.78 Policy HE4 of the adopted local plan seeks to protect the setting of listed buildings. In 
this case it is important to consider the impact on the settings of listed buildings which 
the NPPF defines as “The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its 
extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements 
of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, 
may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral”.

6.79 The site is not within the village conservation area, but does in part adjoin the East 
Hanney Mill conservation area that envelopes Dandridge’s Mill, a listed building.  Local 
residents and the parish council have expressed concerns for the setting of both the 
conservation area and the mill, in particular due to the proposed off-site highway works 
along Brookside to provide delineated pedestrian access.

6.80 Paragraph 132 of the NPPF confirms that “When considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated asset, great weight should be given to 
the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should 
be”. The NPPF adds at paragraph 133 that proposals causing substantial harm to or 
total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset should be refused unless the 
substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that 
outweigh the harm or loss. Paragraph 134 of the NPPF explains that less than 
substantial harm to the significance of the heritage asset should be weighed against the 
public benefits of the proposal.

6.81 Officers consider that development on the application site would have no adverse 
impact on the setting of the conservation area or the listed mill building.  New dwellings 
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are set away from both, behind existing development.  In respect of off-site highway 
works, any harm to setting from providing better pedestrian connections into the village 
is less than substantial and is outweighed by the public benefit of providing delineated 
pedestrian routes.  The majority of objection was to the installation of traffic lights, 
which have now been omitted and the proposed works are largely at ground level within 
the public highway which would have very limited direct visual impact.

6.82 Local concern has also been raised on the proposed demolition of the agricultural 
barns presently located in the orchard area alongside the brook.  The buildings are 
identified as possible shelter sheds, fruit stores and cart sheds and constitute non-
designated heritage assets.

6.83 Paragraph 135 of the NPPF states that in respect of “…non designated heritage assets, 
a balanced judgment will be required having regard to the size of any harm or loss and 
the significance of the heritage asset”.

6.84 The conservation officer has inspected the buildings and has found them to be 
“rebuilt/repaired and of c.18th century date with 20th century repairs and alterations 
and mostly constructed in timber-frame with weatherboarding, hipped roofs or altered 
mono pitch roofs covered with tin.  Although of local interest and used in association 
with farming, the structures have little architectural or historical merit”.  As such it is 
considered they have limited significance and a refusal based on the loss of these 
buildings would be difficult to justify under the NPPF tests of balanced judgement given 
the substantial benefits in providing new housing as evidenced elsewhere in this report.  
It is however recommended that these structures be photographically recorded, prior to 
demolition, and this can be secured by condition.

6.85 Archaeology
Policy HE10 of the adopted Local Plan states that development will not be permitted if it 
would cause damage to the site or setting of nationally important archaeological 
remains, whether scheduled or not.

6.86 Objections have been received from the parish council and local residents that the site 
is of archaeological importance, particularly in respect of a Roman road believed to 
pass through the middle of the site, an ancient ridge and furrow field system, and the 
possible location an ancient 13th century manor called the Manor of Southbury.  At the 
request of the county archaeologist the applicant has undertaken a predetermination 
archaeological field evaluation of the site with intrusive investigation to establish the 
significance and likelihood of archaeological interest. 

6.87 Archaeological features, the majority of which have been dated to the middle and later 
Romano British period, have been revealed across the application area.  The greater 
density of them occurs in the western part of the site.  In the eastern part whilst Roman 
features are present, these are interspersed with medieval linear features.  There is no 
evidence of the Roman road or its flanking ditches nor of a medieval manor house or of 
significant archaeological features that are of such significance as to preclude the 
principle of development.  As such, the county archaeologist raises no objection, 
subject to conditions requiring implementation of a staged programme of archaeological 
investigation and any mitigation to be undertaken in advance of development.  Subject 
to these conditions, the proposal accords with adopted local plan policy HE10 and the 
NPPF.

6.88 Delivery and Contributions
The NPPF advises that planning obligations should only be sought where they meet all 
of the following tests (paragraph 204):
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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.

Policy DC8 of the Adopted Local Plan provides that development will only be permitted 
where the necessary physical infrastructure and service requirements to support the 
development can be secured.

6.89 The NPPG provides further guidance on how to apply the tests mentioned above and 
notes the following:
 
1.      Planning obligations assist in mitigating the impact of development which benefits
         local communities and supports the provision of local infrastructure.
2.      Planning obligations should not be sought where they are clearly not necessary to
         make the development acceptable in planning terms.

3.      Planning obligations must be fully justified and evidenced. Where affordable
         housing contributions are being sought, planning obligations should not prevent
         development from going forward.

6.90 Recreation/sports Provision
Additional population will increase pressure on existing facilities in the village and at 
Wantage/Grove. It is reasonable to request contributions towards their improvement as 
no provision is being made as part of this proposal. The sums requested are set against 
planned and costed schemes. The amounts sought are proportionate to this 
development based on 197 dwellings.

6.91 Parish Council Requests
The Parish Council has requested contributions to improve community and recreational 
facilities in the village and a cycle way to Grove. Other than the church improvements 
which are based on a costed project, no details have been set out explaining exactly 
what is expected for the sums sought.  It is noted that the district council requests 
regarding youth activities and recreation facilities reflect matters addressed by the 
Parish Council.  A cycle route to Grove is not identified and the highway authority has 
not requested its provision.  This request is not evidenced and could not be justified.

6.92 Education
The County Council has confirmed expansion of St James CE primary school is 
planned, and has sought a financial contribution based on a cost of £14,095 per pupil at 
4th quarter 2012 prices which then justifies a contribution of £817,510 based on 58 pupil 
places.  Using quarter 3 2015 prices this cost changes to £17,052 per pupil resulting in 
a contribution of £989,016.  The county council’s request is justified in increasing 
pressure for new primary school places, reasonable and proportionate.  

6.93 Notwithstanding, the planned expansion presently would only be sufficient to meet the 
need arising from existing extant permissions in the village and this strategic allocated 
site.  Should further schemes in the village be permitted (such as the 200 unit scheme 
subject of P15/V1846/O) the contribution requested may need to increase to £21,888 
per pupil (3Q15).

6.94 The secondary school request is to provide additional school space at the Grove airfield 
site and a financial contribution based on a cost of £24,993 per pupil at 4th quarter 2012 
prices which then justifies a contribution of £1,149,687 based on 46 pupil places.  Using 
quarter 3 2015 prices this cost changes to £29,412 per pupil resulting in a contribution 
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of £1,352,952.  The request is justified in increasing pressure for new secondary school 
places, reasonable and proportionate.

6.95 The SEN request of £36,787 is towards Fitzwaryn school in Wantage.  It is noted that 
there have been some 56 previous contributions agreed towards SEN improvements in 
the district.  The 2015 CIL Regulations only allow 5 contributions to be pooled towards 
an infrastructure project.  In response to application no. P15/V2222/O which is another 
housing application under consideration, OCC advises a contribution towards Fitzwaryn 
school is not requested due to pooling restrictions.  Therefore, this request is not 
supported by officers.

6.97 Transport
The public transport request is justified in seeking to improve the existing X30 / 31 
services through the village and in seeking to provide a new service from Wantage / 
Grove to Milton Park / Didcot which could make access to employment opportunities at 
Milton Park and Didcot more accessible. Indicative location for bus stops are shown on 
the access plan. It is reasonable to expect the bus stops to be sheltered and 
maintained. Two sheltered bus stops should be provided beside the A338 and on the 
Steventon Road.

6.98 Property
The County Council has also sought financial contributions of £10,200 towards 
increased book stock at Grove library.  It is advised book stock would need to be 
increased by 2 volumes per resident based on £20 per resident at 2012 prices. No 
evidence has been provided to justify this figure.  In addition the parish council has 
requested reinstatement of the mobile library.  Officers do not consider either request is 
reasonable or necessary to make this development acceptable.

6.99 The following developer contributions have been requested. These contributions are 
considered fair and proportionate:-

Vale of White Horse District Council Proposed Contributions
A new AGP training area/MUGA on the 
memorial grounds, East Hanney

£14,464

Cricket facilities in East Hanney £6,300
Football pitch improvements and 
provision in East Hanney

£31,410

New rugby facilities at Grove RFU £7,843
Sports pavilion and/or changing facility  
improvements or new provision in East 
Hanney 

£65,474

Rugby pavilion extension at Grove RFU £9,793
Youth sport in East Hanney including 
Parish Council plans for a BMX trail or 
MUGA

£46,518

Tennis in East Hanney £41,433
New sports hall at Mably Way, Wantage £112,843
Health & Fitness at Mably Way, Wantage £52,251
New swimming pool facility at Mably 
Way, Wantage

£87,178

Bin collection and provision on site £33,490
Public art on site £59,100
Street naming on site £2,199
Letcombe Brook Project interpretation £4,805
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boards on site
War memorial hall expansion £100,000 (no justification given, so not 

included in total)
Community shop expansion £33,000 (no justification given, so not 

included in total)
St James the Great church restoration, 
West Hanney

£33,000

Public open space maintenance (if not 
management company)

£624,395

Play equipment maintenance (if not 
management company)

£52,800

Monitoring £6,860
Total £1,293,156

Oxfordshire County Council Proposed Contributions
St James primary school expansion £989,016
New secondary school expansion at 
Grove airfield site

£1,352,952

Bus services through East Hanney (X30 / 
31) including a new service to Didcot

£169,500

Improvements to A338 / Steventon Rd 
Junction

£547,000

Bus stop provision including shelters and 
on-going maintenance

£20,000

Monitoring £10,375
Total £3,088,843

Overall Total £4,381,999 (approx. 22,243 per unit)

7.0 CONCLUSION
7.1 This application has been assessed against the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF), relevant saved policies in the local plan and all other material planning 
considerations. The NPPF states that sustainable development should be permitted 
unless the adverse effects significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The 
NPPF also states that there are social, economic and environmental dimensions to 
sustainability and that conclusions must be reached taking into account the NPPF as a 
whole.

7.2 The proposed development would perform an economic role through increasing 
housing stock, it would contribute to an expansion of the local housing market and 
could potentially improve the affordability of open market housing.  In addition, the 
additional houses would help maintain existing infrastructure, creating investment in the 
local and wider economy.  In the Highworth Road, Faringdon appeal case (proposed up 
to 94 dwellings) it is noted that the Secretary of State considered that the "benefits of 
the scheme would include the provision of much needed market and affordable housing 
to contribute towards acknowledged substantial shortfalls, and would generate 
considerable economic benefits of the type arising from housing development" and that 
he gave these benefits significant weight (application no. P13/V1366/O, appeal 
reference APP/V3120/A/13/2210891). These economic benefits outweigh the limited 
economic benefits this site has in being agricultural land.

7.3 The scheme would have a social role as it will provide housing and affordable housing 
to meet the needs of present and future generations through the provision of a range of 
housing types and sizes and would meet the social dimension of sustainable 
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development which should be affordable significant weight.  Other social benefits will 
arise through the contributions to local infrastructure identified including towards local 
bus services and recreation and sport facilities which in turn could benefit existing 
residents of East Hanney.

7.4 The proposal has an environmental role including providing housing in a reasonably 
accessible location, biodiversity enhancements, new highway infrastructure, provision 
of public open spaces and new tree planting.

7.5 The proposal will have some adverse environmental implications given the change in 
landscape as a result of the development.  However, in view of the emphasis in the 
NPPF to boost significantly the supply of housing (paragraph 47) officers consider that 
the environmental impacts would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the wider 
social and economic benefits of the development, which include a contribution to the 
council’s five year housing land supply.

7.6 In conclusion, it is considered that this proposal meets the three strands of sustainable 
development.  The impacts of the proposal are not considered unreasonably adverse 
and it is considered the harm identified does not significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the NPPF as a whole.  Consequently, 
the application is recommended for approval subject to conditions and a legal 
agreement to secure affordable housing and developer contributions.

8.0 RECOMMENDATION
8.1 It is recommended that authority to grant planning permission is delegated to the 

head of planning: 

1: A S106 agreement being entered into with the district council in order to 
secure contributions towards local infrastructure and to secure affordable 
housing, and;

2 : the following conditions:

1. Time limit – three years.
2. Approved plans.
3. Sample materials to be agreed.
4. Building details to be agreed.
5. Slab level details to be agreed.
6. Boundary details to be agreed.
7. Access in accordance with approved plans.
8. Garage accommodation to be retained.
9. Car parking in accordance with approved plans.
10. Carriageway works prior to work on any dwelling.
11. Construction traffic management plan.
12. Sustainable drainage scheme to be agreed and implemented prior to 

occupation.
13. Foul drainage strategy / details to be agreed and implemented prior to 

occupation.
14. Archaeology written scheme of investigation.
15. Archaeology staged programme of investigation.
16. Strategic landscaping prior to work on any dwelling.
17. Hard and soft landscaping details to be submitted.
18. Landscape implementation and management plan with planting on south 

boundary in first season following commencement.



Vale of White Horse District Council – Planning Committee – 25 November 2015

19. Lifetime homes provision to be agreed (market and affordable).
20. Bin storage in accordance with approved plans.
21. Sub-station details to be agreed.
22. LEAP details to be agreed.
23. Tree protection.
24. Noise mitigation measures to be agreed, in accordance with BS8233:2014.
25. Building recording of agricultural barns.
26. Habitat Restoration Method Statement for the Community Nature Reserve 

to be submitted, approved and implemented within 18 months following 
first occupation.

27. Ecological Management Plan for the Community Nature Reserve to be 
submitted, approved and implemented.

28. Construction Environmental Management Plan to be submitted and 
approved which shall include details of the measures to be taken to 
ensure that construction works do not adversely affect biodiversity.
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