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APPLICATION NO.
SITE
PARISH
PROPOSAL

WARD MEMBER(S)
APPLICANT
CASE OFFICER

P18/V2049/FUL
Land at Park Farm East Challow
East Challow
Residential development comprising the
erection of 87 dwellings including associated
amenity space, access, parking and ancillary
development
Yvonne Constance
Crest Nicholson (Chiltern)
Adrian Butler

This application is presented to planning committee because:
1. There are Parish Council objections that are contrary to the officer’s
recommendation that cannot be resolved by condition or negotiation;
and:
Officers seek the opinion of Planning Committee on the following in case
any refusal of planning permission is appealed.
2. In permitting a previous application for housing on the site Planning
Committee imposed a condition requiring a signalised crossing on the
A417 instead of a zebra crossing originally proposed and now proposed
by the highway authority. Do Planning Committee require a signalised
crossing?
3. Planning Committee imposed a condition requiring more unallocated
car parking spaces, contrary to officer advice. Do Planning Committee
consider adequate parking is now provided or should additional
unallocated parking be provided which could be secured by condition?

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that planning permission is refused for the following
reasons:
1. The proposal fails to provide an adequate amount and mix of
affordable housing on the site to meet objectively identified need in
the district. As such the proposal is contrary to core policies 22
and 24 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1.
2. The proposal is considered a poorly designed, cramped and
congested scheme that is highway and parking dominated; lacks
appropriate focal points, adequate street landscaping, attractive
public open spaces and results in inadequate living conditions for
future residents. As such the proposal does not deliver a high
quality and sustainable development and is therefore, contrary to
core policies 37, 38 and 44 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan
2031 Part 1, saved policies H23 and DC9 of the Local Plan 2011, the
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adopted Vale of White Horse Design Guide 2015 and paragraphs
117, 118, 122(e), 124, 127, 128, 130 and 131 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.
3. In the absence of a s.106 agreement relating to the provision of
affordable housing and financial contributions towards
maintenance of a zebra crossing on the A417 and associated public
consultation, public transport improvements including improved
bus services through East Challow and bus stop provision, travel
plan monitoring, changes to the speed limit on the A417, public art,
street naming, waste bin provision, and the management of public
open spaces and play areas, the proposal would place
unacceptable pressure on these facilities and fail to provide the
social and recreational services to serve the development. This is
considered contrary to core policies 7 and 24 of the Vale of White
Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1, saved policies DC4, DC7 and H23 of
the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011, and paragraph 54 of the
National Planning Policy Framework.

1.0

The Proposal and Site Description

1.1

The application site forms part of an area on which the council has
permitted 88 dwellings. That development has commenced. The
description of development on the submitted application form refers to
the erection of 87 dwellings. Other information submitted with the
application including the figures provided in response to part 16 of the
application form, refer to or add up to 114 dwellings, this figure being
reached due to the addition of 27 dwellings permitted on land
immediately west of the application site. However, given the description
of development and the number of dwellings within the red line
application site officers have treated this application as seeking
permission for 87 dwellings.

1.2

Based on the submitted plans and confirmed through supplementary
information, this application proposes 62 market dwellings and 25
affordable dwellings.

1.3

Vehicular access is proposed from the A417. Access is to be in the
form of a staggered priority junction including a right hand turn lane into
the site and to Letcombe Hill which is indirectly opposite. The access
arrangements were approved as part of an application for 88 dwellings
on the site and adjacent land.

1.4

The site location is shown on the plan below. The land falls from south
to north. North of the site are in part dwellings and in part open fields.
The western boundary borders existing housing and land that has
planning permission for housing. The A417 forms the southern
boundary with fields beyond. A house and open fields form the eastern
boundaries. A public footpath adjoins the north and east boundaries to
the site. A site location plan is shown below and attached as Appendix
1 at the end of this report:
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1.5

The site layout is shown in the image below and also attached as
Appendix 1 to the report:

2.0

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS AND
REPRESENTATIONS ON CURRENT SUBMISSION

2.1

A summary of the responses received to the current proposal is below.
A full copy of all the comments made can be seen online at
www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk
East Challow Parish Council
Object:
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Design and Access:
 The NPPF 2018 advises that the building of high quality housing with
good design is key to a sustainable development; this application
totally fails this criterion. The developer is attempting to pack as many
houses as possible onto the site for its maximum profit with no
thought for house occupants and its rural location.
 Access is on a bend at the top of a steep hill. Removing the
roundabout previously permitted will cause problems for users of the
A417 and especially villagers on the west side of the A417
 Inappropriate scheme for a rural site
 Densely packed development with small gardens
 Pushed the development against an adjoining property (Greenacres)
 Loss of public open space compared to the approved scheme
 Car parking dominates the scheme
 Lack of visitor parking spaces
 The roads appear narrow and could make emergency vehicle access
difficult
 The wrong sized bin lorry has been used on the drawings
Sustainability
 The village has no shops
 The limited bus service is not suitable for commuting. A local
shopping bus service no longer runs due to financial cuts
 Services in Wantage are beyond reasonable walking distance
 No cycle path and cycling on the A417 is dangerous
 Future residents will be reliant on cars and this will add to existing
congestion
 Little employment in the village
 Health services are stretched, and doctors’ and dentists are full
 Limited recreational facilities and lack of funding to improve them
Transport and Traffic
 No proposal to amend the access
 Congestion at the top of the hill with the site access opposite
Letcombe Hill which serves most houses in the village
 Potential for accidents is high. There have been two serious
accidents less than 100m from the site access
 Speeding traffic as sped limits are nor monitored
 The application does not include any re-evaluation of traffic
generation
Water and Sewage
 Thames Water advises there is an inability for their network to
accommodate the proposal
 The village suffers with low water pressure
Affordable Housing
 The application is confusing with figures including the application site
and land not within the site
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Other Matters
 East Challow is incorrectly designated as a large village in the Local
Plan but since that allocation it has lost facilities including the
children’s nursery, pub, library service and it now has a reduced bus
service. This designation error as led to the village being
overdeveloped
 The application is outside the built-up area of the village and contrary
to the Local Plan
 The district council has an 8.4-year housing land supply and
therefore, the proposal is not needed
 The developer has made no effort to consult with the village
 The applicant’s highway consultant has failed to provide June traffic
survey data
 Detrimental impact on the character of the village
Wantage Town Council
Note the objections raised
Councillor Constance
Object:
 Supports the comments made by local residents
 This application is presented as still for 87 houses, but it is actually for
27 as on the original plan, PLUS 87 on the new plan – a total of 114
 They have split the site and seem to be trying to get past residents
with a bluff that it is still only 87 houses
 I assume they can split the site (they can apply to do anything) but
surely they must make a new application for the ‘original’ 27 and
reveal that they are asking for 114 now?
 Development is right up to the boundary with the A417 preventing
planting of big trees to soften the impact on the setting
 Impact on sewage/drainage already under strain
 Should provide car parking for the neighbours
 Destroy the rural approach to East Challow from Wantage.
Local residents and interest groups
12 letters of objection have been received. The concerns expressed may be
summarised as:
 The proposal will increase the number of dwellings on this site to 114,
as 27 dwellings would remain as permitted by earlier applications
 Overdevelopment of the site
 Local infrastructure is insufficient to support the proposal, as the
school is at capacity, there is no medical provision, little social
provision and employment in the area. The nursey school and public
house have closed. There is no village shop. There has been a recent
reduction in bus services. This is an unsustainable proposal
 It is not an accessible site. Residents will be reliant on their cars to
drive to Wantage for shopping and services
 A417 is overburdened and unsuitable for increased traffic and for
cycling to Wantage
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St Nicholas Primary School lacks physical capacity to provide
additional school places needed
The proposal should provide improved facilities
Increased number of dwellings erodes the identity of the village
Loss of an important open gap contrary to saved policy NE10
Proposal is not part of the housing supply identified by the Local Plan
The site remains a greenfield site, as development has not
commenced
The applicant’s traffic survey and conclusions are inaccurate in not
reflecting traffic amounts and speeds
A roundabout would be a safer junction
Speeding traffic on the A417 is a danger
Increase queuing traffic on the A417 and Letcombe Hill
Entry and exit to and from the proposed access onto a blind uphill
bend will be dangerous
Increased traffic at a dangerous junction will endanger pedestrians
especially school children crossing the A417
Increase accident risks for those using the Letcombe Hill access
The cumulative effects of the history of the development and in the
village need to be considered
A 30m gap between proposed houses in earlier schemes and
Greenacre has now been reduced to 7m. Plots 58 - 61 are too close
and will result in a loss of privacy with first floor lounge windows
looking directly into the rear garden.
Likewise plots 92-96 which are 5-terraced dwellings will be 20m from
the western boundary of Greenacre and directly facing the garden
The north and west boundary of Greenacre will be surrounded by
parking resulting in noise and pollution
Loss of green space
Lack of visitor parking spaces – it seems only two are proposed
Increased on street parking
Thames Water has stated it does not have the capacity this is
reflected by low pressure within the village already
Not convinced the sewage system can cope
The roads seem to be very narrow and on street parking could
prevent access for emergency services
Proposal is not integrated with the village
Increased traffic noise and disturbance
Previous objections remain valid
Lack of community consultation by the applicant
The proposal and previous applications for the staggered junction
seek to limit the costs of the applicant
The proposal should provide new facilities including a pre-school and
a shop
Set a precedent for increased development on adjacent land at
Challow Park

Should permission be granted one local resident requests the following
(although that person’s objections which are included in the summary above
still remain):
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Provide safe road crossing points and sidewalks with railings
Provide traffic calming at the foot of Letcombe Hill
Provide adequate on site visitor parking
Provide adequate play spaces
Provide appropriate landscaping

Harwell Campus Bicycle Users Group suggest the following (although their
objections which are included in the summary above still remain):
 s106/s278 monies should be directed towards A417 safety
improvements and/or alternative cycle routes in to Wantage
 Early provision of a Wantage north-western link road will help divert
through traffic including that from this development, away from
Wantage.
Oxfordshire County Council
Highways and Drainage
No objection
 114 dwellings would use the access rather than the current permitted
88 dwellings. This increase would result in 14 additional vehicle
movements during the AM and PM peaks
 The proposed access arrangements have already been permitted
under application no. P17/V2884/FUL
 The overall layout is well formed and should be effective in ensuring
low vehicle speeds
 The end parking space for plot 62 would be very inconvenient to
manoeuvre in and out of; it is likely that reversing along the road
would result. The layout could be improved to avoid this
 Parking spaces are demarked with Plot numbers although many are
situated adjacent to the street carriageway. It is not clear how the use
of these spaces would be controlled.
 Do not object to the raised tables at access road junctions although it
seems that the benefit of them at some of the minor junctions within
the site might be reconsidered
 Depending upon the carriageway configuration, the access
arrangements for parking for Plots 55, 57, 113 and 114 may not be
satisfactory. Over-running of footway areas or soft verges would not
be acceptable.
 Four unallocated parking spaces does not conform to parking
standards. More unallocated parking should be provided
 A 30mph speed limit should replace the existing 40mph speed limit
on the A417
 A controlled Zebra type crossing would be required on the A417 with
the location to be agreed
 Two new bus stops will be required on the A417 with their positions to
be agreed
Conditions
1. Site access to be implemented prior to the construction of any
dwelling
2. Any existing access to be stopped up
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3. Visibility splays in accordance with approved plans
4. A route for pedestrians and cyclists from the site to the A417 to be
approved
5. Residential Travel Plan to be agreed
6. Residential Travel Information pack to be provided
7. No changes to or obstruction of the adjacent public right of way
8. Construction traffic management plan needed
9. Surface water drainage scheme to be agreed
Drainage
No objection
 Flood zone 1 with a low risk of flooding
 Coherent drainage pipe network is shown
Archaeology
No objection
 There are no significant archaeological constraints.
Education
Comments
 The proposed development will impact on the sufficiency of school
places and based on current information there will be insufficient
capacity at each and all categories of education provision, namely
early years provision, primary, secondary and special schools in the
area to meet the demands arising from the proposed development.
 The local education authority is seeking to provide additional suitable,
permanent school accommodation to mitigate the cumulative impact
of this and other developments, alongside expected population
growth.
 The County Council will use the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
to mitigate the impacts on Windmill Nursery School, St Nicholas
Primary School and towards secondary school provision at the Grove
Airfield site.
Housing Team
Comments
 35% affordable housing is needed which equates to 30.5 dwellings.
Expect 30 dwellings to be delivered on site with a financial
contribution for the 0.5 ‘part’ unit.
 75% should be for rent and 25% shared ownership
 Government Welfare reform introduced since the production of the
SHMA, has seen a significant increase in the demand for twobedroom accommodation for rent with a reduction in demand for
larger rented family homes due to the changes in eligibility for
Housing Benefit.
 The demand for two-bedroom shared ownership properties is much
higher than for one-bedroom properties, therefore the overall
affordable housing mix may be more suitably delivered with a higher
proportion of two-bedroom properties than is indicated in the SHMA
guidance.
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In general, it is anticipated that the mix of affordable housing should
reflect the significant demand for two-bedroom units for both rented
and shared ownership tenures with a reduction in one-bedroom
accommodation and an adjustment to the number of larger homes.
Recommend the following affordable housing mix (based on the need
for 30 affordable dwellings):
1 bed
Affordable rented
Shared ownership






2
0

2 bed
16
5

3 bed (5 3 bed (6
person) person)
4
1
2
0

All two-bedroom units should be delivered as houses.
Advice provided on minimum sizes.
Parking courts should be avoided with parking provided on plot or
adjacent to the dwellings.
Affordable housing needs to be evenly distributed across the site
which will help with making it indistinguishable from the market
dwellings.

Thames Water
Waste
No objection with regard to foul water sewage network infrastructure
capacity provided surface waters are not discharged to the public network.
Water
Thames Water has identified an inability of the existing water network
infrastructure to accommodate the needs of this development proposal.
Condition
 No properties shall be occupied until confirmation has been provided
that either: all water network upgrades required to accommodate the
additional flows from the development have been completed; or a
housing and infrastructure phasing plan has been agreed with
Thames Water to allow additional properties to be occupied. Where a
housing and infrastructure phasing plan is agreed, occupation shall
be in accordance with that approved scheme.
Drainage Engineer
No objection
This is subject to drainage conditions being applied as per the original
application.
Conditions
 Surface and foul water drainage schemes to be approved.
Countryside Officer
No objection
 Provided the ecological mitigation measures outlined in the original
consent for this site are observed in full for the current scheme then
there should be no harm to protected species. The site has been
cleared of great crested newts under licence and provided the
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mitigation fencing remains in place for the duration of the
development works there should be no harm to the species.
Overall, the ecological value of the site at present is very low, the
changes to the proposals for the eastern part of the site would not
result in any significant negative losses for biodiversity. As a whole
the site can still deliver a small net gain in biodiversity in accordance
with policy CP46 of the Local Plan.

Conservation Officer
Support
 The appearance, landscaping, scale and layout for the development
are acceptable in conservation and design terms.
 Generally, the materials and contextual setting respond well to
historic housing stock in the settlement.
 The landscaping details provided will retain the rural setting.
 Support the proposal, subject to variation on roofing materials with
both grey slate tiles and red clay tiles to be used.
Landscape Officer
Comments
Generally satisfied with the proposals, but there are a few matters that need
addressing:
 There has been a reduction in the amount of street tree planting, this
is important as it breaks up the built mass of the development as it
rises up the slope and breaks up the mass of development on the
street scene. Areas of issue include the loss of tree planting plots 86,
87 and 103, replacement of trees required. Tree planting required
between plots 21 and 22, between parking spaces 36 and 37,
adjacent to 47.
 A Landscape Maintenance and Management Plan is required to
ensure the long-term establishment and management of the
proposed vegetation and LAP
 Street lights should be plotted on the planting plans, as there are a
number of places where street lights are proposed within 10m of
proposed tree locations which will cause issues with Highways
Adoption. Street lighting should be adjusted at this stage to prevent
additional tree planting being lost.
 Seats should be provided within the areas of POS associated with the
proposed pedestrian routes.
 Details of design of the LAP will required but can be covered by
condition.
 The central POS, there should be space to walk around the pond
area, this layout stops connectivity on the eastern side of the pond.
 The proposed mounds in the southern POS should be removed. On
the steep slope they will appear out of context and restrict the wider
use of the POS.
 As design for the LAP will be required, it may be that some mounding
is used to increase play value.
 The previous scheme had several high retaining walls to
accommodate the level changes with walls 2.6m and 2m in height
proposed. These walls also had 1.8m high close board fencing
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proposed. Reducing the height of the proposed fencing or having a
combination of fencing and trellis would reduce the additional impact
of the fencing on top of the retaining walls. The submitted information
does not cover the garden levels, slope gradients, the location or
proposed height of retaining walls.
Excessive amount of knee railing proposed in central POS. The use
of vegetation, street furniture or more attractive boundary detail
should replace the knee rail.

Urban Design Officer
Comments:
 The overall principals demonstrated through the layout are
acceptable. The principals of the masterplan respond well to the site
context.
 The overall level of connectivity for the scheme is proportional to its
ability to stitch into the surroundings utilising the adjacent public rights
of way effectively. The footpath connections to adjacent public right of
way could be placed better within the landscape strategy with a
desire line from the LAP used to connect across the open green
space. Also, the path adjacent to plot 28 should be moved away from
its curtilage.
Key issues to be resolved or mitigated:
 Vernacular and built form is contextually relevant, but proportional
application of Tudor timber could be considered. The presence of
mock Tudor beams needs a rational for its use across house types.
The vernacular as proposed would be successful in terms of a
desirable and has a formality to its style with a degree of attraction to
occupants, there may be a consideration for the use of Tudor timber
to be proportional. Consider switching out some instances for a
simpler cross beam with should retain a rural vernacular.
 Terraced rows running over the gradient will have a broken ridge line
and roof form. This may present a poor visual continuity.
 Built form and plots, garden sizes should be offset via an approach to
design quality as uplift where sizes are not complaint, specifically on
affordable units.
 Affordable housing, whilst slightly clustered and discernible by unit
form (terraced and semi-detached within a compact street scene and
frontage parking or adjacent continual parallel parking), is policy
compliant. No units are clustered in numbers greater than 15 units.
 A schedule of garden sizes should also be provided, as some
gardens are below design guidance.
 There is an approach to be taken which seeks to mitigate/offset the
loss of quality against explicit compliance with policy with one aspect
of a properties design, to increase its overall qualitative value from a
design standpoint. These uplifts in value should be sought and
achieved through ‘quick wins’ with a relatively minimal impact when
compared to adjusting larger design principles of the scheme.
Additional design values which do not impact the current rational of
the layout of the scheme could achieve this including:
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o Methodologies and designs for refuse storage and movement.
Where can alternative movement be presented as to avoid
alleyways?
o Structured on plot (frontage) landscaping and boundary
treatments.
o Can storage be integrated into frontage boundary treatments?
o A form a structured landscaping be applied to add quality to
the plots garden.
o Can landscaping and planting be delivered with smaller
gardens prior to occupation.?
Boundary treatments - instances of continuation based on existing
treatment are required.
Boundary treatments and how they work with side and rear curtilages
of blocks and plots may need some attention; there are instances of
long boundary walls looking over open space, this can appear hard
within the landscape; suggest the continuation of hedge planting to
soften their impact.
Materials
o Grey concrete roof tiles (manufactured, plastic tonality, slightly
shinny when wet)
o Consider changing to a clay, with reduced timber beaming?
o Tree planting on streets, particularly around parking needs
improving as tree planting within the built form is lacking.
o Larger groups of parking spaces need breaking up with
landscaping. This would need to be a proportional response as
not to disrupt the successful principals of the layout.
o Ensure no additional loss of tree planting within the scheme.
Conclusion:
o Could support this application if the key issues discussed were
considered to and where possible mitigated through the
illustrative design.

Environmental Protection Team (noise)
No objection
 Traffic noise will impact properties close to the A417. The noise
assessment submitted in support of the application indicates that the
site could be suitable for residential development with the correct
orientation of buildings and gardens and the implementation of other
mitigation measures.
Condition
 Prior to the start of construction works the developer shall submit a
noise mitigation scheme for approval by the local planning authority.
Thereafter the approved scheme shall be implemented in full and so
maintained.
Air Quality
No objection
 The air quality assessment submitted does not anticipate that air
quality standards are likely to be breached in this area. However, the
additional traffic associated with any approved development will have
some impact on air quality. To offset this, it is recommended that
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each property with dedicated off-street parking is provided with
charging points for electrical vehicles.
Contaminated Land
No objection
 The Preliminary Geotechnical and Contamination report submitted
has not identified the presence of any significant contamination that
would preclude the development of the site.
 The report does highlight that carbon dioxide has been identified
within the region of the historic pond. The monitoring undertaken to
date does not currently comply with CIRIA C665/Ground Gas
Handbook and further gas monitoring should be carried out at the site
to improve confidence in the gas assessment and to confirm the
requirements for any gas protection measures.
Conditions
 Phased risk assessment
 Implementation of any remediation strategy.
Leisure Team
No objection
 Would like the developer to achieve as many of the ten principles of
the Sport England Active Design guide as possible where relevant to
optimise opportunities for active and healthy lifestyles.
Waste Management
Comment
 The refuse vehicle used in the tracking plan is smaller than the
council’s fleet. Re-tracking is needed using the council’s vehicle
details.
Oxfordshire Clinical Commissioning Group
Object
 Large scale housing across the district is putting pressure on already
overstretched health services.
(Officer note: the council’s Developer Contributions SPD expects increased
capacity at existing health care facilities to be funded by CIL. On site
provision (which is not proposed) and /or extensions to heath care facilities
will be secured through s106 contributions).

3.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

3.1

P18/V1100/FUL - Approved (18/07/2018)
Temporary Access Associated with Archaeology and Site Investigation
Works on Land at Park Farm, East Challow

3.2

P18/V0744/RM - Reserved Matters application following Outline
Approval P16/V0652/O (as varied by application no. P17/V2884/FUL)
for the appearance, landscaping, layout and scale. Development of up
to 88 dwellings including 40% affordable housing, landscaping and
other associated works with all matters reserved except for access. Approval of Reserved Matters on 01/06/2018
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3.3

P17/V2884/FUL - Approved (15/03/2018). Variation of Conditions 9, 10,
11 and 15 and removal of Condition 8 of P16/V0652/O (as amended 18
January 2018). This application permitted a right hand turn lane into the
site instead of a roundabout previously approved under the original
outline permission.

3.4

P16/V0652/O - Approved (27/10/2016). Development of up to 88
dwellings including 40% affordable housing, landscaping and other
associated works with all matters reserved except for access.

4.0

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA)

4.1

The proposal comprises fewer than 150 dwellings but the site exceeds
5ha in size and is therefore, above the thresholds set in Schedule 2 of
the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017. A screening opinion has been undertaken and it is
considered the proposal does not constitute development that requires
environmental impact assessment.

5.0

MAIN ISSUES

5.1

The main planning considerations are:
1.
The principle of development
2.
Housing mix
3.
Coalescence of Settlements
4.
Design of the development
5.
Residential amenity
6.
Highway impact
7.
CIL and Financial Contribution Requests

5.2

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 material 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.

5.3

In this case the Development Plan currently comprises the adopted
Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1 (LPP1) and the saved
policies of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 (LP 2011).

5.4

For this site the approach to the principle of new residential
development is defined by core policies 3, 4 and 20 of LPP1. The
overall spatial strategy of the development plan is to provide
development within the built-up area of market towns, local service
centres and larger villages.

5.5

Core policy 3 of LPP1 sets out the settlement hierarchy and identifies
three sub-area strategies. It designates East Challow as a larger village
within the Western Vale Sub-Area. The more recent loss of village
facilities does not change the planning policy designation.
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5.6

Core policy 4 of LPP1 specifies the scale and location of housing and
confirms development outside the existing built area of these
settlements will be permitted if it is allocated by the Local Plan or has
been allocated within an adopted neighbourhood plan or future parts of
the Local Plan. The policy also makes clear that development in open
countryside will not be appropriate unless specifically supported by
other relevant policies set out in the development plan or national
policy.

5.7

Core policy 20 of LPP1 sets out the spatial strategy for the Western
Vale Sub-Area. It identifies the strategic housing site allocations for the
area and confirms development within the Sub-Area should be in
accordance with the settlement hierarchy of core policy 3.

5.8

The site is not allocated for development in the development plan and
is not allocated for development in any emerging plan. East Challow
does not have a defined settlement boundary. Whether a particular
site is within the built-up area is a matter of judgement on an individual
basis. Officers consider the site is outside the existing built up area of
the village and is open countryside for planning purposes. Its
development for housing is therefore in conflict with the development
plan.

5.9

Notwithstanding this, planning permission exists for 88 dwellings on the
application site and an area to the north west (shown edged blue on
the application plan (application numbers P17/V2884/FUL and
P18/V0744/RM)). Work associated with these applications has
commenced. This planning history is a material planning consideration.

5.10

The 88 dwellings proposal was granted when the council could not
demonstrate a five-year housing supply. The permission was granted
as it was considered the benefits outweighed the harm. The 88
dwellings have been accounted for in the Council’s housing trajectory.

5.11

Had there been no recent planning history for housing on this site the
development would not be acceptable. However, there is a realistic fallback position with the implementation of an existing permission, and
this holds weight in the consideration of this application.

5.12

5.13

Housing Mix
Affordable housing
Core policy 24 of LPP1 seeks 35% affordable housing on all sites
capable of a net gain of eleven or more dwellings. A tenure split of 75%
rented and 25% intermediate housing is also expected by core policy
24.
Twenty-five affordable dwellings are proposed. This does not amount
to 35% affordable housing being a shortfall of over 5 affordable
dwellings which is contrary to core policy 24. Furthermore, the tenure
split proposed is not a 75%:25% split. The proposal is contrary to core
policy 24 of LPP1.
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5.14

The applicant seeks to justify the shortfall by explaining that the total
number of affordable dwellings proposed comprises 25 affordable
dwellings on the application site plus 15 affordable dwellings permitted
on adjacent land (the blue edged land) which forms part of the 88
dwelling scheme permitted under application numbers P17/V2884/FUL
and P18/V0744/RM. The applicant advises this would then total 40
affordable dwellings across the two sites and provide 35% affordable
housing.

5.15

Officers consider this is not acceptable. The 15 affordable dwellings
permitted on the blue edged land are not within current application site.
Even if the 15 affordable dwellings within the blue edged land were
accepted as contributing towards the affordable housing a shortfall
would still result. This is because at the time of granting planning
permission for the 88 dwellings the adopted policy required 40%
affordable housing. Provision of 40% affordable housing on the site
had weighed heavily in the benefits of that proposal and I would not
have recommended approval had that application proposed less than
40% affordable housing. 40% affordable housing would still apply to
the blue edged land.

5.16

A combination of 40% and 35% affordable housing amounts to a total
of 41.25 affordable dwellings being required across the two sites
(application site and the blue edged land). The applicant’s case that 40
affordable dwellings are provided across the two sites still results in an
unjustified shortfall of affordable housing.

5.17

Affordable Housing Unit Mix
Core policy 22 of LPP1 requires:
“A mix of dwelling types and sizes to meet the needs of current and
future households will be required on all new residential developments.
This should be in accordance with the Council’s current Strategic
Housing Market Assessment unless an alternative approach can be
demonstrated to be more appropriate through the Housing Register or
where proven to be necessary due to viability constraints”.

5.18

A tenure split of 75% rented and 25% intermediate housing is expected
by core policy 24.

5.19

As explained above the applicant has proposed 25 affordable dwellings
which is less than the 35% policy expectation. The affordable housing
unit size mix proposed by the developer is shown in the table below.
Advice from the council’s housing team has been sought on an
appropriate affordable housing mix based 25 affordable dwellings and
based on up to date need through the housing register. This is also
shown in the table overleaf.
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No. of
bed
spaces
Proposed Rent
S/O

1-bed

2-bed

3-bed (5
person)

3-bed (6
person)

Tenure
split %

4
0

6
6

4
0

1
4

60%
40%

4
0

10
4

3
0

2
2

76%
24%

Rent
S/O

Housing
team
5.20

The applicant has not provided any justification for the proposed
affordable housing size or tenure mixes. The proposal is therefore,
contrary to core policies 22 and 24 of LPP1.

5.21

Without prejudice to comments made in this report, the affordable
housing unit size and tenure mixes based on the applicant’s case of
providing 40 affordable dwellings across the application site and the
blue edged land is set out below. The table also includes the unit size
mix that the council’s housing team would expect to see based on the
housing register need if this scenario were to be accepted:
No. of
bed
spaces
Proposed Rent
S/O
Housing
team

5.22

5.23

Rent
S/O

2-bed

3-bed
(6
person)
0
0

Tenure
Mix (%)

19
6

3-bed
(5
person)
6
5

4
0
4
0

18
6

6
4

2
0

75%
25%

72.5%
27.5%

The applicant has provided no justification for this variance. The mix
does not provide a 75%:25% split either. Whichever way affordable
housing is assessed, the application fails to provide a scheme that is
compliant with core policies 22 and 24 of the LPP1.
Market Housing
The market housing unit size mix proposed (based on 62 dwellings)
and compared to the SHMA estimate is shown in the table below:
No. of beds
Proposed
SHMA
estimate

5.24

1-bed

1
0

2
18

3
22

4+
22

3.7

13.4

26.4

18.5

The SHMA text acknowledges that the dwelling mixes it identifies are
an estimate of need. The SHMA also adds that in applying the
estimates to individual sites regard should be given to the nature of the
development site and character of the area. It also recognises that the
‘market’ is to some degree a better judge of what is the most
appropriate profile of market homes to deliver at any point in time. The
market housing mix needs to be considered against this background.
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5.25

5.26

The applicant has not provided any evidence to justify the market
housing mix. The market housing mix permitted for the extant scheme
of 88 dwellings was closer to the SHMA mix with the exception of 4+
bedroom houses.
Coalescence of Settlements
Saved policy NE10 of the LP 2011 designates the site as part of an
important open gap between East Challow and Wantage. In granting
outline permission for housing on this site policy NE10 was considered
to restrict housing development and given the then lack of a five-year
housing land supply, greater weight was given to the NPPF. These
circumstances no longer apply and full weight can be applied to policy
NE10 of the LP 2011. However, a material consideration is the extant
planning permission for housing on this land which if constructed would
have a similar impact in the gap.

5.27

Previously the site was considered to have a limited role in the open
space between the settlements of East Challow and Wantage, as the
site is not prominent in views of the land that forms the gap. Land to
the east was considered to play a more significant role when seen from
public vantage points. The permission for 88 dwellings on the site
provided open spaces to the eastern boundary that adjoins fields and
these are retained in this latest scheme.

5.28

Two dwellings (plots 48 and 49) encroach into the gap in comparison to
the approved scheme. However, this encroachment is limited and
insufficient to cause harm given the line of housing permitted at the
eastern boundary to the site. In this case the impact for coalescence is
considered acceptable given the fall back position.

5.29

5.30

Design of the Development
Core policy 37 of the LPP1 expects all proposals for new development
to be of high quality. To inform developers and as a tool for considering
planning applications the council has an adopted Design Guide.
Paragraph 124 of the NPPF advises that “the creation of high quality
buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and
development process should achieve. Good design is a key aspect of
sustainable development creates better places in which to live and
work and helps make development acceptable to communities”. The
proposal does not represent good design.
Saved policy H23 of the LP 2011 expects sites such as this to provide
at least 15% of the site as safe, attractive and convenient public open
space. The scheme provides public open space in excess of the 15%
requirement. The Design Guide (principle DG7) seeks to link existing
and proposed landscapes and open spaces together to form open
space networks. The permitted scheme linked the open spaces around
the site creating an attractive route around it. However, this proposal
narrows parts of the spaces and severs the link through the open
spaces reducing its attractiveness.
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5.31

There is an increase in the number of smaller units compared to the
permitted scheme and an increase in frontage/road side parking. The
Design Guide seeks to ensure that roads and parking do not dominate
the street scenes. The proposal does not meet this aim and this is not
withstanding the highway officer advice that more unallocated parking
could be provided. Frontage and street parking spoils focal points and
views through the development and reduces parts of the open space
creating a narrow, unattractive link. Some parking is divorced from the
dwellings and in one instance forms the end point of a path through
open space. This path also culminates in an unattractive focal point of
a bin collection point. Parking limits spaces for tree planting and
landscaping to soften street scenes. Parking becomes a focal point in
parts of the scheme.

5.32

The Design Guide provides guidance on garden sizes to provide
reasonable amenity space for dwellings. Twenty-five of the dwellings
have garden sizes smaller than the recommended guidelines.

5.33

This scheme results in a cramped and congested layout with forms that
results in poor design. The proposal:






does not secure a well-designed, attractive and healthy place
does not add to the overall quality of the area
is not visually attractive as a result of good layout and appropriate
and effective landscaping;
is not sympathetic to local character and history, including the
surrounding built environment
does not establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the
arrangement of streets, spaces to create attractive, welcoming and
a distinctive place to live, work or visit.

5.34

The NPPF advises that local planning authorities should seek to
ensure that the quality of approved development is not materially
diminished between permission and completion, as a result of changes
being made to the permitted scheme. In this case the council has
permitted an acceptable scheme making effective use of the site
whereas this proposal is materially diminished in its quality compared
to the approved scheme.

5.35

The proposal conflicts with the council’s design policies and guidance
and guidance in the NPPF.

5.36

The NPPF encourages applicants to work closely with those affected
by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of
the community. Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and
effective engagement with the community should be looked on more
favourably than those that cannot. This developer has not engaged
with the local community.

5.37

All the dwellings are two storeys high and the house types or similar
have already been permitted on the site. Their design is acceptable.
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5.38

Residential Amenity
The Design Guide recommends a minimum distance of 21m between
facing habitable windows to prevent unreasonable overlooking. All the
‘back to back’ distances from proposed dwellings to habitable rooms in
existing dwellings adjacent to the site and proposed at Challow Park
are over 21m (the closest being 33m from plot 48 to a permitted
Challow Park dwelling). All proposed dwellings are 21m or more ‘back
to back’.

5.39

Plots 58 to 61 are four flats in a single building immediately north of the
rear garden of Greenacre. The proposed building is some 9m high to
ridge, side on to and approximately 7.5m from the rear boundary of
Greenacre, this distance being some 14m closer in comparison to the
approved scheme. The upper floor of the south elevation of the
proposed building includes a lounge window which will be at least 49m
from the rear facing windows in Greenacre. Overlooking window to
window is reasonable. There will be overlooking of the rear garden.
The relevant flat has an alternative lounge window and a condition
could require the south facing window at first floor level to be removed
to ensure privacy in the rear garden of Greenacre. Being to the north of
Greenacre it is not considered the flats will have an overbearing impact
or result in unreasonable loss of light to the house or garden.

5.40

Plots 92 to 96 are a row of dwellings facing the rear garden of
Greenacre and approximately 24m from the boundary. The approved
scheme has two dwellings facing east towards Greenacre
approximately 29m from the boundary. There will be increased
overlooking and I am conscious that the living conditions of the
residents of Greenacre will have changed considerably compared to its
original freestanding position to one now surrounded by housing (with
the permitted housing scheme to the west at Challow Park). There will
be overlooking and the residents will perceive a loss of privacy. At 24m
distance, proposed and existing planting in between and considering
the guidance in the council’s Design Guide the resultant impact would
not be unreasonable.

5.41

The proposal accords with saved policy DC9 of the LP 2011 in respect
of neighbour impacts.

5.42

As pointed out above this proposal results in some 25 undersized
gardens in comparison to the expectations of the Design Guide. The
Design Guide also expects flats to have adequate amenity space which
could be communal gardens. The Design Guide expects a ground floor
flat to have private space to provide a defensible space between the
dwelling and communal garden. The proposal fails to provide this
which would result in a lack of privacy for the occupants of the ground
floor flats contrary to the Design Guide (principle DG72).
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5.43

Traffic, Highway Safety and Parking
The Parish Council and local residents reiterate their previous
concerns with regard to the safety of the proposed access, traffic
generation on the A417 and need for visitor parking.

5.44

As Highway Authority, Oxfordshire County Council is an independent
expert in highway matters and does not object to the proposal. It
considers the increase in traffic from the uplift in dwellings which are
predicted to amount to some 14 extra movements in the AM and PM
peaks, is reasonable. The 88 dwelling scheme was predicted to
generate 46 movements in the AM and PM peak hours. The traffic
generation impact would not result in a severe impact on the road
network and in the absence of an objection from the Highway Authority,
officers consider it would difficult to defend such a position on appeal.

5.45

Furthermore, the Highway Authority points out that the access
arrangement to the A417 has already been approved and, with the
imposition of conditions requiring vision splays, it can be made safe.

5.46

The proposal is therefore complaint with saved policy DC5 of the LP
2011 in respect of highway safety and means of access

5.47

Core policy 35 of the LPP1 requires adequate car parking to be
delivered on site in accordance with County Council standards. Each
house is allocated at least two parking spaces which in some cases
includes a garage. Each of the four flats has one allocated parking
space and there are two visitor parking spaces indirectly opposite.

5.48

The parking standards include a means for calculating unallocated
parking. Based on each house having at least two allocated parking
spaces and the flats one allocated parking spaces results in 36
unallocated parking spaces being required. The proposal provides four
unallocated parking spaces.

5.49

In permitting application no. P18/V0744/RM which related to the detail
of the 88 dwellings permitted on the Park Farm site, Planning
Committee imposed a condition requiring more unallocated parking.
The highway authority advises the unallocated parking as proposed
does not accord with standards and that more could be provided.
Officers consider that whilst an extra 32 unallocated parking spaces
could be provided it would be at the expense of design quality, by
largely encroaching into the edges of the open spaces and in turn will
result in parking further dominating the scheme and impacting on the
streets and spaces contrary to core policy 37 of the LPP1 and the
Design Guide.

5.50

The parking standards allow flexibility recommending that the number
of allocated spaces is chosen first, followed by the additional number of
unallocated spaces, and when for reasons of good urban design more
allocated spaces are provided than the standard amount (e.g. space in
front of a garage for the reason of road safety) then the number of
unallocated spaces may be reduced.
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5.51

5.52

In this case the proposal includes at least 215 allocated parking spaces
(including garages). The parking standards require 170 allocated
parking spaces and 36 unallocated spaces; a total of 206 parking
spaces. The proposal provides in excess of this in allocated spaces.
Applying the flexibility allowed by the parking standards it is considered
parking is sufficient.
CIL and Financial Contribution Requests
The third reason for refusal is a technical one to allow the council to
secure a s106 should a permission be subsequently granted at appeal.

5.53

The application if approved would be subject to CIL which could
generate some £1,278,221.96. (The 88 dwelling scheme would
generate approximately £1,125,000 through s106 contributions).
The CIL can be used towards infrastructure including education,
leisure, recreation and sport, local community services and health care.

5.54

In addition to CIL and in accordance with the councils Developer
Contributions SPD, should this scheme be permitted, the council would
also seek financial contributions through a s106 agreement towards bin
provision for each dwelling, public art, street naming and s106
monitoring as follows:
District Council
Bin provision
Public art on site or in
Shrivenham Parish
Street naming of this
development
S106 monitoring fee

Amount (£)
£14,790
£26,100
£1,165.80
£1,335

5.55

The s106 agreement would also be needed to secure the affordable
housing and a sum for the ‘part affordable house’, and provision,
management and maintenance of the public open spaces and the play
area.

5.56

Oxfordshire County Council seek financial contributions towards
highway safety and bus service improvements through the village.
Their requests based on a September 2015 price base are as follows:
Oxfordshire County Council
Maintenance of a zebra crossing
on the A417 and associated public
consultation
Change to the A417 speed limit
between East Challow and
Wantage from 40mph to 30mph
Improvement of bus services
between the site and surrounding
areas of East Challow

Amount (£)
£5,750
£2,500
£73,732.50
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Provision or improvement of two
bus stops on the A417 in East
Challow
Travel plan monitoring

£2,000
£1,240

5.57

The contributions above are considered to accord with paragraph 56 of
the NPPF which requires planning obligations to only be sought where
they meet all the following tests:
 Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms;
 Directly related to the development; and
 Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development.

5.58

The County Council would also seek to secure a s278 Agreement
under the Highways Act to secure the following (this council would also
seek to secure the following by condition if permission was granted):
 access works comprising a staggered priority junction
incorporating two ghosted right turning lanes
 associated carriageway works
 new footway 2.0 metres wide along east side of A417 to link with
existing footway
 new footway 2.0 metres wide along north side of A417 to
crossing and eastbound bus stop
 pedestrian guard-railing at Public Footpath 196/5
 new and widened footways, nominally 1.8 metres wide, along
south side of A417 to King Alfred’s Academy School access
 pedestrian (Zebra type) crossing (I should point out that in
approving application no. P17/V2884/FUL the planning
committee required a signalised crossing instead of a zebra
crossing)
 bus stop hard standings and markings.

6.0

CONCLUSION

6.1

This application has been considered in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

6.2

Planning permission exists for 88 dwellings on this site and adjacent
land to its west. A commencement of that development has begun
giving the applicant a fall back position which is a material
consideration. Had there been no recent planning history for housing
on this site the development would not be acceptable in principle.
However, there is a realistic fall-back position with the implementation
of an existing permission, and this holds weight in the consideration of
this application both in terms of principle of development and
coalescence between settlements.

6.3

Having considered representations made on highway safety and traffic
generation issues and bearing in mind that this authority has permitted
the proposed staggered priority junction, there are no sound reasons
for refusal on highway safety grounds. Traffic generation uplift over the
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88 dwellings permitted is 14 vehicles in the AM and PM peaks and
would not severely impact on the existing volume of traffic using the
A417 or any other roads.
6.4

The applicant approached this authority for pre-application advice for a
scheme amounting to an uplift over the whole Park Farm site to 118
dwellings. In line with NPPF advice the applicant was encouraged to
engage with the local community but has not done so. Issues
associated with this application have been drawn to the applicant’s
attention. The applicant has requested that the authority determine the
application as submitted.

6.5

Planning officer pre-application advice was negative and the
application has not overcome all officer concerns. The proposal
conflicts with the council’s affordable housing policies. The scheme is
poorly designed representing overdevelopment and creating poor living
conditions for future residents. It lacks unallocated car parking which if
provided would further undermine the poor quality of the proposal.

6.6

The council is required to demonstrate a three-year housing land
supply which it has. The council is actively seeking to meet that
element of Oxford’s unmet housing need through the Local Plan 2031
Part 2. Incidentally the Local Plan 2031 Part 2 does not expect the
Western Vale sub-area to provide housing to meet Oxford’s unmet
need. Full weight can be given to the development plan policies as they
are up to date and accord with the NPPF. The proposal conflicts with
development plan policies and there is no presumption in favour of it.

6.7

It is recommended that this proposal is refused.

The following planning policies have been considered:
VALE OF WHITE HORSE LOCAL PLAN 2031: PART 1 – CORE POLICIES 1,
2, 3, 4, 7, 20, 22, 23, 24, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46 and 47
VALE OF WHITE HORSE LOCAL PLAN 2011 – SAVED POLICIES DC3,
DC4, DC5, DC6, DC7, DC9, DC12, H23, HE4, HE9, HE10, NE6, NE9 and
NE10
DRAFT VALE OF WHITE HORSE LOCAL PLAN 2031 PART 2 –AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES CP4a, CP20a, DP2, DP16, DP20, DP21,
DP23, DP25, DP26, DP27, DP28, DP29, DP31 DP33 DP36, DP38 and DP39
VALE OF WHITE HORSE DESIGN GUIDE 2015
NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF)
NATIONAL PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE (NPPG)
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STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR MINISTRY OF
HOUSING, COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT DATED 12
SEPTEMBER 2018 (HCWS955)
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY LEGISLATION
DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS – DELIVERING INFRASTRUCTURE TO
SUPPORT DEVELOPMENT – SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMANT
– JUNE 2017
OXFORDSHIRE STRATEGIC HOUSING MARKET ASSESSMENT 2014
(SHMA)
Case Officer – Adrian Butler
Email – adrian.butler@southandvale.gov.uk
Tel – (01235) 422600

