
Monks Court, Newbury Road, East Hendred, Wantage OX12 8LG 

Application for Stage 2 Technical Details Consent for one dwelling.  

     Written Representation to 26th May 2020 Planning Committee     

                          IN SUPPORT from the Applicants. 

 

1. Reason for application is to downsize to a smaller dwelling. 

We are not developers seeking to maximise development on the site. 

With our children having left home, I am an elderly and vulnerable person 
over 70 years old, seeking, with my wife, to downsize from a 3-storey 6/7-bed 
house to a 2 storey 4-bed wheel-chair friendly house, which is 33% smaller.  

The reason we did not implement our 2016 Full Permission, to which no 
neighbours objected, was because of our family’s reluctance to leave the 
home that we have lived in for 32 years. 

A young family in the village wish to buy our house as theirs is too small to 
accommodate their growing children. 

Local Plan policy CP26 supports new housing that meets the needs of an 
ageing population, which is a benefit of this application.  

2. The smaller scale of development relative to its surroundings. 

The proposed housing density is 5 dwellings per hectare, based on a site of 
0.2 hectares (half an acre). Local Plan policy CP23 supports new housing with 
a minimum of 30 dwellings per hectare, unless local circumstances suggest 
otherwise. The Council has approved new housing in the surrounding area at 
10-30 dwellings per hectare. For example, there are three houses at Monks 
Farm, to the south, four houses 50m to the north, and two additional houses 
opposite, granted permission on similar-sized plots. 

With a building footprint of c.200 sq.m, the new house will occupy just 10% of 
the 2,000 sq.m. site area, with a spacious landscaped layout, and 30m x 30m 
front and rear gardens, to allow the house to be integrated into the landscape, 
as sought in the Council’s Design Guide, see Appendix. 

The floorspace of the new house will be very similar to that granted in the 
2016 permission, and of the same height. It is NOT OVER DEVELOPMENT. 
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3. We have agreed all the amendments sought by the Council. 

We have lowered the building height, deleted the dormer windows to create a 
more barn-like building, moved the garage away from Monks Farm, and 
prepared a Street Scene and Visual Impact Assessment of Heritage Assets, 
at the request of the Conservation Officer. We have also revised the drainage 
and replaced fruit trees of no arboricultural value in the rear garden. The 
proposal therefore now complies with Local Plan Part 1 policies on design, 
historic environment, landscape and biodiversity. 

4. We have made amendments to address neighbouring 
amenity. 

We have reduced the number of houses granted Permission in Principle from 
two to one house, although we would have preferred a smaller garden. 

We have set the house back from the road to avoid dominating the adjoining 
dwelling, and to reduce overshadowing from the recent 2 storey front & rear 
extensions at Monks Farm built on our southern boundary. 

We have included local design details and materials. For example, we have 
adopted a simple rectangular barn-like form with a single-storey extension  
similar to Monks Farm, hipped gables, a two storey glass porch, and timber 
cladding of surrounding houses. Orientating the house parallel to the road and 
set into the slope, avoids overlooking the east-west facing windows of Monks 
Farm. All these design details conform to the Council’s Design Guide, see 
Appendix, and Development Policy 23 on neighbouring amenity. 

5.   Conclusions. 

We support the approval of the application on the grounds 

below: 

i) The proposals will benefit local residents seeking a more appropriately 
designed house for an elderly couple, and release a larger family-sized 
house, in accordance with Local Plan policy CP26. 

 

ii) The proposed single house is smaller in scale, and has a lower 
housing density, than the multiple houses granted permission on 
adjoining plots of a similar size, with a similar floorspace to that 
permitted in 2016, creating a spacious layout with large front and rear 
gardens, so the house can be integrated into the landscape, in 
accordance with the Council’s Design Guide (see Appendix), and in 
keeping with Local Plan policy CP23. 

                                  2. 



 

iii) The applicants have agreed all the design amendments and conditions 
sought by the Planning Officer, the Conservation, Countryside and 
Forestry Officers, to ensure that the proposals conserve and enhance 
the Conservation Area and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB), and so comply with policies Local Plan CP37, CP39, CP44 
and CP46 on design, the historic environment, landscape and 
biodiversity. 

 

iv) We have sought to address our neighbouring amenity concerns by 
reducing the scale of development from two to one house, lowering the 
building height, avoiding overlooking of the main east-west facing 
windows of Monks Farm which are shielded by their 2-storey front and 
rear extensions, and adopting local design details, as sought in the 
Council’s Design Guide, the East Hendred Conservation Area 
Appraisal, and Development Policy 23 on neighbouring amenity. 

 

v) We support the grounds for approval in the Officer’s report. 

 

APPENDIX: Extract from Section 6 of the Council’s Design Guide. 

Within rural areas of the Vale traditional buildings can be successfully integrated into 
their landscape settings through the use of simple building forms, local materials, 
structural planting and an understanding of how to site development within the 
landscape to protect against the climate.  
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Further Representations for The Planning Committee – 26th May 2020 
Roger and Jessica Simpson- Monks Farm, Newbury Road, East Hendred 

Planning Application - P19/V3304/TDC  

Monks Court, East Hendred 

Summary; 
 

• We do not object to the principal of development on this site.  Our over-riding concern is regarding 
harm to the Conservation Area. 
 

• The current proposals do not enhance or contribute to the Conservation Area’s special interest- 
they cause harm through over-dominance and over-shadow the nearby Listed Buildings and 
Buildings of Local Importance 

 
• The proposals do not respect the character and distinctiveness of the Conservation Area in terms of 

siting, height and scale- there is no need for the proposed building to be 8m high and located in 
such a prominent part of the site.  
 

• Given the height and prominence, the development would be viewed from the public right of way 
looking in towards the Conservation Area. 
 

• The applicant could achieve an attractive and characterful development of the site with a lower 
ridge height, less massing and more appropriate design. 

 
• We are appealing to the Committee to reject this application on the basis of harm to the 

Conservation Area and AONB due to excessive massing, scale, ridge height and dominance. 
 

Argument; 

• This is an application for Technical Details after the approval of a Permission in Principle (PIP) 
Application for 1-2 dwellings. 

 
• This initial application was one of the first received by VWH/SODC and was granted pending 

Technical Details. We understood that the PIP process was designed for larger development sites to 
simplify the housing allocation process, rather than for a small site of less than half an acre in a very 
sensitive rural location in an AONB and Conservation area. Monks Farm, immediately adjacent is 
designated as a Building of Local Interest. Downside House (Grade 2 Listed) is located diagonally 
opposite. 

 
• We understand that the Technical Details element of the process effectively grants planning 

permission for the development and that consent is NOT granted until this element of the consent 
is applied for. Therefore there is not a presumption towards granting consent. 

 
• There have been numerous withdrawn applications relating to this site.  The overall approach has 

been insensitive with a number of inappropriate and poorly designed proposals from 2 dwellings, 
to one large dwelling with a swimming pool and now a large dwelling with the swimming pool 
removed.   



 
• The plans submitted have been inadequate and mis-leading.  Whilst the planning officer is content 

with the re-submitted plans, they are still lacking in detail.  For example the street scene referred to 
in the planning officers report is still inaccurate and mis-leading.  See below; 

 

 

• This one dimensional street scene does not show the site sloping up by approx. 3-4 meters to the 
west.  It also does not show the road sloping to the north, making the proposed building appear 
more dominant in reality.   

 
• This property should not be 8m in height.  This is excessive and unnecessary impacts this less 

developed and protected part of the village.  There is no reason why the applicant cannot be asked 
to further reduce the height, massing and negative impact, whilst still being able to fully develop 
the site.  This could be resolved by asking the applicant to dig the property into the bank further, or 
bring it towards the road, working with the natural gradient of the site. 

                    



• An example of how development at this height and level can impact the Conservation Area and 
AONB has been demonstrated by the development of two new houses at Wells Head on Newbury 
Road, close to this site. These houses are only 7m in height and located in a similar raised position 
on the plot. 

 
 

Both photographs have been taken from the Public Right of Way. 

 



 
 
 
We unfortunately have to question the consistency of the advice from The Conservation Officer(s).  This 
has varied from asking for a single storey dwelling to insisting that that ridge height sit below that of 
Monks Farm.  The current application, which has been recommended for Approval, still sits between .3m 
and 2.5m higher than Monks Farm. We believe that rather than maintaining their initial recommendations, 
the officer is keen to find a resolution to this application which has been under consideration through the 
PIP process for 19 months, regardless of the impact on this sensitive and protected part of the village. 
 
We have studied the comments from the Conservation Officer in regard to other developments in the 
village, namely Riduna and The Lynch where ridge height from public rights of way were a significant 
factor. We believe that this has been overlooked in regard to this proposed development, in a more 
sensitive part of the village. 
 
To demonstrate this further, we have instructed, at our own cost, a computer generated image of the 
proposed property, using photographs of the site and the plans produced by the applicant. 



 
   



Conclusion 
 

• The sensitivity of this site should ensure that any application for development is considered to be 
sympathetic and follow closely the guidance within Policy 37.  Whilst the applicant (a planning 
consultant and member of the Parish Council) has amended the scheme in a piecemeal way, by 
taking out controversial elements incorporated to give the officer a “win”, the changes have not 
gone far enough to address the fundamental issue of harm to the Conservation Area due to 
excessive scale, height and massing. 
 

• If this scheme is granted consent, it will be a be a missed opportunity to create a well designed and 
attractive courtyard style of design towards the front of the site reflecting the rural surroundings 
and emulate the local vernacular style rather than a larger, replica of the applicants house situated 
opposite the site.  For context the ridge height of this property is 107.7m, virtually the same as the 
proposed dwelling (107.6m) 
 

 
 

House at Monks Court (owned by the applicant) 



 
 
 

 
 

Monks Farm (converted farm buidings) 
 

Note lower ridge heights and well proportioned buildings- more spread out in a courtyard design. 
The highest building was an existing barn. All later additions are subservient to this building. 



 
Thomas Taha Heidari 
31 Appleby Walk 
Spencer's Wood 
RD7 1UZ 
 
 
Dear Planning Committee, 
 
Re: The Old Gaol Bridge Street Abingdon OX14 3HE 

Proposed change of use from A3 to D1 
Planning and listed building application references P20/V0073/FUL and 
P20/V0076/LB respectively 

 
I would like to thank you all for taking the time to review our application. The principal 
dream of my career has always been to open a state of the art dental and training facility in 
the area.  
 
Having for a number of years lived and worked in Abingdon, I can proudly say that in my 
own way I have contributed to looking after and supporting the community. I wish to 
continue on with that tradition.  
 
The aim is to not only be a centre of clinical and teaching excellence, but also to be one of 
the leading dental centres in the UK. We will care for our patients in the post-Coronavirus 
era, with specially designed suites that have the latest virus air filtration systems.  
 
We aspire to support and give back to the local community and help with the increasing 
demand for oral health care provision. Our hope is that this will encourage even more 
people to appreciate the uniqueness and history of the Old Gaol and be in keeping with the 
charm of this development and Abingdon as a whole. 
 
Thank you again for your time. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Dr Thomas Taha Heidari BDS (QUB) MJDF Royal College of Surgeons (Eng) 



 

 

 
Sutton Courtenay Parish Council        Clerk:  Helen Savery 

Info@suttoncourtenay-pc.gov.uk 
Tel: 01253 364211 

   
  10 Sovereign Place  

Wallingford OX10 9GF 
 

Planning Department 
Vale of White Horse District Council 
Milton Park 
Didcot 
Oxon 
 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
 
20th May 2020 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Application reference: P20/V0175/HH 
Location: 10A Katchside Sutton Courtenay Abingdon   OX14 4BH Proposal: Erection of 
single storey side extension and front extension, and extension to existing garage 
(Corrected plans received 9 March 2020. Description correction agreed by agent on 9 
March 2020)  
 
We thank you for your letter of 18th May 2020. 
 
The Parish Council would wish to reiterate its original response of no objections but would ask 
that the District Council is consistent in relation to the County Council's current position on any 
development which may cause an increase in traffic through the local area.   
 
It also requests consideration of a condition to prevent the garage being used for residential 
purposes in the future. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Helen Savery 
Clerk to Sutton Courtenay Parish Council 

https://www.suttoncourtenay-pc.gov.uk/default.aspx

