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PART THREE
Our previous mailing confirmed that local decision makers still have
full authority to determine planning applications even when there is no
5 Year Supply of Housing and the NPPF prevails. We have shown that
Inspector’s have determined at several appeals that COALESENCE is
harm that demonstrably outweighs the benefit of new houses. And we
have shown that the Applicant’s proposal would create coalescence
between East Hagbourne and Didcot. This document will examine
the conflicts relating to quality and density.
Policies related to quality and density cannot reasonably be considered
policies that restrict the supply of housing. However, they are policies
with which this application conflicts and are sound planning reasons
why it must be refused.

Each of our submissions to the
Planning Committee is available on the
Mind the Green Gap website.
Nick Wright
nickwright@mindthegreengap.org
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The applicants revised and initial Land Use Parameter plans.

3. QUALITY

Consequently, this Application also fails policy CSDID4 green
infrastructure.

The Applicant submitted revised plans in January 2016. Their primary
purpose was to address Officer comment that “the layout should be
revised to increase the usability of the open space in order to comply
with - Policy D1 Good design and local distinctiveness.”

We have also consulted an Independent Landscape Architect who
confirmed that there were substantial issues with the Applicant’s LVIA
and that the revised proposals cannot reasonably be considered to
increase the usability of open space.

In preparing the new plans, The Applicant chose not to increase the
usability of open space by, for example, offering more open space,
but by increasing its concentration into a single area.

There is a further unintended policy conflict created by the Applicant’s
revised plans. The result of concentrating virtually all of the GI in one
area means that the Applicant does not satisfy the requirement of
D1(iv) providing a development that users find easy to understand
through the use of landmarks, vistas and focal points; and D1(v)
providing landscape structure as a framework for new development.

SODC’s Drainage Engineer explains the flaw in this approach.
“As before the POS/ play areas are still located within Suds
drainage areas where there is a higher likelihood of these areas
not being useable after rainfall.”
Therefore, in fact, the Applicant has actually managed to decrease
the usability of open space in his revised plans.
The solution would of course have been to have increased the amount
of open space / Green Infrastructure in the application. SODC’s
Countryside Officer explains the policy imperative to do so.
“The proposals for this site provide the absolute minimum level
of public open space and do not go any way towards addressing
the requirements for GI Identified in the Didcot GI Study. This
development proposal provides an opportunity to provide
additional GI facilities in a location which was identified as one
of the preferred options for provision as well as securing and
enhancing the ‘green gap’ between Didcot and East Hagbourne.”
SODC’s Countryside Officer’s advice was very clear in relation to the
revised plans:
“the minor amendments made to the illustrative master plan and
associated supporting documents submitted on 15/1/16 do not
alter the comments I submitted previously “(15/11/15).

4. DENSITY

Policy CSH2 concludes with the following instruction: “This policy
should be read in conjunction with Policy CSQ3.”

There is a clear and obvious explanation for the issues described above.
The Applicant is seeking outline consent for up to 170 dwellings. As a
result his proposal is for construction at a density of 34 dph.

This policy states

The Applicant’s indicative plans prove that it is possible to build at that
density on the site. However, the Application does not demonstrate
that it is possible to build a development of the requisite quality at
that density.
Policy CSH2 provides clear guidance.
“The minimum density of 25 dwellings per hectare is designed
to give more flexibility in sensitive locations such as village
locations. Higher densities can be justified where there is access
to frequent public transport services and a wide range of services
and facilities, but it should not compromise living standards. New
housing should provide good quality, attractive and acceptable
living environments.”
The Applicant claims his density is equivalent to the strategic planned
development at Great Western Park. It is difficult to see the relevance
of this comparison to East Hagbourne. Further it does him no favours
as his proposals are not supported by any public transport and provide
no on site service and facilities. It is noted that the nearest housing
development – Fleet Meadow – has a density of 26dph, which is
above the policy minimum.

The Green Gap , November 2016

“Planning permission will be granted for new development that is
of a high quality and inclusive design that: (i) responds positively
to and respects the character of the site and its surroundings
… enhancing local distinctiveness and ensuring that new
development is of a scale, type and density appropriate to the
site and its setting; (ii) respecting existing settlement patterns.”
This underlines the policy D1 vi) respecting the character of the
existing landscape; (vii) respecting distinctive settlement types
and their character”
In this case Quality and Density are inter-related. The Applicant’s
desire to achieve outline consent for up to 170 dwellings creates an
obligation to build at a density of 34dph. This is plainly inappropriate
for the local setting. (And may even be unacceptable at Great Western
Park as the site will be supported by no public transport or facilities
and services.) This level of density creates significant and clear policy
conflicts that irredeemably compromise the ability to deliver a high
quality design.
This Application manifestly fails policy D1 CSH2 and CSQ3 creating
harm that significantly and demonstrably outweighs the benefit of
any new housing. This application must be refused.
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