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Abbreviations used in the report
Abbreviation
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Asset of Community Value
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Chilterns Building Design Guide
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Design and Access Statement
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Examination in Public
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Kidmore End Parish Council
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Local Development Scheme
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Local Planning Authority

LVIA
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MHCLG

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
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Neighbourhood Development Plan

NP

Neighbourhood Plan

NPPF

National Planning Policy Framework

OCC

Oxfordshire County Council

PPG

Planning Practice Guidance

SA

Sustainability Appraisal

SPD

Supplementary Planning Document

SEA

Strategic Environmental Assessment

SEP

Strategic Economic Plan

SHMA

Strategic Housing Market Assessment

SODC

South Oxfordshire District Council

SODG

South Oxfordshire Design Guide

SPD

Supplementary Planning Document

SuDS

Sustainable Urban Drainage System
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Executive Summary
Kidmore End Parish Council (KEPC) is developing a Neighbourhood Plan for its designated area, which
lies in South Oxfordshire District.
As part of the development of the Neighbourhood Plan and its evidence base, KEPC applied
successfully to Locality for support from AECOM as part of its Supporting Communities in
Neighbourhood Planning programme.
This document comprises an Evidence Base and Policy Development (EBPD) study provided by
AECOM to KEPC. There has been close communication between KEPC and AECOM throughout its
development and, as such, feedback from KEPC has informed the final report, including comments on
the draft final version, which resulted in the addition of Appendix 5.
In response to the draft report that was sent to the Parish Council for their comment on 28th June 2019,
the Parish Council chose, rather than commenting on the original report, to draft the next iteration of
policies (for clarity, this iteration is henceforth referred to as ‘the July 2019 policies’), taking into account
the recommendations in the draft report.
While this is not standard practice in an Evidence Base and Policy Development package, it was
subsequently agreed by AECOM, Locality and the Parish Council that there was scope to comment
briefly on the July 2019 policies in a further Appendix to this report, functioning effectively as an
addendum to the original conclusions. The comments on the July 2019 policies are by necessity briefer
and more high-level than the review of the earlier policy iteration making up the main body of the report.
On this basis, the main body of this report (comprising Chapters 1-4 plus Appendices 1-4), should be
taken as the detailed review of the objectives and policies as originally provided to AECOM, whereas
Appendix 5 comprises a brief, high-level review of the July 2019 policies that were provided in response
to a request for Parish Council comments on the draft report. To avoid confusion and doubt, the detailed
evidence base and policy review within the main body of this report (as defined above), avoids reference
to the July 2019 policies.
The aim of the EBPD is to review the existing evidence base, identify any gaps within it, and then
present policy options and recommendations based not only on the existing evidence base but also on
any additional relevant information that applies.
If the AECOM review finds that the draft policy or the evidence on which it is based has any potential
for strengthening or improvement, recommendations in this regard will be clearly set out. This report
has been drafted with appropriate regard to the South Oxfordshire planning policy and evidence base.
AECOM’s review of the evidence base focuses on three lines of inquiry:
•

Policy understanding, which summarises what assessors think the policy intent is and
follows on from an inception call with the group;

•

Evidence assembly, which covers basic checks including:
- Whether evidence has been gathered from verifiable and reputable sources;
- Whether any third party comments have been taken into account (e.g. from developers,
landowners, statutory bodies); and
- Whether there are any gaps and obvious sources not referred to (e.g. Local Plan
background studies);

•

Evidence analysis, which considers whether the evidence referred to has been appropriately
understood and analysed, and reasonable conclusions reached in drawing up policy. This
stage of the review also considers:
- Whether evidence is, on balance, proportionate; and
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- Whether the evidence has already had a degree of external scrutiny (e.g. from the Local
Planning Authority (LPA)) in which case such comments are considered.
In cases where minor changes to policy wording may have the effect of increasing soundness and
robustness, we have set out any changes we recommend (which, as with all our conclusions and
recommendations, comprise non-binding advice).

Headline summary of findings on objectives and conclusions originally provided to AECOM
(see Appendix 1)
Objective/Policy 1: Housing Development
While the ‘direction of travel’ of Objective 1 and Policy 1 is broadly appropriate, Policy 1 is trying to do
too many things at once. It should be split up into several policies; on the basis of the current evidence,
these should be (for example), a policy specifying a housing allocation, the location of that allocation
and the site-specific requirements; a policy on settlement boundaries and building only within or
adjacent to them; a policy on maximum number of units per development, which, assuming the
emerging Local Plan is not adopted first, should not be lower than six for developments within or
adjoining Kidmore End village, but can in fact be lowered from four to three dwellings per site for any
other location in the parish; and a policy on housing mix, including consideration of both dwelling type
and size (see Appendix 2 for a summary of these policies).
Once the single policy is split into multiple smaller policies, then Objective 1 itself can be fleshed out
further than it is at the moment and would probably end up looking not dissimilar to how Policy 1 looks
at present, i.e. it would form a high-level introduction to the policies beneath it.
Housing Policy 2: Design and Build of New Homes
While it is appropriate for the supporting text to set out process and the relationship between relevant
documents, it could be strengthened and made more locally-specific by expanding it significantly to
explain the key design characteristics of the parish, drawing both from the general/strategic (the Design
Guides) and the local/specific (for example, referencing the design of individual listed buildings and
features, or other buildings considered of high design quality, and why they are considered of quality).
The policy itself is at an early draft stage, necessarily meaning commentary on its effectiveness, gaps
and proportionality only provisional for the moment. However, in general, it seems to be emerging on
the right lines, and certainly to be aligned with local and national design policy. However, it is not
considered useful for either the supporting text or the policy to reference the KELSS- this should be
kept as evidence supporting AONB and/or landscape policy/policies rather than design policy.
Proportionality and effectiveness would be increased by geographically dividing the policy more clearly
(part 4 currently does this, but more work is needed). What is needed is a two-part policy (or two
policies). Policy A would cover design within the AONB part of the parish and would require
development to have regard to both the CBDG checklists and SODG Part 2.
Policy B (covering the non-AONB part of the parish, where, albeit that the evidence suggests
development should be significantly restricted, a blanket ban would not meet the Basic Conditions)
would require development to have regard only to SODG Part 2. Requiring development in this location
to have regard to the AONB design guidance would likely not be deemed proportionate because it sits
outside the AONB.
At present, Part 3 of the policy is descriptive rather than prescriptive. The wording of the entire policy
should be prescriptive, with descriptive text appearing in the supporting text only.

AECOM
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Objective/Policy 2: Open Spaces (and Green Infrastructure)
While the ‘direction of travel’ of Objective 2 and Policy 2 is broadly appropriate, Policy 2 is trying to do
too many things at once. It should be split up into several policies; on the basis of the current evidence,
these should be (for example) a policy that replaces (1) by protecting open space, ideally by designating
a list of identified locations as Local Green Spaces, a policy that maintains settlement gaps and replaces
(3), and a policy that replaces (6) and which seeks to protect, enhance and add to existing designated
Green Infrastructure assets (see Appendix 2 for a full list of new policies recommended).
The second policy would need to be made less generic and highlight more specific locations where
coalescence will be avoided. Mindful of the fact that blanket development bans across significant areas
of open land are not supported in the planning system, these gaps need to be targeted and limited to
where there is real evidence that coalescence could otherwise occur.
AECOM suggests that any settlement gaps policy would work best and have the greatest chance of
getting adopted if it were limited to the following locations: Gap between Tokers Green and
Caversham/Reading, gap between Chalkhouse Green and Caversham/Reading, and gap between
Kidmore End and Sonning Common.
These are the most important locations for settlement gap maintenance because in all cases, a larger
settlement with a realistic prospect of greenfield growth (Caversham/Reading and Sonning Common)
adjoins the gap, whereas it would be considered disproportionate to protect other settlement gaps (for
example, between Cane End and Gallowstree Common) in cases where neither settlement is
realistically ever going to grow significantly enough for coalescence to become a realistic possibility.
The proposed policy on settlement boundaries (under the Housing objective) will also help minimise the
risk of coalescence, and the two policies can complement one another to strong effect. The green
infrastructure policy would add value in a way often easy and appropriate to do at neighbourhood plan
level- taking a Local Authority level evidence document and converting its spatially-specific findings into
policy (which has not already been done at South Oxfordshire level and therefore there is less risk of
restating the Local Plan). 1
Objective 3: Supporting and enhancing Chilterns AONB
Based on the value of the KELSS as evidence and having regard to the development pressure that the
Reading fringe is under, it is recommended that at least two policies be developed to sit below Objective
3- the first being an AONB policy and the second being an AONB setting policy. (see Appendix 2 for a
summary).
As noted above, the second policy would cover the same area of land as the KELSS and reflect its
conclusions, while noting that a blanket ban on any development would be contrary to the Basic
Conditions and as such, the wording of the policy should reflect this need for flexibility, particularly given
that much of the same land will also be covered by anti-coalescence policy in any case (recommended
under the Open Spaces and Green Infrastructure objective above).
It would be the AONB policy, though, that could most usefully draw from the AONB Management Plan
and translate some of its most relevant and effective provisions from non-statutory into statutory policy.
Objective/Policy 4: Community Spirit
As drafted, the policy is not a land use policy and thus cannot be included in the Neighbourhood Plan,
except as an ‘action’ or a ‘project’ rather than a policy. However, on the assumption that the Parish
Council would prefer for this to form an effective, workable land use policy that developers must abide

1

On this basis, it is recommended that the Parish Council review the South Oxfordshire Local Plan evidence base (available at
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planning-policy/evidence-studies) in more detail for
examples of other documents whose findings relevant to Kidmore End could be translated into Neighbourhood Plan policy
aligned with the Plan vision and objectives.
AECOM
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by, AECOM recommends that the policy/objective be reworked along the lines of Thame’s Policy
CLW2 2, Henley’s Policy SCI3 3, or ideally both for maximum effectiveness.
If the Parish Council agrees with this recommendation, then to ensure Community Spirit can be
considered a land use policy, it should set out the community consultation process in respect of
development applications (but only for major applications and/or on allocated sites, as otherwise it risks
being disproportionate). A Community Right to Build Order 4 could be supported, on the lines of Henley’s
policy SCI3, which would also pass the ‘land use’ test, although in practice this is a different enough
point from the consultation process for other developments for a separate policy to be justified (though
both would sit naturally under the single objective of Community Spirit).
Objective/Policy 5: Road Safety
The key problem with this objective/policy as drafted is that it is named Road Safety when in fact it
covers the movement network in general. It would be far more effective if it could be given a name more
reflective of its content, for example Movement and Access, Transport Network, or similar. Development
Control Advice Note 15 applies only in the Northern Ireland planning system, so must have been cited
in error and reference should be deleted. Instead, the movement network to, from and within new
developments should be provided with appropriate regard to the DfT’s Manual for Streets guidance. 5
Additionally, as with some previous policies assessed, it is trying to do too much in a single policy and
should be split up into a number of smaller policies. For example one policy protecting and maintaining,
in partnership with the District and County Councils, the current network of roads, lanes and footpaths;
a further policy seeking appropriate opportunities to improve road safety and capacity through
development-enabled schemes; a third policy ensuring on-street and off-street parking provision is
adequate to meet the needs of (and the traffic generated by) new development with appropriate
reference to (but not restating) existing Oxfordshire parking standards; and a fourth policy ensuring the
movement network to, from and within new developments is designed in line with the DfT’s Manual for
Streets guidance (see Appendix 2 for a summary of all new recommended policies).
There is no specific requirement in the policy as it stands to enhance the movement network (for
example, through the improvement of existing or provision of new footpaths), which could be a missed
opportunity. It could also be appropriate, recognising that this is a more general transport policy rather
than a Road Safety policy specifically, to seek to promote transport and movement in the parish by
means other than the car, for example seeking new pedestrian, cycle and public transport infrastructure.
When splitting the policy into a number of smaller policies, the opportunity should be taken to delete
text that is currently less effective, for example ‘recognising the rural road network is a key part of Parish
character’ (it would not be clear how a development might meet this requirement). Subject to
amendments as recommended above to ensure that all aspects of the policy or any replacement
policies can pass the ‘land use’ test, then it is considered that the policy or policy would be in conformity
with relevant local and national policy.
Un-numbered policy (Not linked to objective): Economic policy
Like many of the draft policies, the text as it stands is trying to cover too much ground and it could be
appropriate to split the three clauses into four separate policies as follows:
•

the first merging with the proposed policy on housing allocation (see Objective 1);

•

other text from the first clause forming a second new policy (to sit under the Community
Spirit objective) on Assets of Community Value that could be designated by the Parish
Council in accordance with the Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations

2

Thame Neighbourhood Plan is at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planningpolicy/neighbourhood-plans/thame-neighbourhood-pl
3
Henley-Harpsden Joint Neighbourhood Plan is at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-andbuilding/planning-policy/neighbourhood-plans/henley-harpsden-joint4
For more information about Community Right to Build Order, please see
https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/understanding-the-community-right-to-build/
5
Available at
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/341513/pdfmanforstreets.pdf
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2012 6 (and/or a policy protecting valued community facilities, which is a ‘softer’ but less
effective option if the Parish Council did not want, for whatever reason, to designate
ACVs);
•

Clause (2) (which appears logical and justified, and in conformity with national policy)
forming its own housing policy (sitting under the Housing objective); and

•

Clause (3) being significantly amended (assuming this is preferable to deleting it
entirely) into a planning obligations policy (and sitting under the Community Spirit
objective).

If the Parish Council agrees with the recommendation that this policy should be split into four separate
policies, then the key amendments to make to ensure all four meet the Basic Conditions are as follows:
•

The first policy, which would indicate where housing is to be allocated, should be
worded so that it does not prohibit (or appear to prohibit) housing development on all
open land in active agricultural use, in this respect referencing the AECOM Site
Assessment work from 2018- also bearing in mind that there are existing safeguards in
national and local policy on the conversion of agricultural buildings to residential use;

•

The second policy should be worded so that it does not form a blanket prohibition of
housing development on all sites in active service or hospitality use (even recognising
that the designation of ACVs, if used, does provide a significant level of protection in
this regard);

•

If clause (2) is changed into a third policy with the intention of providing homes suitable
for home working/self-employment, then it is considered it would already meet the Basic
Conditions, but the reference to the Oxfordshire Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) as
evidence should be retained; and

•

Assuming that the preferred course of action is to reword clause (3) rather than delete
it entirely, the fourth policy that would emerge as a result needs to ensure it adds value
to and does not simply restate South Oxfordshire policy on planning obligations.

Based on existing policies at Woodcote, Long Wittenham, and Pyrton, the proposed fourth policy could
do either or both of the following:
•

Require new development to provide appropriate new facilities and infrastructure on or
off-site in line with parish-specific requirements identified by the Parish Council and/or
the District Council and/or the County Council (if there is a list of Parish Council
requirements, it should appear in a Neighbourhood Plan Appendix and be consistent
with South Oxfordshire’s existing Regulation 123 CIL list 7); and

•

Require development to be phased in tandem with the timely provision of infrastructure
to help support sustainable growth.

Headline summary of findings on July 2019 iteration of policies (see Appendix 5)
July 2019 Policy 1: Housing Development General (HDG)
•

If the Neighbourhood Plan allocates site CFS8 for development, then it would include Policy 3:
HDA (below) and therefore Policy HDG would not be required. The reverse is the case if the
Neighbourhood Plan chooses, as it has a right to, not to allocate housing. In the latter case, it is
assumed that the Parish Council would wish for the plan to be silent on the issue of housing
development rather than explicitly/proactively supporting new development as does Policy 1: HDG.
It is assumed that the Parish Council is already aware that the two policies are mutually exclusive
in this way.

•

The supporting text should (but does not) reference the Kidmore End Housing Additions Analysis
2011-2018.

•

The maximum size limit of four dwellings is not in conformity with Policy CSR1 of the adopted
South Oxfordshire Local Plan nor with Policy H16 of the emerging Local Plan, both of which

6
7

Available at http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2421/contents/made
Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Revised%20R123%20List%20August%202017.pdf
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continue to support the development of infill sites of up to 6 dwellings in Smaller Villages (including
Kidmore End). The policy as worded (‘any proposed new development’) includes infill
development, so this conflict would arise.
•

While it is understood that the group has articulated clearly that there is a desire to avoid more
than four dwellings on any single site, in the continued absence of consideration of the potential
viability impacts, and in the continued potential for conflict with the adopted and emerging Local
Plans, AECOM’s advice must remain that it is likely that the Examiner would not be convinced.
However, given the ongoing ambiguity with the Local Plan position at the time of writing, there is
potential for this policy aspiration to be discussed further with SODC and the neighbourhood plan
position on this issue settled in light of their advice alongside the conclusions of this report.

•

The new approach of supporting 4-bedroom dwellings is justified by the evidence and thus
welcomed.

•

The points on housing type, home working and density are all supported.

•

For consistency, all criteria-based policies, including HDG, should number or letter each of their
criteria- this has been applied in some, but not all, of the new policies.

•

On this and all other policies below where it appears, there is no need to state explicitly that
development must meet the requirements of all other policies in the Neighbourhood Plan as they
must in any case be considered together.

July 2019 Policy 2: Infill Development (HDI)
•

This policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions and only clause (v) needs to be
deleted as per commentary on HDG above.

•

The supporting text is also helpful in terms of distinguishing between any potential site allocation
and infill development, i.e. clarifying for the avoidance of doubt that they are two separate types
of development.

July 2019 Policy 3: Housing Allocation (HDA)
•

See corresponding comment on HDG above. If the neighbourhood plan is allocating sites, then
only this policy would be needed, and HDG could be deleted. It is assumed that the Parish Council
is aware of this.

•

The requirement for the dwellings all to be open market is not consistent with adopted Local Plan
policy CSH3, which requires developments of three or more dwellings to comprise 40% affordable
housing subject to viability and selected other considerations. While the emerging Local Plan’s
40% affordable housing requirement threshold is increased to five or more dwellings within AONBs
(Policy H9), it is not clear when it will be adopted.

•

It is probably not necessary, and overly restrictive, to require landscaping to be ‘copied’‘complement’ and ‘consistent with’ should be sufficient.

•

It is not entirely clear what link, if any, exists between the hard edge to development that is required
and the discouragement of ‘open ended drives, tracks or pathways’- indeed the latter phrase is
itself unclear- does it refer to cul-de-sacs or dead-ends? Does it refer only to the vehicular access
network (including driveways) or to paths and tracks as well?

•

It would be better to state ‘consistent with the character of Tokers Green Lane’ rather than the
‘look’.

•

‘extrusive safety lighting’ is not a clear or universally recognised term- perhaps ‘unnecessary or
intrusive safety lighting’ might be clearer.

July 2019 Policy 4: Parish Gaps (LCPG)
•

The number of gaps that the policy seeks to protect is disproportionate given the
scale/sustainability of the settlements named and the fact that the AONB land within the Parish
already gives a significant degree of protection against development. In this regard, the policy fails
to take into account AECOM’s suggestion in the main body of the report that any settlement gaps
policy would work best and have the greatest chance of getting adopted if it were limited to the
following locations: Gap between Tokers Green and Caversham/Reading, gap between
AECOM
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Chalkhouse Green and Caversham/Reading, and gap between Kidmore End and Sonning
Common. Over-designation of settlement gaps would likely be considered unnecessary or even
inconsistent in the context of existing NPPF countryside and local character policies.
•

The last three paragraphs are supported, but the last two paragraphs repeat each other. The
penultimate paragraph could therefore be deleted.

•

The maps are not visible, but it is assumed that there is no overlap on them between any housing
allocation at Kidmore End village and any proposed settlement gap between Kidmore End and
other settlement(s).

July 2019 Policy 5: Local Gap (LCLG)
•

Consistent with commentary on LCPG above, there is no need for LCLG to form a separate policy.
It should be retained but incorporated within a single settlement gaps policy. There is no specific
evidence or national/local policy support for treating the gaps between Tokers Green and Reading
and Chalkhouse Green and Reading any differently from the other settlement gaps- rather, a single
settlement gap policy could in fact be strengthened by virtue of applying consistently to both nonAONB and AONB land.

•

Taking into account the comment above would also significantly reduce the potential for LCLG to
overlap with AONBF below, which is otherwise significant.

•

If this policy is merged as suggested to form a single settlement gap policy, the phrasing ‘such
proposals should demonstrate that any diminution of the gap will not lead, visually, perceptually
or physically, to coalescence…’ should be amended, because by definition, diminution of the gap
will lead to some perception of coalescence. Rather, the text should state ‘any development
within the gap will not lead….’

July 2019 Policy 6: Design Principles (LCDP)
•

The principle of the first four sentences is supported, but they are repetitive and as a result overly
onerous. They should be edited down into no more than two and ideally a single sentence.

•

The requirement for a design statement (also cross-referenced in other policies) for all
development, without exception, does not confirm with PPG advice on the use of Design (and
Access) Statements (DASs) 8. The PPG advice is then reflected in SODC’s Planning Application
Validation Checklists. 9 Design statements are needed only for major development (ten or more
dwellings). Though they can be appropriate for smaller developments in conservation areas and
World Heritage Sites, neither designation applies at Kidmore End and AONBs are not referenced.
The only evidence in the supporting text supporting a design statement for all development is the
‘special landscape character’ of the parish, which will likely be considered insufficient justification
in the light of national DAS practice. A review of adopted South Oxfordshire neighbourhood plans
supports this conclusion. 10

•

In criterion iv), it is not clear why proposals for these specific types of development should draw
from the local palette of vernacular building materials- should this not apply to all relevant
development?

•

Also, in criterion iv), if a local palette of vernacular building materials is being referenced, then that
palette should either be set out in the supporting text (currently, it does not appear) or alternatively
an existing palette within an appropriate source, e.g. the SODG or the CBDG could be referenced,
though of course this will be less parish-specific.

•

Criterion v) is unusually detailed and likely to be considered disproportionate for a neighbourhood
planning policy- even policies governing major development normally simply require the
submission of a satisfactory construction management plan, which covers all of these issues.

•

Criterion viii)- while the avoidance of an ‘estate’ type appearance is supported, its meaning should
be specified more clearly. Most people’s interpretation of this phrase presumably relates to the

8

See PPG Paragraph: 030 Reference ID: 14-030-20140306 at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/making-an-application#Designand-Access-Statement
9
Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/make-planning-application/validationchecklists
10
Thame Neighbourhood Plan includes policies referencing DASs (e.g. ESDQ 15) but limits these to developments ‘where they
are required’. Pyrton, in Policy PYR1, states that DASs should be submitted as required by the Council’s Validation Checklist
and the Checklist reflects the PPG approach.
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number of houses (less of an issue here due to the dwelling size limit) but perhaps even more
importantly the perception of multiple dwellings of a similar appearance. As such, the policy could
be made more effective and easier to apply by deleting ‘avoid “estate” type appearance’ and
rewording the rest of the sentence to ‘The layout, orientation, mix, appearance and massing of
new houses should respond to the historic grain of the development in the village….’
•

Criterion xi) effectively repeats national and local policy and therefore could be deleted.

•

Criterion xii) appears to have one or more words missing. If the missing word is ‘area’, there are
no Conservation Areas within the parish.

July 2019 Policy 7: AONB (AONB)
•

Again, as with the commentary on DASs above, the key determinant of which applications should
be accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) would be SODC’s own
Validation Checklist, which is drafted having appropriate regard to national policy requirements.
The Validation Checklist requires only major development (i.e. ten or more dwellings) to be
accompanied by an LVIA. While it is recognised that Policy ENV1 of the emerging South
Oxfordshire Plan, in the context of which Policy AONB may have been drafted, does require LVIA
for development that would affect the special qualities of an AONB or its setting, this is inconsistent
with the Validation Checklist. Having said all of this, however, elsewhere in South Oxfordshire the
Pyrton Neighbourhood Plan has now been made, and its Policy BNE2 does require all
development proposals that could have an impact on the AONB or its setting to be accompanied
by an LVIA; in his report, the Examiner did not comment on this policy clause. 11 On this basis, there
is a chance that this clause could be retained by the Examiner, and it is recommended on the basis
of this evidence that it be retained.

•

See commentary on LCDP on the issue of a Design Statement (and/or DAS)

•

The way that the last paragraph is written implies that there is a specific threshold after which, but
not before, cumulative applications could harm the AONB. However, even if such a threshold
exists, there would never be universal agreement as to where it applies. Rather, policies need to
be drafted so that they apply on a site-by-site basis, and most importantly, need to having regard
to the need to enable Council officers to apply them. Of key relevance here is NPPF paragraph 16
clause d) which states that plans should contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous,
so it is evident how a decision maker should react to development proposals.

•

It is therefore recommended that the last paragraph be simplified by deleting all text including and
after ‘as if’, having appropriate regard to how cumulative impacts of development on areas worthy
of protection have been worded in other relevant South Oxfordshire neighbourhood plan policies.
These include East Hagbourne policy VC1a, Goring policy 11, Little Milton policy LM1, and Pyrton
policy BNE4; while they do not specifically relate to AONB land, the same principle applies.

July 2019 Policy 8: AONB Fringe (AONBF)
•

In general terms, the policy text does not relate clearly to the policy name or purpose. This should
be a policy relating specifically to land within the AONB setting (but outside the AONB itself) in the
south of the parish. The AONB is not mentioned until the end of the third paragraph.

•

There is no specific national and local guidance on what may or may constitute the setting of the
AONB, as it will differ on a case-by-case basis. Given this and given the fact that there is already
a detailed policy in the Neighbourhood Plan on the impacts of development on the AONB, it is
recommended that this policy is kept much shorter and more focussed.

•

Effectively, if it is to focus purely on limiting impact of development on the setting of the Chilterns
AONB location, the entire policy text could simply comprise something along the lines of
‘development on land in the south of the parish outside the AONB will be supported where it can
be demonstrated that it would not negatively affect the AONB or its setting in terms of design,
landscape and/or visual impacts’.

•

If the phrase ‘any key views’ in the third paragraph is to be retained, what is and what is not a key
view may well need to be determined through robust supporting landscape evidence.

11

Pyrton Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report available at
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Pyrton%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Examiner's%20Final%20Report.pdf.
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July 2019 Policy 9: Safety for All Road Users (SRU)
•

The policy text could be made less ambiguous by stating ‘horse riders’ rather than just ‘riders’.

•

Specific locations where the existing road system is constrained (e.g. Horsepond Road), or in
disrepair, could be named.

•

However, this policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions and relates well to its
supporting text.

July 2019 Policy 10: Preservation of Footpaths and Tracks (PFT)
•

The requirement to provide for and enhance ease of use by pedestrians could be seen as
contradicting Policy 6 Design Principles, which resists the installation of pavements or kerbs to
existing village lanes. This potential ambiguity could be resolved by inserting text such as ‘except
in case where this would conflict with Policy 6’, or a similar form of wording.

•

Other than this possible contradiction, this policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions
and relates well to its supporting text.

July 2019 Policy 11: Safe access and parking (SAP)
•

It is not clear that the emerging NDP has any specific provisions on parking, and if these were to
be developed, they would have to be consistent with Oxfordshire Parking Standards, as
recommended in Appendix 1. As such, the first sentence should be rephrased to end with ‘…the
provisions of the Development Plan’.

•

Otherwise, this policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions and relates well to its
supporting text.

AECOM
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1.

Introduction

1.1

About this document

1. The 2011 Localism Act 12 introduced neighbourhood planning, allowing parishes or
neighbourhood forums across England to develop and adopt legally binding development plans
for their neighbourhood area.
2. Kidmore End Parish Council (henceforth KEPC) is developing a Neighbourhood Plan 13 for its
designated area, which is almost contiguous with the Kidmore End parish boundaries (see
Figure 1 below) 14, and lies in the South Oxfordshire District area, just to the north of Reading
in Berkshire. The neighbourhood plan intends to cover a planning period ending in 2033.
3. As part of the development of the Neighbourhood Plan and its evidence base, KEPC applied
successfully to Locality for support from AECOM as part of its Supporting Communities in
Neighbourhood Planning programme. The Parish Council has already benefitted from Site
Assessment and Facilitation support, both delivered by AECOM in 2018.
4. This document comprises an Evidence Base and Policy Development (EBPD) study provided
by AECOM to KEPC. There has been close communication between KEPC and AECOM
throughout its development and, as such, feedback from KEPC has informed the final report,
including comments on the draft final version, which resulted in the addition of Appendix 5
(details below).

1.2
1.2.1

Local context
Neighbourhood Plan context as of June 2019

5. The overall Vision for the neighbourhood plan at the time of writing (June 2019) is as follows:
“Preserve the rural character and retain the open spaces in and around the Parish through
appropriate housing development and by being geographically separate from nearby larger
settlements, supporting and enhancing the Chilterns AONB, engaging with our Parish
communities, and prioritising road safety.”
6. The main body of this EBPD reflects the objectives and aims provided by the Parish Council to
AECOM as of June 2019 as follows (objectives are in numerical order and aims are in
alphabetical order, meaning there is no correspondence between an aim and the objective it
happens to share a line with, and vice versa):

12

Available at http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/contents/enacted
Current progress on the Neighbourhood Plan can be viewed at https://www.kepc.info/ndp/
14
There is a small area of land within Kidmore End parish that is not within the boundaries of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
adjoins the built-up area of the neighbouring settlement of Sonning Common.
13
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Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan
Objectives

Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan Aims
(emphasis AECOM’s) 15

Objective 1: Housing Development

Aim a)

Enable suitable residential development that To meet Objectives and remain true to our
meets the need of our Parish and achieves Vision by facilitating suitable development
any housing target/ allocation of the 2034 in our Parish
South Oxfordshire Local Plan 16, recognising
and reflecting the distinct character of each of
our villages and hamlets, enriching our
communities with new residents to our Parish
as well as facilitating those who wish to
remain.
Objective 2: Open Spaces

Aim b)

Protect, maintain and where possible enhance
existing open space between and around our
villages and hamlets, with particular emphasis
on retaining space between our Parish and
nearby larger urban/ suburban developments.

To meet Objectives and remain true to our
Vision by appropriately supplementing
National Planning legislation and guidance
and SODC’s Local Plan/Core Strategy 17 in
a way which reflects our Community’s views;

Objective 3: Supporting & enhancing Chilterns Aim c)
AONB
To meet Objectives and remain true to our
Conserve and enhance the historical and Vision by taking a proportionate view in the
environmental
importance
of
AONB- context of local and national planning targets
designated land within our Parish and the for our Community;
worth of similar adjacent valued landscapes.
Objective 4: Community spirit

Aim d)

Engage with the Parish’s communities at all
stages
in
the
development
and
implementation of the Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) to ensure the Plan
meets their different needs and expectations,
thus maintaining a strong sense of
community. This is not a land use Policy and
as such is an intrinsic part of our NDP.

To meet Objectives and remain true to our
Vision by recognising that good local
planning can be a balancing act and
identifying where our Community’s
priorities lie, in the event of conflict; and

Objective 5: Road safety

Aim e)

Uphold the current network of roads, lanes
and footpaths, which reflect the rural nature of
our Parish, for all users (by car, bike, horse or
foot) and promote road safety, appropriate
traffic quantity, size and speed, road
maintenance and considerate parking on
narrow lanes/roads.

To meet Objectives and remain true to our
Vision by being simple and capable of being
understood by all, with a view to enduring to
2034.

Source: Kidmore End Parish Council
15

AECOM has added emphasis to each of the aims for ease of referencing throughout the rest of this report.
Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-plan-2034
17
Saved Local Plan available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planning-policy/localplan/local-plan-2011; Core Strategy available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-andbuilding/planning-policy/core-strategy/adopted-core-strategy
16
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7. In this context, the aim of this EBPD is to review the existing evidence base, identify any gaps
within it, and then present policy options and/or recommendations based not only on the Plan
vision, objectives and aims but also on the existing evidence base and any further relevant
information that applies.
8. In providing policy recommendations, we will at all times seek to ensure that policies developed
on the basis of those recommendations will have the potential to meet the Basic Conditions of
neighbourhood planning. 18
9. Suggestions for policy development will seek to ensure that the following principles apply to
that emerging policy and the evidence upon which it is based:
•

Evidence has been (or will be) assembled from robust sources;

•

Stakeholder-derived evidence has been (or will be) considered in an inclusive way;

•

Relevant third-party comments/issues have been (or will be) addressed;

•

Reasonable conclusions will have the potential to be drawn from the evidence;

•

All useful evidence available has been (or will be) referenced;

•

There are no evidence gaps that need to be filled;

•

The draft policy can be clearly written, distinct from and in general conformity with the
strategic policies in the development plan; and

•

In so doing, the probability that the policy will meet the Basic Conditions will be
maximised.

10. If the AECOM review finds that the evidence on which emerging policies will be based has any
potential for strengthening or improvement, recommendations in this regard will be clearly set
out.

1.2.2

Revised policies as of July 2019 (Appendix 5)

11. In response to the draft report that was sent to the Parish Council for their comment on 28th
June 2019, the Parish Council chose, rather than commenting on the original report, to draft
the next iteration of policies (for clarity, this iteration is henceforth referred to as ‘the July 2019
policies’), taking into account the recommendations in the draft report.
12. While this is not standard practice in an Evidence Base and Policy Development package, it
was subsequently agreed by AECOM, Locality and the Parish Council that there was scope to
comment briefly on the July 2019 policies in a further Appendix to this report, functioning
effectively as an addendum to the original conclusions. The comments on the July 2019 policies
are by necessity briefer and more high-level than the review of the earlier policy iteration making
up the main body of the report. This approach was agreed as a compromise that can
simultaneously:
a) add value for the Parish Council by ensuring that their constructive inputs at the draft stage
are taken into account, as they should be- because they reflect the evolution and development
of policy in response to the draft report; but also
b) avoid the impractical (and likely confusing) outcome of two full, detailed EBPD reviews within
a single EBPD report.
13. On this basis, the main body of this report (comprising Chapters 1-4 plus Appendices 1-4),
should be taken as the detailed review of the objectives and policies as originally provided to
AECOM, whereas Appendix 5 comprises a brief, high-level review of the July 2019 policies that
were provided in response to a request for Parish Council comments on the draft report. To

18

Available at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#basic-conditions-for-neighbourhood-plan-toreferendum
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avoid confusion and doubt, the detailed evidence base and policy review within the main body
of this report (as defined above), avoids reference to the July 2019 policies.

1.2.3

The Neighbourhood Plan Area

14. Figure 1 below illustrates the Neighbourhood Plan area, showing clearly the small area close
to Sonning Common that is within the Parish boundary but outside the Neighbourhood Plan
area. This small area is being planned for through Sonning Common’s adopted Neighbourhood
Plan. 19
Figure 1: Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan Area

19

Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planning-policy/neighbourhoodplans/sonning-common-neighbo
AECOM
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Source: South Oxfordshire District Council

2.

Planning Policy and Evidence Base

2.1

Introduction

15. This chapter summarises the planning policy and evidence base for the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan at the national, South Oxfordshire District Council and parish level.
16. To meet the Basic Conditions, the Examiner must be satisfied that Kidmore End Neighbourhood
Plan is in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan. For South
Oxfordshire, the adopted development plan comprises the Core Strategy 2012 and the saved
policies of the Local Plan 2011.
17. The neighbourhood plan should avoid simple restatement of policies that already appear in
these Plans. Further information on this requirement is available on the Locality website. 20

2.2

Local Plans

2.2.1

South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011

18. The South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011 was adopted in January 2006 and was partially
replaced by the South Oxfordshire Core Strategy in December 2012. As it was only partially
replaced, some of its policies were ‘saved’ and therefore continue to apply.
19. However, as the Local Plan policies pre-date the 2012 introduction of the NPPF, in cases where
they may conflict with the NPPF, it is the NPPF that is for planning purposes considered to
outweigh them. Where this may be the case, it is stated.
20. At the point that the Core Strategy was adopted, the Council helpfully published a ‘strikethrough version’ of the 2006 Local Plan 21 showing clearly which policies had been saved and
which ones had been superseded. It is this strike-through version that is reviewed in this subsection.
21. Having regard to the aims and objectives of the emerging Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan,
it is considered that the following saved policies from the Local Plan 2011 are relevant, with the
relevant Kidmore End aim or objective mapped against each one for clarity 22:
South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011 Saved
Policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy G2: The district's countryside, settlements
and environmental resources will be protected from
adverse developments

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
Objective 3: Supporting & balancing act
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

20

See https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/general-conformity-strategic-local-planning-policy/
Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Local%20Plan%202011%20%20Strikethrough%20version%20after%20adoption%20of%20Core%20Strategy%202012.pdf
22
Note that in this and subsequent tables reviewing SODC policy, only those policies considered relevant to this Evidence Base
and Policy Development report have been reviewed, and that the policies reviewed may have been edited for relevance and/or
clarity. As such, this summary of relevant policies should not be considered a full summary of the Local Plan in question.
21

AECOM
19

Kidmore End Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan
Evidence Base and Policy Development Report

South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011 Saved
Policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy G3: Development that would give rise to a
significant increase in traffic generation in relatively
inaccessible or isolated rural locations will not be
permitted.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
Objective 3: Supporting & balancing act
enhancing Chilterns
AONB
Objective 5: Road safety

Policy G4: The need to protect the countryside for
its own sake is an important consideration when
assessing proposals for development. 23

Objective 2: Open Spaces a) Facilitating suitable
development
Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
d) Recognising that good
AONB
local planning can be a
balancing act

Policy G5: In considering development proposals
within the built-up areas of settlements, the best use
of land and buildings will be sought, in terms of the
type and density of development, in order to reduce
the need for development of greenfield sites or of
sites in non-sustainable locations. In seeking to
make the best use of land regard will be had to the
role and importance of open space within
settlements.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

Policy C4: Development which would damage the
attractive landscape setting of the settlements of the
district will not be permitted. The effect of any
proposal on important local landscape features
which contribute to the visual and historic character
and appearance of a settlement will be considered.

Objective 2: Open Spaces a) Facilitating suitable
development
Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
d) Recognising that good
AONB
local planning can be a
balancing act

Policy C9: Any development that would cause the
loss of landscape features will not be permitted
where those features make an important contribution
to the local scene, and/or provide all or part of an
important wildlife habitat and/or have important
historical value. Where features are retained within
the development site, conditions will be used to
ensure that they are protected during development
and have sufficient space to ensure their survival
after development.

Objective 2: Open Spaces a) Facilitating suitable
development
Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
d) Recognising that good
AONB
local planning can be a
balancing act

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
Objective 3: Supporting & balancing act
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

23

This saved policy is considered by AECOM to have potential to conflict with the NPPF, because the approach of protecting the
countryside ‘for its own sake’ is nowadays considered more restrictive than the NPPF position of ‘recognis[ing] the intrinsic
character and beauty of the countryside’. Historically, policies like G4 were often applied (or treated as) a blanket ban on all
countryside development, but this is no longer possible under the NPPF. In the case of Kidmore End, for the countryside within
the AONB, AONB policy supersedes such considerations in any case, but the new approach does (in theory) increase the
probability of development on greenfield sites within the Plan area outside the AONB, for example on the fringe of Reading. In
practice, a number of recent applications in this location have been refused for a range of other reasons.
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South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011 Saved
Policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy H4: Proposals for housing on sites within the
built-up areas of the villages will be permitted
provided that: (i) an important open space of public,
environmental or ecological value is not lost, nor an
important public view spoilt; (ii) the design, height,
scale and materials of the proposed development
are in keeping with its surroundings; (iii) the
character of the area is not adversely affected; (iv)
there are no overriding amenity, environmental or
highway objections; and (v) if the proposal
constitutes backland development, it would not
create problems of privacy and access and would
not extend the built limits of the settlement.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 5: Road safety

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

Policy H10: In exceptional circumstances, special
small-scale affordable housing schemes may be
permitted within or adjoining villages, provided that:
(i) it can be demonstrated that all of the houses meet
a particular local need that cannot be
accommodated in any other way; (ii) there are
satisfactory arrangements to ensure that the benefits
of the affordable housing can be enjoyed by
subsequent as well as the initial occupants and that
the dwellings remain available for local people; and
(iii) there are no overriding amenity, environmental,
design or highway objections. Preference will be
given to sites where there are adequate local
services and facilities. Planning obligations will be
sought before planning permission is issued to
ensure that the above conditions are met.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
Objective 3: Supporting & balancing act
enhancing
Chilterns
AONB
Objective 5: Road safety

Source: South Oxfordshire District Council, Kidmore End Parish Council

2.2.2

Adopted South Oxfordshire Core Strategy (December 2012)

22. The South Oxfordshire Core Strategy was adopted in 2012 and continues to form the main
basis for making decisions on planning applications across South Oxfordshire district, including
Kidmore End parish. Its planning period is 2006 to 2027.
23. Having regard to the aims and objectives of the emerging Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan,
it is considered that the following Core Strategy 2012 policies are relevant, with the relevant
Kidmore End aim or objective mapped against each one for clarity (see table overleaf).
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South Oxfordshire Core Strategy 2012
policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy CS1 Presumption in favour of sustainable
development
Planning applications which accord with the policies
in the Development Plan (including, where relevant,
Neighbourhood Plans) will be approved without
delay, unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. Planning permission will also be granted
where relevant policies in the Development Plan are
out of date or silent unless any adverse impacts of
the proposal would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh its benefits when assessed against the
policies in the National Planning Policy Framework
taken as a whole; or where specific policies in the
Framework or other material considerations indicate
that development should be restricted.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy CSS1 The overall strategy
Proposals for development in South Oxfordshire
should be consistent with the overall strategy of
supporting villages in the district by allowing for
limited amounts of housing and employment and by
the provision and retention of services and outside
the towns and villages, and other major developed
sites, any change will need to relate to very specific
needs such as those of the agricultural industry or
enhancement of the environment.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
Objective 3: Supporting & balancing act
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

Policy CSM1 Transport
Objective 5: Road safety
The council will work with Oxfordshire County
Council and others to support measures which
enable modal shift to public transport, cycling and
walking, particularly where these support the
network of settlements in the district; promote and
support traffic management measures and
environmental improvements which increase safety,
improve air quality, encourage the use of sustainable
modes of transport and/or make our towns and
villages more attractive; adopt a comprehensive
approach to car parking aimed at improving the
attraction of our town and village centres; encourage
the use of sustainable modes of transport; promote
electronic communications allowing businesses to
operate throughout the district and to provide
services and information which reduce the need to
travel and encourage sustainable modes of
transport; and cater for the needs of all users.

a) Facilitating suitable
development
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire Core Strategy 2012
policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy CSM2 Transport Assessments and Travel Objective 5: Road safety
Plans
Proposals for new developments which have
transport implications that either arise from the
development proposed or cumulatively with other
proposals will need to submit a transport
assessment. Appropriate provision for works and/or
contributions will be required towards providing an
adequate level of accessibility by all modes of
transport and mitigating the impacts on the transport
network. The assessment should (notwithstanding
OCC requirements) illustrate accessibility to the site
by all modes of transport, show the likely modal split
of journeys to and from the site, detail the proposed
measures to improve access by public transport,
cycling and walking to reduce the need for parking
and reduce transport impacts, illustrate the impact
on the highway network and the impact of proposed
mitigation measures where necessary; and include a
travel plan where appropriate. Travel plans will be
required, implemented and monitored
(notwithstanding OCC requirements) for small
developments comprising residential, employment,
shopping, leisure, or education facilities which would
generate significant amounts of travel.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy CSH2 Density
Objective 1: Housing
On sites where housing development is acceptable Development
in principle, a minimum density of 25 dwellings per
hectare (net) will be required unless this would have
Objective 3: Supporting &
an adverse effect on the character of the area.
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy CSH3 Affordable housing
Objective 1: Housing
40% affordable housing will be sought on all sites
Development
where there is a net gain of three or more dwellings,
subject to the viability of provision on each site. In
cases where the 40% calculation provides a part
unit, a financial contribution will be sought equivalent
to that part unit. A tenure mix of 75% social rented
and 25% intermediate housing will be sought. With
the exception of part units, the affordable housing
should be provided on site and the affordable
housing should be mixed with the market housing.
The housing should meet required standards and
should be of a size and type which meets the
requirements of those in housing need.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy CSH4 Meeting housing needs
Objective 1: Housing
A mix of dwelling types and sizes to meet the needs Development
of current and future households will be sought on
all new residential developments. At least 10 per
cent of market housing on sites of 10 dwellings or
more should be designed to meet current Lifetime
Homes standards. In the case of affordable housing,
all ground-floor properties should be designed to
meet current Lifetime Homes standards. The
provision of dwellings for people with additional
special needs will be sought as part of the overall
affordable housing percentage. Specialist
accommodation for older people will be permitted at
suitable locations.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire Core Strategy 2012
policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy CSR1 Housing in villages
Objective 1: Housing
a) Facilitating suitable
In order to contribute to the present and future
development
Development
economic, environmental and social sustainability of
the villages, housing will be allowed where the scale
Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
and nature of the development is as follows:
local planning can be a
Objective 3: Supporting & balancing act
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

All development should conserve and enhance the
natural beauty of the Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. Suitably designed and located development
at an appropriate scale that facilitates the economic
and social wellbeing of such areas, especially in the
Larger Villages in the Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty will be supported. This includes the provision
of adequate housing to meet identified local needs.
Local character and distinctiveness will be
protected, and the requirements of relevant
development plan policies will be met.
Redevelopment proposals in all categories of
settlement may be acceptable but will be considered
on a case by case basis through the development
management process in line with other policies in
the Development Plan.
Policy CSR3 Community facilities and rural
transport
Proposals which result in the provision of facilities
and services in the rural areas will be encouraged.
Those which result in the loss of services and
facilities will be resisted. Rural transport initiatives
that improve movement, particularly to access
services and employment, will be encouraged.

Objective 5: Road safety

Policy CSEN1 Landscape
The district’s distinct landscape character and key
features will be protected against inappropriate
development and where possible enhanced. Where
development is acceptable in principle, measures
will be sought to integrate it into the landscape
character of the area. High priority will be given to
conservation and enhancement of the Chiltern Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and
planning decisions will have regard to their setting.
Proposals which support the economies and social
well-being of the AONBs and their communities,
including affordable housing schemes, will be
encouraged provided they do not conflict with the
aims of conservation and enhancement.

Objective 2: Open Spaces a) Facilitating suitable
development
Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
AONB
balancing act

a) Facilitating suitable
development
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire Core Strategy 2012
policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Policy CSG1 Green infrastructure
A net gain in green infrastructure including
biodiversity will be sought through developer works,
developer contributions and the targeted use of
other funding sources. Proposals for new
development must demonstrate that they have taken
into account the relationship of the proposed
development to existing green infrastructure. Where
appropriate, proposals will be required to contribute
to the delivery of green infrastructure and/or the
improvement of existing assets including
Conservation Target Areas in accordance with the
standards in the South Oxfordshire Green
Infrastructure Strategy and Didcot Natural
Greenspaces Study. A net loss of green
infrastructure including biodiversity through
development proposals will be avoided.

Objective 2: Open Spaces a) Facilitating suitable
development
Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
AONB
balancing act

Policy CSI1 Infrastructure provision
Objective 1: Housing
New development must be served and supported by Development
appropriate on- and off-site infrastructure and
services. Planning permission will only be granted
when infrastructure and services to meet the needs Objective 5: Road safety
of the new development, including that set out in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, and/or mitigate the
impact of the new development is already in place or
will be provided to an agreed timescale.
Infrastructure and services required as a
consequence of development, and provision for their
maintenance, will be sought from developers and
secured by the negotiation of planning obligations,
by conditions attached to a planning permission,
and/or other agreement, levy or undertaking, all to
be agreed before planning permission is granted.

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

a) Facilitating suitable
development
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

Source: South Oxfordshire District Council, Kidmore End Parish Council

2.2.3

Emerging Local Plan 2011-2034

24. The emerging Local Plan in South Oxfordshire takes the planning period for the District up to
2034. It is at an advanced stage of preparation, having been through two stages of consultation,
and then having been submitted to the Secretary of State for examination on Friday 29th March
2019.
25. However, following the results of the Local Council elections in May 2019, political control of
SODC changed, with the incoming Liberal Democrat administration promising to reconsider or
even abandon key elements of the emerging Local Plan.
26. At the time of writing, the current status of the emerging Local Plan is unclear. Following the
election, an SODC spokesperson made the following statement:
“As with any new council administration, Councillors at South Oxfordshire District Council will
take some time to look at key policies and projects, particularly those still being developed. The
Local Plan 2034 is one of those. Councillors will now spend some time learning about the
background and data behind the Local Plan and will consider the costs and implications of any
changes that might be called for.” 24
27. In this context, while this sub-section reviews the policies of the emerging Local Plan in the
interests of completeness and accuracy, it is currently an open question as to whether or not
24

Source: http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-plan-2034
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the Council will proceed with it or whether it will be abandoned in favour of a revised Plan that
is yet to be started.
28. The emerging Local Plan is significantly longer (304 pages) and more comprehensive (at least
eighteen policies are directly relevant for the purposes of emerging Neighbourhood Plan
objectives and aims) than any of South Oxfordshire’s previous Local Plans. As such, its relevant
policies reviewed in the table below have been significantly edited for clarity and
comprehension.
South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

STRAT1: The Overall Strategy
Proposals for development in South Oxfordshire
should be consistent with the overall strategy of
supporting smaller and other villages by allowing for
limited amounts of housing and employment to help
secure the provision and retention of services,
protecting and enhancing the countryside and
particularly those areas within the AONB by ensuring
that outside of the towns and villages any change
relates to very specific needs such as those of the
agricultural industry or enhancement of the
environment.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

STRAT5: Residential Densities
Proposals for major residential development in Other
Locations (which includes Kidmore End) must
achieve a minimum net density of 35 dwellings per
hectare. Proposals not meeting these density
standards will only be permitted where justified, for
example in an AONB. Proposals for minor residential
development must demonstrate how they have
achieved an efficient use of land.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

Objective 2: Open Spaces d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
Objective 3: Supporting & balancing act
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

H1: Delivering New Homes
Objective 1: Housing
Housing development will be permitted on sites that Development
are allocated by Neighbourhood Development Plans.
Housing development on sites not allocated in the
development plan will only be permitted where: i) it is
for affordable housing on a rural exception site; or ii)
it is appropriate infilling within the existing built up
areas of smaller and other villages 25; or iii) it is
brought forward through a community right to build
order; or iv) there are other specific exceptions/
circumstances defined in a Neighbourhood
Development
Plan
and/or
Neighbourhood
Development Orders. On sites that are not allocated
in the development plan, housing development and
conversions to dwellings will be permitted on
previously-developed land that is in and adjacent to
the existing built-up areas of smaller villages provided
that it does not conflict with other policies in the
Development Plan.

25

a) Facilitating suitable
development
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

Kidmore End is defined as a Smaller Village and Gallowstree Common as an Other Village.
AECOM
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South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

H8: Housing in the Smaller Villages 26
Objective 1: Housing
Where a Parish Council wishes to prepare a Development
Neighbourhood Development Plan and make
housing allocations within it to support further growth,
the Council will support this. Those Neighbourhood
Development Plans will need to demonstrate that the
level of growth they are planning for is commensurate
to the scale and character of their village, and this is
expected to be around a 5% to 10% increase in
dwellings above the number of dwellings in the village
in the 2011 census (minus any completions since 1
April 2011). Neighbourhood Development Plans
allocating sites on greenfield sites in these locations
should consider how development can meet the
bespoke needs of their village, including housing mix,
tenure and the amount of affordable housing.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy H9: Affordable Housing
The Council will seek affordable housing
contributions within the Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) as 40% affordable housing on all
sites with a net gain of five or more dwellings or a
combined gross floorspace of more than 1000sqm
(internal area). For proposals of less than 10 homes
in the AONB, this will be sought as a financial
contribution. In circumstances where it can be
adequately demonstrated that the level of affordable
housing being sought would be unviable, alternative
tenure mixes and levels of affordable housing
provision may be considered. In cases where the
40% calculation provides a part dwelling, a financial
contribution will be sought equivalent to that part
residential unit. The Council will expect a tenure mix
of 40% affordable rented, 35% social rented and 25%
other affordable routes to home ownership. With the
exception of part dwellings, the affordable housing
should be provided on site and the affordable housing
should be mixed with the market housing. The
affordable housing should meet required standards
and should be of a size and type which meets the
requirements of those in housing need. Affordable
housing should be indistinguishable in appearance
from market housing on site and distributed evenly
across the site, with these units being clustered in
groups of no more than 15 homes.

Objective 1: Housing
Development

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
AONB

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

Policy H10: Exception Sites
Objective 1: Housing
In exceptional circumstances, small-scale affordable Development
housing schemes may be permitted within or
adjoining villages, provided that it can be
demonstrated that all the proposed dwellings meet a
particular local need that cannot be accommodated
in any other way, there are satisfactory arrangements
to ensure that the benefits of affordable housing
remain in perpetuity and that the dwellings remain
available for local people, there are no overriding
amenity, environmental, design or highway
objections; and there are adequate local services and
facilities in the settlement.

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

a) Facilitating suitable
development
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

26

Although the wording of this emerging policy could be taken as applying to Kidmore End village only, as this is the only Smaller
Village within the Plan area, it was confirmed by SODC during the process of AECOM’s Site Assessment and Facilitation reports
in 2018 that the policy in fact applies to the entire Plan area. As such, if SODC decide to proceed with Examination of the emerging
Local Plan rather than withdrawing it, it is assumed that the wording of this policy will be amended accordingly.
AECOM
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South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy H11: Housing Mix
Objective 1: Housing
A mix of dwelling types and sizes to meet the needs Development
of current and future households will be sought on all
new residential developments. All affordable housing
and at least 15% of market housing on sites of 11
dwellings or more should be designed to meet the
standards of Part M (4) Category 2: accessible and
adaptable dwellings (or any replacement standards).
At least 5% of affordable housing dwellings should be
designed to the standards of Part M (4) Category 3:
wheelchair accessible dwellings. All affordable
housing and 1 and 2 bed market housing dwellings
should be designed to meet the Nationally Described
Space Standards. The mix of housing shall be in
general conformity with the Council’s latest evidence
and Neighbourhood Development Plan evidence
where applicable for the relevant area.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy H12: Self-Build and Custom Housing
Objective 1: Housing
The Council will support proposals for self-build and Development
custom build projects that are delivered in
accordance with policies in the Development Plan.
Neighbourhood Development Plans should consider
the local need for this type of development and where
appropriate identify specific sites to allocate for selfbuild and custom housing. Where serviced plot(s) for
Self and Custom Build have been sought as part of
an allocation in a Neighbourhood Development Plan
or Strategic Allocations within the Local Plan, they
must be made available and marketed for an
appropriate time (to be agreed with the Local
Planning Authority through the granting of planning
permission for the site). If, following this marketing
these plots have not sold, and sufficient evidence is
provided that there is not likely to be market interest
in the plot(s), the applicant will be able to develop the
land for further market housing.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy H16: Infill Development and
Objective 1: Housing
Redevelopment
Development
Proposals for housing on sites within the built-up
areas of the towns and villages will be permitted
provided that an important open space of public,
environmental, historical or ecological value is not
lost, nor an important public view harmed, if the
proposal constitutes backland development, and it
would not create problems of privacy and access and
would not extend the built limits of the settlement. Infill
development is defined as the filling of a small gap in
an otherwise continuous built-up frontage or on other
sites within settlements where the site is closely
surrounded by buildings. Proposals for the
redevelopment of existing sites for residential use will
be supported as follows: in smaller villages, sites of
up to 0.2ha (equivalent to 5 to 6 homes). In other
villages, sites of up to 0.1ha (equivalent to 2 or 3
homes). For both smaller and other villages, there is
no site area limit. Redevelopment proposals in these
categories of settlement are likely to be acceptable.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy H18: Replacement Dwellings
Objective 1: Housing
Proposals for the replacement of an existing dwelling Development
located outside the built-up limits of settlements will
be permitted provided that the residential use of the
existing dwelling has not been abandoned, the
existing dwelling is not subject to a temporary or time
limited planning permission, where the dwelling is
listed, or of historic, visual or architectural merit or
interest, repair and restoration is to be fully explored
before replacement is entertained, and the proposal
can demonstrate that satisfactory vehicular access
and parking arrangements and adequate amenity
areas are retained for the replacement dwelling.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy H19: Re-use of rural buildings
Objective 1: Housing
When planning permission is required for a change of Development
use of rural buildings priority will be given to
employment uses in order to support sustainable
rural economic development.
In the case of proposals for the re-use of a rural
building(s) for residential use where planning
permission is required it will only be granted where
other uses have been explored and found to be
unacceptable in planning terms and where the
location constitutes sustainable development.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy H20: Rural Workers’ Dwellings
Objective 1: Housing
The provision of a rural worker dwelling in the open Development
countryside will be permitted provided that it is
essential, and can be demonstrated there is an
existing need for one or more permanent full time Objective 2: Open Spaces
workers to be readily available at all times for the rural
enterprise to operate viably, the functional need
cannot be met by other suitable available existing
dwellings in the locality of the rural enterprise, the
rural enterprise is economically sustainable, has
been established for at least 3 years and is likely to
remain financially viable for the foreseeable future,
the size and scale of the dwelling is proportional with
the needs of the rural enterprise; and it respects the
landscape, rural character, and its rural locality. If a
rural worker dwelling is essential to support a new
rural enterprise it should be provided temporarily by a
caravan, a wooden structure which can easily be
dismantled, or other temporary accommodation for
the first three years. Planning permission will be
subject to an appropriate occupancy condition,
restricting its occupation to a person who is directly
employed on a permanent full-time basis and their
family.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy H21: Extensions to Dwellings
Objective 1: Housing
Extensions to dwellings or the erection and extension Development
of ancillary buildings within the curtilage of a dwelling,
will be permitted provided that adequate and
satisfactory parking is provided in accordance with
the current Oxfordshire County Council parking
standards, unless specific evidence is provided to
justify otherwise, amenity areas are provided for the
extended dwelling that accord with the South
Oxfordshire Design Guide; and the proposal does not
conflict with other policies in the Development Plan.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy TRANS1b: Supporting Strategic Transport Objective 5: Road safety
Investment:
The Council will work with Oxfordshire County
Council and others to ensure that the impacts of new
development on the local road network are
adequately mitigated

a) Facilitating suitable
development

Policy TRANS2: Promoting Sustainable Transport Objective 5: Road safety
and
Accessibility:
The Council will work with Oxfordshire County
Council and others to ensure that where new
development is located close to, or along, existing
strategic public transport corridors, bus and/or rail
services can be promoted and strengthened in
response to increases in demand for travel and
freight; also ensure new development is designed to
encourage walking and cycling, not only within the
development, but also to nearby facilities,
employment and public transport hubs; support
provision of measures which improve public transport
(including Park & Ride), cycling and walking networks
within and between towns and villages in the district;
promote and support improvements to the transport
network which increase safety, improve air quality,
encourage use of sustainable modes of transport
and/or make our towns and villages more attractive;
adopt an approach to the provision and management
of car parking aimed at improving the attraction of our
village centres; and ensure the needs of all users,
including those with impaired mobility are planned for
in development of transport improvements.

a) Facilitating suitable
development

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act

d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Policy TRANS5: Consideration of Development
Objective 5: Road safety
Proposals
Proposals for all types of development will, where
appropriate: provide for a safe and convenient access
for all users to the highway network; provide safe and
convenient routes for cyclists and pedestrians, both
within the development, and including links to rights
of way and other off-site walk and cycle routes where
relevant; provide for covered, secure and safe cycle
parking, complemented by other facilities to support
cycling where relevant; be designed to facilitate
access to high quality public transport routes,
including safe walking routes to nearby bus stops or
new bus stops; be served by an adequate road
network which can accommodate traffic without
creating traffic hazards or damage to the
environment; where new roads, pedestrian routes,
cycleways and street lighting are to be constructed as
part of the development, they should be constructed
to adoptable standards and be completed as soon as
they are required to serve the development; make
adequate provision for those whose mobility is
impaired;
be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other
low emission vehicles in safe, accessible and
convenient locations; provide for loading, unloading,
circulation and turning space; be designed to enable
the servicing of properties by refuse collection
vehicles; provide for parking for disabled people;
provide for the parking of vehicles in accordance with
Oxfordshire County Council parking standards,
unless specific evidence is provided to justify
otherwise; and provide facilities to support the take
up of electric and/ or low-emission vehicles.

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims
a) Facilitating suitable
development
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims

Policy ENV1: Landscape and Countryside
The highest level of protection will be given to the
landscape and scenic beauty of the Chilterns Areas
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Development
in an AONB or affecting the setting of an AONB will
only be permitted where it conserves, and where
possible, enhances the character and natural beauty
of the AONB. Development in an AONB will only be
permitted where it is appropriate to the economic and
environmental wellbeing of the area or promotes
understanding or enjoyment of the AONB. Major
development in an AONB will only be permitted in
exceptional circumstances and where it can be
demonstrated to be in the public interest.
Development proposals that could affect the special
qualities of an AONB (including the setting of an
AONB) either individually or in combination with other
developments, should be accompanied by a
proportionate Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment. AONB management plans will be a
material consideration in decision making. South
Oxfordshire’s landscape, countryside and rural areas
will be protected against harmful development.
Development will only be permitted where it protects
and, where possible enhances, features that
contribute to the nature and quality of South
Oxfordshire’s valued landscapes, in particular trees
(including individual trees, groups of trees and
woodlands), hedgerows and field boundaries,
irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland and
aged or veteran trees found outside ancient
woodland, the landscape setting of settlements,
topographical features, areas or features of cultural
and historic value, important views and visually
sensitive skylines; and aesthetic and perceptual
factors such as tranquillity, wildness, intactness,
rarity, scale, or enclosure. Development which
supports economic growth in rural areas will be
supported provided it conserves and enhances the
landscape, countryside and rural areas. The Council
will seek the retention of important hedgerows
(according to the definition within the Hedgerow
Regulations 1997). Where retention is not possible
and a proposal seeks the removal of a hedgerow, the
Council will require compensatory planting with a
mixture of native hedgerow species.

Objective 2: Open Spaces a) Facilitating suitable
development
Objective 3: Supporting &
enhancing Chilterns
d) Recognising that good
AONB
local planning can be a
balancing act
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South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan to
2034 policy

Relevant Kidmore
End Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives

Policy ENV5: Green Infrastructure in New
Objective 2: Open Spaces
Developments
Development will be expected to contribute towards
the provision of additional Green Infrastructure and
protect or enhance existing Green Infrastructure.
Proposals should protect, conserve, and enhance the
district’s Green Infrastructure; avoid the loss,
fragmentation, severance or other negative impact on
the function of Green Infrastructure; provide
appropriate mitigation where there would be an
adverse impact on Green Infrastructure; and provide
an appropriate replacement where it is necessary for
development to take place on areas of Green
Infrastructure. All Green Infrastructure provision
should be designed to meet the quality standards set
out within the Green Infrastructure Strategy, or the
relevant
Neighbourhood
Development
Plan.
Consideration should also be given to inclusive
access using such guides as the Fieldfare Trust
‘Countryside for All – A good practice guide to
Disabled People’s Access in the Countryside’ and the
South Oxfordshire Design Guide. Where new Green
Infrastructure is provided, applicants should ensure
that appropriate arrangements are in place to ensure
its ongoing management and maintenance.

Relevant Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan
Aims
a) Facilitating suitable
development
d) Recognising that good
local planning can be a
balancing act
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2.2.4

Neighbourhood plan level

Neighbourhood Plan policies and evidence base
29. While the Neighbourhood Plan itself is, at the time of writing, at an early stage of development,
work has progressed well on developing draft policies and a parish-specific evidence base
supporting these policies.
30. AECOM have been provided with the following five emerging policies:
•

Housing Policy (relates to Objective 1: Housing Development)

•

Open Spaces and Green Infrastructure Policy (relates to Objective 2: Open Spaces)

•

Policy on Community Spirit and Engagement (relates to Objective 4: Community
Spirit)

•

Road Safety Policy (relates to Objective 5: Road Safety)

•

Economic Policy (does not relate to any of the current objectives)

31. As can be seen from the list above, one of the policies (Economic Policy) does not relate to any
of the current objectives, but it is also the case that Objective 3: Supporting and Enhancing
Chilterns AONB does not currently have a policy mapped against it.
32. As the Neighbourhood Plan is at such an early stage of development, and as such the
boundaries between policies and objectives are relatively fluid, the slight mismatch at this point
between the two levels is not a significant problem. Rather, to maximise value, this study is
able to review Objective 3 as if it were an emerging policy of its own, thus reviewing a total of
six pieces of text- five emerging policies and one emerging objective.
33. Meanwhile, for Objectives 1, 2, 4 and 5, both the Objective and Policy are reviewed together,
again for the purposes of adding value, and recognising that in some cases there may be merit
in moving Objective text into the policy text and vice versa. These policies are between them
supported by a range of evidence base work.
34. In Appendix 1, therefore, these five objectives and five policies, as well as the evidence base
supporting them, have been reviewed in full using AECOM’s methodology developed
specifically for the purpose of neighbourhood plan policy review, detailed in Chapter 3 below.
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3.

Assessment methodology

3.1

Assessment of evidence base

35. The evidence base for neighbourhood planning needs to be ‘proportionate’, i.e. relating well in
terms of breadth, depth and scope to the policy being proposed. In line with this approach, the
Government’s Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 27 expects evidence in neighbourhood
planning to be ‘proportionate’. 28 This can reasonably be interpreted as meaning that the
Government expects most evidence supporting a neighbourhood plan will be secondary (i.e.
already collected by another party) rather than new primary data (albeit that in AECOM’s
experience, there are some important exceptions to this general approach, including household
surveys and consultation events). This means that, most of the time, neighbourhood plan
evidence gathering can be more of an exercise in assembling, interpreting and showing
understanding of existing data.
36. Any evidence used should be clearly referenced and presented in an accessible way to justify
policies, both for the purpose of examination and for the benefit of residents reading a plan as
well as interested parties such as landowners and developers, all of whom may be impacted.
37. Evidence can come from several sources, including:
•

the adopted or emerging Local Plan (from a policy conformity perspective 29);

•

Local Plan evidence base studies that inform policy documents (e.g. Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessments or equivalent and Employment Land
Reviews);

•

primary technical evidence generated or commissioned by the Parish Council itself
(e.g. parish landscape assessment);

•

stakeholder-derived primary evidence generated or commissioned by the Parish
Council (e.g. surveys of local households); and

•

relevant national reports, studies and data, such as the 2011 Census. 30

3.2

Assessment of evidence base (see also Appendix 1)

38. AECOM’s review of the evidence base focuses on three main lines of inquiry:
•

Policy understanding, which summarises what assessors thinks the policy intent is
and follows on from an inception call with the group;

•

Evidence assembly, which covers basic checks including:
- Whether evidence has been gathered from verifiable and reputable sources;
- Whether any third party comments have been taken into account (e.g. from
developers, landowners, statutory bodies); and
- Whether there are any gaps and obvious sources not referred to (e.g. Local Plan
background studies);

•

Evidence analysis, which considers whether the evidence referred to has been
appropriately understood and analysed, and reasonable conclusions reached in
drawing up policy. This stage of the review also considers:
- Whether evidence is, on balance, proportionate; and

27

Available at https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance
See PPG Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211 at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2
29
In applying Basic Condition E, ‘general conformity’ relates to the adopted, not emerging Local Plan (see PPG, Paragraph:
065 Reference ID: 41-065-20140306). However, the evidence behind any emerging Local Plan is part of the evidence base for
the NDP and it is important the NDP takes account of policy development within it, given that, once adopted, the new Local
Plan polices may supersede those in the NDP.
30
2011 Census data is available at Nomis: https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011
28
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- Whether the evidence would require a degree of external scrutiny (e.g. from the Local
Planning Authority, LPA) in which case such a course of action is recommended.

3.3

Policy review (see also Appendix 1)

39. After examining the evidence that underpins each policy, the review considers the following
questions in terms of meeting the Basic Conditions 31 of a neighbourhood plan:

3.4

•

Is the policy spatial in nature and therefore within the scope of a development plan, or
is it supporting a community project?

•

Can the policy be reasonably implemented by planning officers (within planning
legislation) when deliberating on planning applications?

•

Does the policy have due regard to national policy and guidance?

•

Does the policy comply with human rights law?

•

Is the policy in general conformity with adopted strategic local plan policy? Does it
add value to that policy, rather than reiterate policy principles?

•

Is the policy clearly written and easy to understand?

Policy wording

40. The Government’s Planning Practice Guidance 32 states:
“A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should be drafted with
sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence when
determining planning applications. It should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate
evidence. It should be distinct to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics and planning
context of the specific neighbourhood area for which it has been prepared.”
41. Precise wording of policies is, broadly speaking, considered a matter more for the
neighbourhood group itself than for AECOM, based not only on the conclusions and
recommendations of this report, but also taking into account feedback from other relevant
stakeholders, including the LPA.
42. Nevertheless, in cases where minor changes to policy wording may have the effect of
increasing soundness and robustness, we have set out any changes we recommend (which,
as with all our conclusions and recommendations, comprise non-binding advice).
43. Where significant re-drafting of policy wording is considered to be required, we have signposted useful toolkits and Examiners’ comments. See Appendix 3.
44. We have undertaken a review of the evidence available to support the draft policies emerging
in the documentation sent to AECOM by the Parish Council. From this, we have identified any
gaps within the evidence base that has been gathered to date by the Parish Council and also
provided comment on future work or actions needed to ensure a robust policy approach.

3.5

About Appendix 1

45. Appendix 1 is our detailed review of each policy using the methodology described above, which
considers the draft policies alongside the policies of the adopted and emerging Local Plans,
relevant evidence base documents and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 33. It
aims to provide an answer to the questions raised above. Recommendations are provided in

31

For further information on the basic conditions, please see ‘How to write a basic conditions statement available’ here:
https://mycommunity.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/How-to-write-a-basic-conditions-statement.pdf
32
Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041-20140306, available online at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2
33
Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_
Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
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terms of actions the Parish Council should take in terms of further evidence gathering and/or
policy development.
46. The column headings in the Appendix 1 table can be explained as follows:

3.6

•

Policy name: The policy name as it appears in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan;

•

Policy intent: This column summarises AECOM’s understanding of the policy intent;

•

Evidence source and type: This column identifies and checks the source of evidence
and whether it is technical evidence or based on local surveys and engagement;

•

Evidence analysis: This column analyses whether the evidence has been
appropriately analysed and reasonable conclusions drawn;

•

Proportionality and gaps: This column indicates, in AECOM’s view, whether the
evidence is proportionate and where, if necessary, further potentially useful evidence
in support of the policy, theme or objective could be found and referenced;

•

Effectiveness of the policy: This column analyses whether the evidence is clearly
written, easy to understand and implementable;

•

Conformity: This column provides AECOM’s assessment of the extent to which the
policy conforms with the relevant policies or provisions of the adopted and emerging
Local Plans as summarised in Chapter 2, the NPPF and/or the local plan evidence base
as well as with human rights and European law; and

•

Conclusion and recommendations: This column summarises AECOM’s key
thoughts on the policy and outlines our overall recommendations for any necessary
changes to policy or evidence, including whether specific issues need to be discussed
with third parties (e.g. the LPA) to develop it further. If we consider that a policy should
be deleted entirely, for example because it duplicates Local Plan policy, we state this
here.

About Appendix 2

47. Given that in so many cases, the Appendix 1 conclusion was to divide existing policies into a
number of smaller policies, Appendix 2 has been included to provide additional clarity. It sets
out a single ‘at a glance’ table listing the new policies recommended in Appendix 1. New policies
have been given provisional names and numbers referring back to the objective under which
they sit.

3.7

About Appendix 3

48. Appendix 3 lists policies in ‘made’ (i.e. adopted) neighbourhood plans from the rest of South
Oxfordshire that are relevant to the policies and objectives assessed at Kidmore End. The value
of assessing a ‘made’ plan policy is that it has passed Examination and thus has been found to
be in full conformity with the Basic Conditions of neighbourhood planning, and thus by extension
with adopted South Oxfordshire planning policies and the NPPF.
49. If any of the policy examples in Appendix 3 are considered of particular interest or relevance,
then it may be helpful to search online for the relevant neighbourhood plan Examiner’s Report,
which should in every case be publicly available (if it is not, contact SODC). The Examiner’s
Report may show how and why the policy in question was amended to conform with the Basic
Conditions, unless the draft policy was considered to meet the Basic Conditions without
amendment.

3.8

About Appendix 4

50. Appendix 4 briefly sets out further information on neighbourhood plan policy drafting, including
links to resources that may be helpful in this regard.
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3.9

About Appendix 5

51. As stated in detail in Section 1.2.2 above, Appendix 5 comprises a high-level review of the
Parish Council’s July 2019 iteration of policies, i.e. the iteration of policies developed in
response to a request for comments on the draft version of the main body of this report (which
comprises Chapters 1-4 and Appendices 1-4).
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4.

Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1

General findings 34

52. As Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan is at a much earlier stage than is usually the case when
carrying out an Evidence Base and Policy Development study, it almost goes without saying that
all policies need further development.
53. If there is a general theme running through our conclusions on how the emerging policies could be
improved it is one of sub-division. This is because in most cases, existing policies try to do too much
and should be split into a number of smaller policies instead (as also listed in the Appendix 2 table).
54. The increased number of policies should not significantly increase workload for the group. While in
some cases new supporting text may indeed be required and evidence referencing sharpened up,
in general, as illustrated by the adopted policies set out in Appendix 3, it is perfectly possible for
some or even a majority of policies to be very short and focussed. In some cases, they may be only
one or two sentences long.
55. One area where it is considered that the Parish Council has excelled is in the gathering and
commissioning of evidence. In general terms, therefore, it is not considered that there are any
significant evidence gaps, i.e. there appears to be no need for the Parish Council to expend
significant further time gathering or commissioning data. However, there is potential for some
existing evidence sources to be interrogated in more detail and relevant conclusions or descriptions
from them added to supporting text or policy text as appropriate. In other cases, there are relevant
evidence base documents that have not been cited. Where either of this is the case, it has been
stated in the Appendix 1 detailed policy-by-policy review.
56. In an ideal policy, the supporting text should clearly refer to the evidence base used to inform the
policy approach, summarising its key points. This will help demonstrate how robust the policy is.
While it is also appropriate in some cases for the policy text itself to reference the evidence, it should
already be very clear to plan users how the evidence set out clearly in the justification text flows
through and informs the policy itself, thus keeping the policy text clear, concise and uncluttered.
Where appropriate, the justification text should reference also relevant parts of the NPPF and South
Oxfordshire policies, using this report as guidance where it has not already done so.
57. A second overarching conclusion is that policy text/wording at present is too close to that of the
objectives- i.e. it is too high-level and generic, and insufficiently Parish-specific. In any planning
policy, whether Local or Neighbourhood Plan, the best ‘space’ in which policy should be worded is
where the strategic meets and shapes the place-specific, and vice versa.

34
To state again for the avoidance of doubt- these conclusions and recommendations do not refer or relate to the July 2019 iteration
of Neighbourhood Plan policies- for commentary on this subsequent iteration, please refer to Appendix 5.

AECOM
39

Kidmore End Parish Council
Evidence Base and Policy Development

58. This is illustrated in the table below. The three levels at which there is potential to write policy have
been labelled A, B and C. The ideal location for planning policies at anything other than national
level is B. Within B sit Local Plans, but generally sharing more of the characteristics of documents
at A 35. Within B also sit neighbourhood plans, but in general they should share more of the
characteristics of C. 36 In general the Kidmore End policies have too many of the characteristics of
A at present. Moving the policies to B by adding some of the characteristics of C would, again, be
relatively straightforward to address given the Parish Council’s extensive knowledge of the Plan
area.
59. This can be done by considering the specific local features and characteristics of the Plan area- its
settlements, its communities, its movement network, its landscapes, its buildings, its fields, its
woods, its views- and referencing them as appropriate throughout the policy and supporting text to
thus develop significantly less generic and significantly more Kidmore End-specific policy.
60. Ensuring the policies are at level B but informed by C will help add real value to the existing local
and national policy context (which already governs development in the parish at the A and B levels)
and would be less at risk of being struck out at Examination for restating national or local policy
objectives.
61. It should be also clear that a Neighbourhood Plan should not be drafted at C (even though some of
its evidence base should be) because then it would have insufficient regard to the local and national
policy context.
The three levels of policy and evidence writing
Level

Characteristics of and examples of writing and documents at each level

A

Strategic focus; general or generic statements; top-down perspective; applicable across whole planning
system; less spatial, less place-specific. Examples: Government policies, legislation and regulation,
including (but not limited to) NPPF, PPG, Neighbourhood Planning Regulations

B

Mixture of strategic and local/place/site focus; both general and specific statements; top-down and
bottom-up perspectives and evidence compared, contrasted and where possible merged; some elements
more spatial, some less so, some place-specific, others less so. Examples: South Oxfordshire Local
Plans, South Oxfordshire adopted Neighbourhood Plans

C

Local focus, local/place/site-specific statements, bottom-up perspective, applicable only to one location,
more spatial, more place-specific. Examples: Neighbourhood Plan (or other sub-Local Authority level)
evidence base documents, such as household surveys, landscape assessments, site appraisals,
planning applications and so on.

62. In a minority of cases, the Parish Council may wish to consider the case for selective deletion of
some policy clauses. However, in all such cases (as set out in Appendix 1), AECOM considers that
there is potential to replace or amend such text rather than deleting it, and it is assumed throughout
that this is the approach preferred by the Parish Council.

35

For example, the emerging South Oxfordshire Local Plan is 304 pages long, but mentions Kidmore End only once, while referring
to the NPPF numerous times.
36
For example, a neighbourhood plan that references and is based on a Parish household survey.
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4.2
4.2.1

Headline summary of policy specific findings (full details in Appendix 1)
Objective/Policy 1: Housing Development

63. While the ‘direction of travel’ of Objective 1 and Policy 1 is broadly appropriate, Policy 1 is trying to
do too many things at once. It should be split up into several policies; on the basis of the current
evidence, these should be (for example), a policy specifying a housing allocation, the location of
that allocation and the site-specific requirements; a policy on settlement boundaries and building
only within or adjacent to them; a policy on maximum number of units per development, which,
assuming the emerging Local Plan is not adopted first, should not be lower than six for
developments within or adjoining Kidmore End village, but can in fact be lowered from four to three
dwellings per site for any other location in the parish; and a policy on housing mix, including
consideration of both dwelling type and size (see Appendix 2 for a summary of these policies).
64. Once the single policy is split into multiple smaller policies, then Objective 1 itself can be fleshed
out further than it is at the moment and would probably end up looking not dissimilar to how Policy
1 looks at present, i.e. it would form a high-level introduction to the policies beneath it.

4.2.2

Housing Policy 2: Design and Build of New Homes

65. While it is appropriate for the supporting text to set out process and the relationship between
relevant documents, it could be strengthened and made more locally-specific by expanding it
significantly to explain the key design characteristics of the parish, drawing both from the
general/strategic (the Design Guides) and the local/specific (for example, referencing the design of
individual listed buildings and features, or other buildings considered of high design quality, and
why they are considered of quality).
66. The policy itself is at an early draft stage, necessarily meaning commentary on its effectiveness,
gaps and proportionality only provisional for the moment. However, in general, it seems to be
emerging on the right lines, and certainly to be aligned with local and national design policy.
However, it is not considered useful for either the supporting text or the policy to reference the
KELSS- this should be kept as evidence supporting AONB and/or landscape policy/policies rather
than design policy.
67. Proportionality and effectiveness would be increased by geographically dividing the policy more
clearly (part 4 currently does this, but more work is needed). What is needed is a two-part policy (or
two policies). Policy A would cover design within the AONB part of the parish and would require
development to have regard to both the CBDG checklists and SODG Part 2.
68. Policy B (covering the non-AONB part of the parish, where, albeit that the evidence suggests
development should be significantly restricted, a blanket ban would not meet the Basic Conditions)
would require development to have regard only to SODG Part 2. Requiring development in this
location to have regard to the AONB design guidance would likely not be deemed proportionate
because it sits outside the AONB.
69. At present, Part 3 of the policy is descriptive rather than prescriptive. The wording of the entire
policy should be prescriptive, with descriptive text appearing in the supporting text only.

4.2.3

Objective/Policy 2: Open Spaces (and Green Infrastructure)

70. While the ‘direction of travel’ of Objective 2 and Policy 2 is broadly appropriate, Policy 2 is trying to
do too many things at once. It should be split up into several policies; on the basis of the current
evidence, these should be (for example) a policy that replaces (1) by protecting open space, ideally
by designating a list of identified locations as Local Green Spaces, a policy that maintains
settlement gaps and replaces (3), and a policy that replaces (6) and which seeks to protect,
enhance and add to existing designated Green Infrastructure assets (see Appendix 2 for a full list
of new policies recommended).
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71. The second policy would need to be made less generic and highlight more specific locations where
coalescence will be avoided. Mindful of the fact that blanket development bans across significant
areas of open land are not supported in the planning system, these gaps need to be targeted and
limited to where there is real evidence that coalescence could otherwise occur.
72. AECOM suggests that any settlement gaps policy would work best and have the greatest chance
of getting adopted if it were limited to the following locations: Gap between Tokers Green and
Caversham/Reading, gap between Chalkhouse Green and Caversham/Reading, and gap between
Kidmore End and Sonning Common.
73. These are the most important locations for settlement gap maintenance because in all cases, a
larger settlement with a realistic prospect of greenfield growth (Caversham/Reading and Sonning
Common) adjoins the gap, whereas it would be considered disproportionate to protect other
settlement gaps (for example, between Cane End and Gallowstree Common) in cases where
neither settlement is realistically ever going to grow significantly enough for coalescence to become
a realistic possibility.
74. The proposed policy on settlement boundaries (under the Housing objective) will also help minimise
the risk of coalescence, and the two policies can complement one another to strong effect. The
green infrastructure policy would add value in a way often easy and appropriate to do at
neighbourhood plan level- taking a Local Authority level evidence document and converting its
spatially-specific findings into policy (which has not already been done at South Oxfordshire level
and therefore there is less risk of restating the Local Plan). 37
4.2.4

Objective 3: Supporting and enhancing Chilterns AONB

75. Based on the value of the KELSS as evidence and having regard to the development pressure that
the Reading fringe is under, it is recommended that at least two policies be developed to sit below
Objective 3- the first being an AONB policy and the second being an AONB setting policy. (see
Appendix 2 for a summary).
76. As noted above, the second policy would cover the same area of land as the KELSS and reflect its
conclusions, while noting that a blanket ban on any development would be contrary to the Basic
Conditions and as such, the wording of the policy should reflect this need for flexibility, particularly
given that much of the same land will also be covered by anti-coalescence policy in any case
(recommended under the Open Spaces and Green Infrastructure objective above).
77. It would be the AONB policy, though, that could most usefully draw from the AONB Management
Plan and translate some of its most relevant and effective provisions from non-statutory into
statutory policy.

4.2.5

Objective/Policy 4: Community Spirit

78. As drafted, the policy is not a land use policy and thus cannot be included in the Neighbourhood
Plan, except as an ‘action’ or a ‘project’ rather than a policy. However, on the assumption that the
Parish Council would prefer for this to form an effective, workable land use policy that developers
must abide by, AECOM recommends that the policy/objective be reworked along the lines of
Thame’s Policy CLW2 38, Henley’s Policy SCI3 39, or ideally both for maximum effectiveness.
79. If the Parish Council agrees with this recommendation, then to ensure Community Spirit can be
considered a land use policy, it should set out the community consultation process in respect of
development applications (but only for major applications and/or on allocated sites, as otherwise it
37

On this basis, it is recommended that the Parish Council review the South Oxfordshire Local Plan evidence base (available at
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planning-policy/evidence-studies) in more detail for
examples of other documents whose findings relevant to Kidmore End could be translated into Neighbourhood Plan policy aligned
with the Plan vision and objectives.
38
Thame Neighbourhood Plan is at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planningpolicy/neighbourhood-plans/thame-neighbourhood-pl
39
Henley-Harpsden Joint Neighbourhood Plan is at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-andbuilding/planning-policy/neighbourhood-plans/henley-harpsden-joint-
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risks being disproportionate). A Community Right to Build Order 40 could be supported, on the lines
of Henley’s policy SCI3, which would also pass the ‘land use’ test, although in practice this is a
different enough point from the consultation process for other developments for a separate policy
to be justified (though both would sit naturally under the single objective of Community Spirit).

4.2.6

Objective/Policy 5: Road Safety

80. The key problem with this objective/policy as drafted is that it is named Road Safety when in fact it
covers the movement network in general. It would be far more effective if it could be given a name
more reflective of its content, for example Movement and Access, Transport Network, or similar.
Development Control Advice Note 15 applies only in the Northern Ireland planning system, so must
have been cited in error and reference should be deleted. Instead, the movement network to, from
and within new developments should be provided with appropriate regard to the DfT’s Manual for
Streets guidance. 41
81. Additionally, as with some previous policies assessed, it is trying to do too much in a single policy
and should be split up into a number of smaller policies, for example one policy protecting and
maintaining, in partnership with the District and County Councils, the current network of roads, lanes
and footpaths; a further policy seeking appropriate opportunities to improve road safety and
capacity through development-enabled schemes; a third policy ensuring on-street and off-street
parking provision is adequate to meet the needs of (and the traffic generated by) new development
with appropriate reference to (but not restating) existing Oxfordshire parking standards; and a fourth
policy ensuring the movement network to, from and within new developments is designed in line
with the DfT’s Manual for Streets guidance (see Appendix 2 for a summary of all new recommended
policies).
82. There is no specific requirement in the policy as it stands to enhance the movement network (for
example, through the improvement of existing or provision of new footpaths), which could be a
missed opportunity. It could also be appropriate, recognising that this is a more general transport
policy rather than a Road Safety policy specifically, to seek to promote transport and movement in
the parish by means other than the car, for example seeking new pedestrian, cycle and public
transport infrastructure.
83. When splitting the policy into a number of smaller policies, the opportunity should be taken to delete
text that is currently less effective, for example ‘recognising the rural road network is a key part of
Parish character’ (it would not be clear how a development might meet this requirement). Subject
to amendments as recommended above to ensure that all aspects of the policy or any replacement
policies can pass the ‘land use’ test, then it is considered that the policy or policy would be in
conformity with relevant local and national policy.

4.2.7

Un-numbered policy (Not linked to objective): Economic policy

84. Like many of the draft policies, the text as it stands is trying to cover too much ground and it could
be appropriate to split the three clauses into four separate policies as follows:
•

the first merging with the proposed policy on housing allocation (see Objective 1);

•

other text from the first clause forming a second new policy (to sit under the Community
Spirit objective) on Assets of Community Value that could be designated by the Parish
Council in accordance with the Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 2012 42
(and/or a policy protecting valued community facilities, which is a ‘softer’ but less effective
option if the Parish Council did not want, for whatever reason, to designate ACVs);

•

Clause (2) (which appears logical and justified, and in conformity with national policy)
forming its own housing policy (sitting under the Housing objective); and

40

For more information about Community Right to Build Order, please see https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/understanding-thecommunity-right-to-build/
41
Available at
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/341513/pdfmanforstreets.pdf
42
Available at http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2421/contents/made
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•

Clause (3) being significantly amended (assuming this is preferable to deleting it entirely)
into a planning obligations policy (and sitting under the Community Spirit objective).

85. If the Parish Council agrees with the recommendation that this policy should be split into four
separate policies, then the key amendments to make to ensure all four meet the Basic Conditions
are as follows:
•

The first policy, which would indicate where housing is to be allocated, should be worded
so that it does not prohibit (or appear to prohibit) housing development on all open land in
active agricultural use, in this respect referencing the AECOM Site Assessment work from
2018- also bearing in mind that there are existing safeguards in national and local policy on
the conversion of agricultural buildings to residential use;

•

The second policy should be worded so that it does not form a blanket prohibition of housing
development on all sites in active service or hospitality use (even recognising that the
designation of ACVs, if used, does provide a significant level of protection in this regard);

•

If clause (2) is changed into a third policy with the intention of providing homes suitable for
home working/self-employment, then it is considered it would already meet the Basic
Conditions, but the reference to the Oxfordshire Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) as
evidence should be retained; and

•

Assuming that the preferred course of action is to reword clause (3) rather than delete it
entirely, the fourth policy that would emerge as a result needs to ensure it adds value to
and does not simply restate South Oxfordshire policy on planning obligations.

86. Based on existing policies at Woodcote, Long Wittenham, and Pyrton, the proposed fourth policy
could do either or both of the following:

4.3

•

Require new development to provide appropriate new facilities and infrastructure on or offsite in line with parish-specific requirements identified by the Parish Council and/or the
District Council and/or the County Council (if there is a list of Parish Council requirements,
it should appear in a Neighbourhood Plan Appendix and be consistent with South
Oxfordshire’s existing Regulation 123 CIL list 43); and

•

Require development to be phased in tandem with the timely provision of infrastructure to
help support sustainable growth.

Recommendations for next steps

87. This neighbourhood plan evidence base and policy review has aimed to provide Kidmore End
Parish Council with recommendations on policy and evidence for the emerging Neighbourhood
Plan. We recommend that the Parish Council should, as a next step, implement the recommended
changes to finalise draft policies, at which point the Neighbourhood Plan can be submitted to South
Oxfordshire District Council for informal/unofficial comment in advance of formal submission.

43

Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Revised%20R123%20List%20August%202017.pdf
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Appendix 1: Detailed policy and evidence review
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Policy name and
number

Objective/Policy 1: Housing Development

AECOM
understanding of
objective
and
policy intent

Objective 1 seeks suitable residential development to meet any relevant housing targets, recognising the distinct character of the parish settlements. Policy 1 requires
residential development to be reflective of the results of the Housing Survey, and to build only next to or within the built limits of villages provided that this does not
significantly erode existing boundaries between each village; enable small developments of up to four dwellings per site; prioritising houses and bungalows, either detached
or semi-detached, with no more than 3 bedrooms.

Evidence
and type

Kidmore End NDP Housing Survey 44; no other evidence cited, though it could and should also cite the Kidmore End Housing Additions Analysis 2011-2018.

source

Evidence analysis

The NDP housing survey is a comprehensive nineteen-question survey of all Parish residents, with 550 responses. It is considered robust evidence. It is particularly helpful
that the reasons were provided for people who stated that their current home was unsuitable; the popularity of ‘house too large’ as a response is strong evidence
underpinning the policy aim to avoid further larger homes. Having said this, with more than one in four residents looking to move saying they would need a home of four
or more bedrooms, with many people between the ages of 25 and 54 saying that their current house is too small, and with 39% of respondents not agreeing with the
statement ‘there is a need for smaller houses in the village’ the upper limit of no more than three bedrooms is considered not justified by the evidence.
Prioritising houses and bungalows over flats does, however, seem justified. An upper limit on number of dwellings per development can be justified on the basis of public
opinion (see the Tattenhall neighbourhood plan examination report 45), but there is an issue with conformity if the limit is as low as four, and this could also give rise to
issues of viability (see below).The policy aim of detached and semi-detached dwellings seems justified not only on the basis of the survey but by the built character of the
parish.
It is likely disproportionate to ‘require’ residential development to be reflective of the results of the Housing Survey, given the qualitative and opinion-based nature of some
of its findings; it is more reasonable to require developers to ‘have appropriate regard to the findings of’ the household survey, as this allows a greater degree of flexibility
(for the Parish Council as well as for the applicant).

Proportionality
and gaps

A significant gap is that AECOM’s Site Assessment and Facilitation Reports (2018) should feed into any policy allocating land for development, and there is currently no
mention of it.
Effectiveness
policy

of

Conformity check

44
45

The effectiveness of this policy is compromised by the fact that it is trying to do too many things in the same policy. Far better for simplicity, clarity and above all effectiveness
would be to split it into a number of different housing policies (see Conclusion and Recommendations below). As it stands, it would be overly complex to monitor how it is
being implemented.
It is considered that the policy as it stands is in broad conformity with national, as well as adopted and emerging local planning policy (saved policy H4, Core Strategy
policies CSS1 and CSH4, and emerging policies H1, H8, H11 and H16). However, the limit of four dwellings per site is not in conformity with Core Strategy policy CSR1,
which allows up to six dwellings per site in Smaller Villages, which includes Kidmore End village. As such, this part of the policy is likely to fail the Basic Conditions and
should thus be amended unless emerging policies H1 and H8, which will supersede currently adopted policy CSR1, is adopted before the Neighbourhood Plan examination
(but at the time of writing this is not guaranteed). In any case, the limit of four dwellings is likely to have a significant impact on development viability, as it is less and less
viable to develop the smaller the size of development. National planning policy (NPPF para. 122, clause b)) requires planning policies to take viability into account. Taking
all of this into account, it is recommended that the upper limit on development size should be amended from four to six dwellings, at least within and adjoining Kidmore
End village; as set out in CSR1, if the emerging plan is not adopted before the neighbourhood plan, the limit can in fact be lowered from four to three dwellings per site for
any other location in the parish.

Key findings from the Survey are available at https://www.kepc.info/2018/05/30/kidmore-end-parish-ndp-household-survey-key-findings/
Available at https://consult.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/file/2609108
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The supporting text references the NPPF and SODC policy, which is helpful.
Conclusion
and
recommendations

While the ‘direction of travel’ of Objective 1 and Policy 1 is broadly appropriate, Policy 1 is trying to do too many things at once. It should be split up into several policies;
on the basis of the current evidence, these should be (for example), a policy specifying a housing allocation, the location of that allocation and the site-specific requirements;
a policy on settlement boundaries and building only within or adjacent to them; a policy on maximum number of units per development, which, assuming the emerging
Local Plan is not adopted first, should not be lower than six for developments within or adjoining Kidmore End village, but can in fact be lowered from four to three dwellings
per site for any other location in the parish, and a policy on housing mix, including consideration of both dwelling type and size (see Appendix 2 for a summary of these
policies).
Once the single policy is split into multiple smaller policies, then Objective 1 itself can be fleshed out further than it is at the moment and would probably end up looking
not dissimilar to how Policy 1 looks at present, i.e. it would form a high-level introduction to the policies beneath it.
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Policy name and
number

Housing Policy 2: Design and Build of New Homes

AECOM
understanding of
objective
and
policy intent

Housing Policy 2 seeks for the design of all new buildings to be contextually appropriate for the relevant site, in line with the philosophy, objectives and processes
established in the South Oxfordshire Design Guide (SODG) as well as compliant with AONB specific-requirements and the recommendations of the Chilterns Building
Design Guide (CBDG). The policy lists (or will list) a range of positive design features that characterise the local built environment, all of which should be considered and
incorporated into any design proposals. The design of new buildings close to AONB land should reflect and enhance the AONB and the recommendations of the character
assessment.

Evidence
and type

The policy and/or supporting text cite four key pieces of evidence- the South Oxfordshire Design Guide (SODG), the Chilterns Building Design Guide (CBDG), the ‘character
assessment’ (which is assumed to refer to the Kidmore End Landscape Sensitivity Study (KELSS) (Terra Firma, 2018) 46, and the Kidmore End Household Survey.

source

Evidence analysis

It is helpful, relevant and justifiable for the policy and the supporting text to cite both the SODG and the CBDG, but at present the supporting text seems to place too much
emphasis on process and relationship with other documents and too little on the actual content of the design guides (with the exception of the reference to Ridge and
Plateau from the CBDG).
For example, from the SODG, which is considered high-quality evidence, a) the supporting text could reference the settlement forms in the Chilterns Character Area (page
20), b) the supporting text and/or the policy could list the local materials referenced on page 21 (though the emerging policy text does reference some local materials, it
would be good to relate these back to the SODG) and c) the policy could require proposals to have full regard to SODG Part 2- The Steps to Take. In terms of the CBDG,
the parish is located within the Ridge and Plateau (sometimes referred to as the Ridge/Plateau, the Ridge or the Plateau- the document is slightly inconsistent in this
regard) character area, and this is referenced as appropriate in the supporting text.
In the policy itself, all new development could be required to have appropriate regard to the following CBDG checklists: new non-agricultural development Chapter 3 47,
agricultural buildings Checklist 4.1, and conversions Checklist 5.1. As the general conclusion of the KELSS is one of development restraint, i.e. it does not support most
or any development within its study area, it is not appropriate for it to be referenced in a policy covering development design, and this reference can be deleted as the
policy itself does not appear to draw from it in any case.

Proportionality
and gaps

The policy is at an early draft stage, so advice on proportionality and gaps has to be provisional at present. The policy appears in general proportionate, but both
proportionality and effectiveness would be increased by geographically dividing the policy more clearly (part 4 currently does this, but more work is needed). What is
needed is a two-part policy (or two policies). Policy A would cover design within the AONB part of the parish and would require development to have regard to both the
CBDG checklists and SODG Part 2.
Policy B (covering the non-AONB part of the parish, where, albeit that the evidence suggests development should be significantly restricted, a blanket ban would not meet
the Basic Conditions) would require development to have regard only to SODG Part 2. Requiring development in this location to have regard to the AONB design guidance
would likely not be deemed proportionate. In terms of gaps, it is considered that while there may not be obvious gaps in the policy, the supporting text could be expanded
significantly to explain the key design characteristics of the parish, drawing both from the general/strategic (the Design Guides) and the local/specific (for example,
referencing the design of individual listed buildings and features, or other buildings considered of high design quality, and why they are considered of quality).

46

Available at https://www.kepc.info/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Kidmore-End-Landscape-Sensitivity-Study-Final.pdf
It is acknowledged that the policy already references Checklist 3.25, but a) the text that does so is currently phrased too descriptively, whereas it should be more of a requirement, and b) there seems no reason
why all of the Chapters 3, 4 and 5 checklists could not be required as guidance to have regard to. This does not seem disproportionate for the part of the Plan area within the AONB, given the importance in policy of
preserving AONB character.

47
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Effectiveness
policy

of

Conformity check

While it is recognised that the policy is currently at an early draft stage, at present its effectiveness is limited not only because it is incomplete but also because part 3 is
descriptive rather than prescriptive. The whole policy should be written as prescriptive text, clearly setting out what is expected of development design in each part of the
parish (see proportionality section above)
The policy is considered to be in conformity with national and local policy goals (saved policy H4, Core Strategy policy CSR1 and emerging policy STRAT1). As is often
the case in neighbourhood planning, there is an opportunity to embed what is currently non-statutory policy in the shape of the CBDG 48, into statutory policy, thus building
on the work carried out by professional urban designers as these documents were drafted and saving reduplication of effort on the part of neighbourhood planners.
The supporting text references the NPPF and SODC policy, which is helpful.

Conclusion
and
recommendations

While it is appropriate for the supporting text to set out process and the relationship between relevant documents, it could be strengthened and made more locally-specific
by expanding it significantly to explain the key design characteristics of the parish, drawing both from the general/strategic (the Design Guides) and the local/specific (for
example, referencing the design of individual listed buildings and features, or other buildings considered of high design quality, and why they are considered of quality).
The policy itself is at an early draft stage, necessarily meaning commentary on its effectiveness, gaps and proportionality only provisional for the moment. However, in
general, it seems to be emerging on the right lines, and certainly to be aligned with local and national design policy. However, it is not considered useful for either the
supporting text or the policy to reference the KELSS- this should be kept as evidence supporting AONB and/or landscape policy/policies rather than design policy.
Proportionality and effectiveness would be increased by geographically dividing the policy more clearly (part 4 currently does this, but more work is needed). What is
needed is a two-part policy (or two policies). Policy A would cover design within the AONB part of the parish and would require development to have regard to both the
CBDG checklists and SODG Part 2. Policy B (covering the non-AONB part of the parish, where, albeit that the evidence suggests development should be significantly
restricted, a blanket ban would not meet the Basic Conditions) would require development to have regard only to SODG Part 2. Requiring development in this location to
have regard to the AONB design guidance would likely not be deemed proportionate as it does not sit within the AONB.
At present, Part 3 of the policy is descriptive rather than prescriptive. The wording of the entire policy should be prescriptive, with descriptive text appearing in the supporting
text only.

48

The SODG is a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which has been adopted by the Council, and thus forms statutory policy, whereas the CBDG does not appear to enjoy this status.
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Policy name and
number
AECOM
understanding
policy intent

Evidence
and type

Objective/Policy 2: Open Spaces (and Green Infrastructure)
of

source

Objective 2 seeks to maintain and enhance open space between settlements, with particular emphasis on retaining space between the Parish and nearby larger
urban/suburban developments. Policy 2 references adopted policy CF4 by retaining open spaces of environmental and recreational benefit, retaining farmland, woods
and other open land, retaining continuous open space between the Parish and Sonning Common and Caversham/Emmer Green. It also references policies ENV1 and
ENV3 in terms of protecting and enhancing local landscape features, and providing a net gain in biodiversity where possible, and no net loss; recognising that open spaces
are a key part of the SODC Green Infrastructure strategy and enhancing intrinsic character and beauty of the Parish through protecting the Chilterns AONB and nondesignated countryside landscapes and assets.
The policy references the SODC Green Infrastructure Strategy 49; it does not reference (but should) the Kidmore End Landscape Sensitivity Study (KELSS), as the latter
is the key parish-level evidence on landscape/green infrastructure/open space. While the South Oxfordshire Landscape Character Assessment 50 and the Oxfordshire
Wildlife and Landscape Study 51 are also important and relevant, and as such should at least be referenced, in practice the KELSS itself already references and builds on
them, thus reducing work for neighbourhood planners. Though it is at least referenced, the Green Infrastructure Strategy could and should be used in a much more active
way to enhance policy effectiveness in terms of protecting, enhancing, and delivering new green infrastructure. The supporting text references (or will eventually) data on
the extent and importance of agricultural activity and land in the parish. There is a reference to Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Guidance 52 at the end of the policy
but it is not clear how, if at all, the Guidance has informed the policy or the supporting text.

Evidence analysis

It is agreed that the Green Infrastructure Strategy is important, and as such there should be a clearer link between it and the policy (at present, all the policy says is to
recognise that open spaces in the parish are a key part of the Strategy). Key elements of the Strategy that could be referenced and worked into a stronger Policy 2 include
protection and enhancement of the Conservation Target Areas and Greenways within the parish boundary (pages 6 and 9 respectively), setting out how green infrastructure
maintenance and improvements should be funded. Once the data on the extent and importance of agricultural and activity in the parish within the supporting text is
populated, the source needs to be added. Natural England’s Green Infrastructure guidance should be referenced within the supporting text and/or the policy itself to a
greater extent.

Proportionality
and gaps

Emerging Policy 2 is considered broadly proportionate as far as it goes but needs to be more firmly linked to the supporting evidence base, as noted above. As with other
policies, it is not so much of a case that gaps exist in terms of topic areas covered, the gaps relate more to missed opportunities to make the emerging policy more Kidmore
End-specific and less generic. Additionally, if the intention is to develop a Policy 3 on AONB and AONB fringe protection (see assessment below) then there would be an
overlap with the countryside protection elements of this policy (2) and (4) and as such (2) and (4) could be merged into a new policy under the AONB objective.

Effectiveness
policy

of

As an overarching point, the policy is too generic, and attempts to cover too much ground, for it to be truly effective. While it is considered (see conclusion and
recommendations section below) that the policy should be split into multiple individual policies in the same was as Policy 1, many of the individual policies thus generated
have the potential to be made more effective by increasing the extent to which they are Kidmore-End specific, and less generic.
As one example, it is difficult to see what impact, if any, the requirement to ‘recognise that open spaces are a key part of the Green Infrastructure Strategy’ would have on
development proposals. Additionally, the policy is less effective unless accompanied by a clear definition of what green infrastructure is for the purposes of the
neighbourhood plan- is it all open space, or only publicly accessible open space, i.e. not farmers’ fields or private woodland? (the latter seems to be the definition used by
South Oxfordshire).
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See http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/South%20Oxfordshire%20Green%20Infrastructure%20Strategy%20Main%20Document.pdf
See http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=788092192&CODE=4650A3652852911819269B1BB795E501
51
See http://owls.oxfordshire.gov.uk/wps/wcm/connect/occ/OWLS/Home/
52
See http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/35033
50
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Conformity check

Policy 2 is considered in broad conformity with local policy (saved Policies G2 and G5, Core Strategy policies CSEN1, CSG1, and emerging policies ENV1 and ENV5)
and national policy, subject to amending the wording of (2) and (3) (or any replacement policies based on them) to ensure that they cannot be interpreted as a blanket ban
on all greenfield development, which would be contrary to the NPPF and thus not meet the Basic Conditions. Sections (4) and (5) are direct repetitions of emerging South
Oxfordshire policy. As such, if it was fully clear that the emerging policy would be soon adopted, it would be recommended that (4) and (5) be deleted for this reason.
However, if it is the case that the emerging South Oxfordshire plan is withdrawn before Neighbourhood Plan examination, then (4) and (5) could be retained. 53

Conclusion
and
recommendations

While the ‘direction of travel’ of Objective 2 and Policy 2 is broadly appropriate, Policy 2 is trying to do too many things at once. It should be split up into several policies;
on the basis of the current evidence, these should be (for example) a policy that replaces (1) by protecting open space, ideally by designating a list of identified locations
as Local Green Spaces, a policy that maintains settlement gaps and replaces (3), and a policy that replaces (6) and which seeks to protect, enhance and add to existing
designated Green Infrastructure assets (see Appendix 2 for a full list of new policies recommended).
The second policy would need to be made less generic and highlight more specific locations where coalescence will be avoided. Mindful of the fact that blanket development
bans across significant areas of open land are not supported in the planning system, these gaps need to be targeted and limited to where there is real evidence that
coalescence could otherwise occur.
AECOM suggests that any settlement gaps policy would work best and have the greatest chance of getting adopted if it were limited to the following locations: Gap
between Tokers Green and Caversham/Reading, gap between Chalkhouse Green and Caversham/Reading, and gap between Kidmore End and Sonning Common. These
are the most important locations for settlement gap maintenance because in all cases, a larger settlement with a realistic prospect of greenfield growth (Caversham/Reading
and Sonning Common) adjoins the gap, whereas it would be considered disproportionate to protect other settlement gaps (for example, between Cane End and Gallowstree
Common) in cases where neither settlement is realistically ever going to grow significantly enough for coalescence to become a realistic possibility.
The proposed policy on settlement boundaries (under the Housing objective) will also help minimise the risk of coalescence, and the two policies can complement one
another to strong effect. The green infrastructure policy would add value in a way often easy and appropriate to do at neighbourhood plan level- taking a Local Authority
level evidence document and converting its spatially-specific findings into policy (which has not already been done at South Oxfordshire level and therefore there is less
risk of restating the Local Plan). 54

53

This point holds, of course, for all other policy text in the emerging South Oxfordshire Local Plan; in other words, if it is withdrawn, it is recommended that neighbourhood planners review it for relevant policy text
that does not repeat policy text in the adopted Local Plan, and as such could be lifted directly into Neighbourhood Plan policy.
54
On this basis, it is recommended that the Parish Council review the South Oxfordshire Local Plan evidence base (available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/planningpolicy/evidence-studies) in more detail for examples of other documents whose findings relevant to Kidmore End could be translated into Neighbourhood Plan policy aligned with the Plan vision and objectives.
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Policy name and
number

Objective 3: Supporting and enhancing Chilterns AONB

AECOM
understanding of
objective intent

Conserve and enhance the historical and environmental importance of AONB-designated land within the parish and the worth of similar adjacent valued landscapes.

Evidence
and type

Presumably, Kidmore End Landscape Sensitivity Study (KELSS) (but this is not currently referenced); Chilterns AONB Management Plan 2014-2019 55, but this is also not
referenced- it is assumed that this is because the supporting text and the policy are yet to be developed.

source

Evidence analysis

The KELSS highlights the special features of the AONB in its Management Plan and identifies which of those special features appear in Kidmore End parish (pages 910), and key issues for planning in the AONB (pages 10-11). This is vital evidence which could inform any forthcoming AONB policy or policies. Even though the precise
study area of the KELSS is in fact the part of the parish that is within the setting of, but outside, the AONB, there is a significant enough review of AONB policy within the
study for it also to inform any policy covering the AONB only.
The parish-specific bullet points from the Landscape Character Assessment (pages 19-20) would form an excellent starting point for the content of such a policy, and the
overall conclusions for the KELSS study area (page 33) could be used as the starting point for a separate AONB Setting policy covering the same area of land as the
KELSS study area. The AONB Management Plan is rich in its own right in guidance and data that could helpfully inform a detailed, parish-specific AONB policy based on
Objective 3, and the fact that the Management Plan and the KELSS do not overlap (i.e. the former covers only the AONB, whereas the latter covers its setting) is helpful
and should ensure consistency.

Proportionality
and gaps

As there is currently no policy based on Objective 3, any assessment of proportionality and gaps is likely premature at this stage. However, if the recommendation below
to develop two policies based on this objective and on the relevant evidence is carried out, then between them the number of policies and their coverage (which will,
geographically, be the entire parish) should be proportionate and not have any obvious gaps.

Effectiveness
of
objective/policy
based on it

Again, it is too early to assess effectiveness in any meaningful sense because no policy has yet been drafted. However, in line with other recommendations throughout
this study, policy effectiveness will be maximised if policies are drafted at the point where top-down national and local policy priorities meet Kidmore End-specific evidence,
including information on locational and site specific features. A key risk to effectiveness in this policy area is to duplicate or restate existing adopted policy, but as the AONB
Management Plan does not constitute adopted policy, drawing heavily from it (rather than from policy documents) as part of the policy development process could reduce
this risk.

Conformity check

Again, there is no policy to assess for conformity but Objective 3 itself is considered in conformity with national and local policy (namely saved policy C9, Core Strategy
policy CSEN1, and emerging policies STRAT1 and ENV1), which support the protection and enhancement of the AONB. There is a significant risk that any AONB policy
flowing out of this Objective restates AONB protection policy at national and local level, so great care should be taken in terms of policy wording to avoid this eventualityfor example, by referencing local AONB characteristics and features that will not have been mentioned in higher-level policy.

Conclusion
and
recommendations

Based on the value of the KELSS as evidence and having regard to the development pressure that the Reading fringe is under, it is recommended that at least two policies
be developed to sit below Objective 3- the first being an AONB policy and the second being an AONB setting policy. (see Appendix 2 for a summary).
As noted above, the second policy would cover the same area of land as the KELSS and reflect its conclusions, while noting that a blanket ban on any development would
be contrary to the Basic Conditions and as such, the wording of the policy should reflect this need for flexibility, particularly given that much of the same land will also be
covered by anti-coalescence policy in any case (recommended under the Open Spaces and Green Infrastructure objective above). It would be the AONB policy, though,
that could most usefully draw from the AONB Management Plan and translate some of its most relevant and effective provisions from non-statutory into statutory policy.
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Available at http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/ConservationBoard/ManagementPlan/Management%20Plan%202014-19/chilterns_management_plan_2014-19_final.pdf
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Policy name and
number
AECOM
understanding
policy intent

Evidence
and type

Objective/Policy 4: Community Spirit
of

source

Objective 4: Engage with the Parish’s communities at all stages in the Neighbourhood Plan development process to maintain a strong sense of community (while
recognising this is not a land use policy). Policy 4: Housing development should reflect the results of the Housing Survey, small-scale development applications will be
supported, new residential development should provide or contribute towards accessible open space and play facilities in line with adopted Policy CF5; resisting largescale development which will undermine existing social structures; resisting development which will result in the loss of an essential community facility or service, unless
it meets adopted policy CF1, and engaging with the range of communities and stakeholders at all stages in the Neighbourhood Plan development process.
Kidmore End Household Survey

Evidence analysis

The Household Survey is considered broadly robust as an evidence source and is cited effectively in the supporting text to the policy.

Proportionality
and gaps

The overall conclusion on proportionality has to be that it will not be considered proportionate to include the policy as it stands in the Neighbourhood Plan as a fullyfledged policy, because it is not a land use policy. However, there are two options: Option a) would be to recast the policy as an ‘action’ or a ‘project’, remaining within
the plan as one of the tasks for the Parish Council to progress over the plan period, without sitting alongside the other land use policies. Option b) would be to replace
this policy with a different, but similar policy with the potential to be considered enough of a land use policy to retain in the policy section (In South Oxfordshire, this has
happened at Thame and Henley, and so if Option b) is progressed, the replacement policy should be based on theirs- see key principles set out below). Other than this
overarching point, Section (1) of the policy repeats the requirement in Housing Policy 1 and can thus safely be deleted.

Effectiveness
policy

of

As the policy is not a land use policy as currently drafted, it could not be included in the neighbourhood plan and thus would be ineffective. As such, in order to answer the
question of effectiveness, it is worth reviewing similar Neighbourhood Plan policies across South Oxfordshire that have been adopted and thus have been determined to
be land use policies by an independent Examiner. These are Thame’s 56 policy CLW2 and Henley’s 57 policy SCI3.
Thame’s policy CLW2 is called ‘Actively involve local people in ongoing consultation’ and requires community involvement designed to understand local views about
development proposals to be carried out for sites allocated in this Plan before any planning application is submitted. Planning applications shall be accompanied by a
Statement of Community Involvement. The Statement of Community Involvement must include an explanation of how the consultation was designed to reach a broad
cross-section of local people, a demonstration that a range of means was used to engage local people - for example, a variety of publicity and a range of ways of providing
input (including the opportunity to provide web-based comments as well as attending events in person), a record of the views expressed by local people, and an explanation
of how the proposals have responded to local people’s views. It should be noted that CLW2 does not require this for all developments, only for those on allocated sites.
This is likely because it would not be proportionate to require this process for smaller applications. It should also be noted that Thame’s policy does not include any kind
of general commitment to community involvement at all times, just for specific planning applications, and it is likely that this is how it passed the ‘land use’ test.
Henley’s Policy SCI3 is more straightforward; it simply states that proposals based on the Community Right to Build will be supported. The supporting text explains the
policy by stating that Community Right to Build is an enabling right supporting local people to undertake development so that communities collectively own, develop and/or
manage their own land and developments. As an alternative to the traditional application for planning permission, it gives communities the power to decide for themselves
what happens in their neighbourhood. Under the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations made following the Localism Act 2011, communities can build: new

56
57

Thame Neighbourhood Plan available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Final%20Thame%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20-%20March%202013.pdf
Henley-Harpsden Joint Neighbourhood Plan available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=525003889&CODE=968CB24998FF81BB543318C7F348050C
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community facilities such as a new community centre; family homes to sell on the open market; affordable housing for rent; conversion of disused farm buildings into
affordable homes; and/or sheltered housing for elderly local residents.
Conformity check

Again, because this is not a land use policy as currently phrased, a conformity check is irrelevant. However, if it were reworked/replaced by a policy or policies similar to
those found in Thame’s and Henley’s neighbourhood plan as explained above, then it would be in broad conformity with local and national planning policy 58. The
supporting text references the SODC Local Plan and this is welcomed.

Conclusion
and
recommendations

As drafted, the policy is not a land use policy and thus cannot be included in the Neighbourhood Plan, except as an ‘action’ or a ‘project’ rather than a policy. However, on
the assumption that the Parish Council would prefer for this to form an effective, workable land use policy that developers must abide by, AECOM recommends that the
policy/objective be reworked along the lines of Thame’s Policy CLW2, Henley’s Policy SCI3, or ideally both for maximum effectiveness.
If the Parish Council agrees with this recommendation, then to ensure Community Spirit can be considered a land use policy, it should set out the community consultation
process in respect of development applications (but only for major applications and/or on allocated sites, as otherwise it risks being disproportionate). A Community Right
to Build Order could be supported, on the lines of Henley’s policy SCI3, which would also pass the ‘land use’ test, although in practice this is a different enough point from
the consultation process for other developments for a separate policy to be justified (though both would sit naturally under the single objective of Community Spirit).
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The saved policies, Core Strategy policies and emerging Local Plan policies at South Oxfordshire are all silent in terms of community engagement, but it is explicitly supported by NPPF paragraphs 39 and 128.

AECOM
54

Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan
Evidence Base and Policy Development Report

Policy name and
number
AECOM
understanding
policy intent

Evidence
and type

Objective/Policy 5: Road Safety
of

source

Objective: Uphold the current network of roads, lanes and footpaths, which reflect the rural nature of our Parish, for all users (by car, bike, horse or foot) and promote road
safety, appropriate traffic quantity, size and speed, road maintenance and considerate parking on narrow lanes/roads. Policy: Ensure off-street parking provision is
adequate in residential proposals to meet the assessed needs of the development being proposed; to ensure the entrance to new developments from existing roads meets
Development Control Advice Note 15 (Vehicle Access Standards); and recognising the rural road network is a key part of Parish character and as such protecting it while
ensuring the safety of all users.
Development Control Advice Note 15 (Vehicle Access Standards) 59 is referenced within the policy; the household survey is referenced within the supporting text.
Oxfordshire Parking Standards 60 are not referenced but should be.

Evidence analysis

As stated previously, the household survey is considered broadly robust, and appropriate to quote for the purposes of this policy. However, Development Control Advice
Note 15 applies only in the Northern Ireland planning system, so must have been cited in error. There are no specific vehicular access standards for South Oxfordshire
or Oxfordshire in general; perhaps the best guidance document to reference instead is the DfT’s Manual for Streets 61, which comprises design guidance for residential
streets. Finally, for any policy addressing parking in the parish, the Oxfordshire Parking Standards need to be referenced (but not restated).

Proportionality
and gaps

If split into a number of smaller policies (see recommendation below) then the policy is considered proportionate. However, there do seem to be some gaps: firstly, there
is no specific requirement to enhance the movement network (for example, through the improvement of existing or provision of new footpaths), which could be a missed
opportunity, and secondly it could be appropriate, recognising that this is a more general transport policy rather than a Road Safety policy specifically (see below), to
seek to promote transport and movement in the parish by means other than the car, for example seeking new pedestrian, cycle and public transport infrastructure.

Effectiveness
policy

of

The key problem with this objective/policy as drafted is that it is named Road Safety when in fact it covers the movement network in general. It would be far more effective
if it could be given a name more reflective of its content, for example Movement and Access, Transport Network, or similar.
Additionally, as with some previous policies assessed, it is trying to do too much in a single policy and should be split up into a number of smaller policies, which would
significantly enhance its effectiveness. The smaller policies would be on the lines of the following: the first would be, working in effective partnership with the District and
the County Council, to protect and maintain the current network of roads, lanes and footpaths; the second to seek appropriate opportunities to improve road safety and
capacity through development-enabled schemes 62; the third to ensure on-street and off-street parking provision is adequate to meet the needs of (and the traffic generated
by) new development, with appropriate reference to (but not restating) existing Oxfordshire parking standards; and the fourth to ensure the movement network to, from
and within new developments 63 is designed in line with the DfT’s Manual for Streets guidance.
If the Parish Council agrees with AECOM that it would be of merit to split the policy into a number of smaller policies, the opportunity should be taken to delete text that is
currently less effective, for example ‘recognising the rural road network is a key part of Parish character’ (because it is not particularly clear how a development might
meet, or not meet, this requirement).

59

Available at https://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/policy/planning_statements_and_supplementary_planning_guidance/dcans/dcan15-vehicular-access.pdf
Available at https://www2.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/sites/default/files/folders/documents/roadsandtransport/transportpoliciesandplans/newdevelopments/parkingstandardsfornewresidentialdevelopments.pdf
61
Available at https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/341513/pdfmanforstreets.pdf
62
In the current draft policy, A McA’s comment is a valid one- a policy promoting road safety in general is not a land use policy and thus this text could well be deleted by an Examiner if it were submitted as drafted.
Rather, the ‘land use’ test needs to be passed by linking the objective of road safety to specific land use interventions aligned with it, e.g. a traffic calming scheme funded by new development through a planning
obligation.
63
Phrasing changed from ‘the entrance to new developments from existing roads’ to ‘to, from and within’ to reflect the fact that it is more than just the entrance to the development that could usefully be guided by
Advice Note 15.
60
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Conformity check

Subject to amendments as recommended above to ensure that all aspects of the policy or any replacement policies can pass the ‘land use’ test, then it is considered
that the policy or policy would be in conformity with relevant local policies (saved Policy G3, Core Strategy policies CSR3 and CSI1 and emerging policies TRANS1b and
TRANS5) and national policy. Reference is made at the end of the policy to national and local policies but these are not referenced in the supporting text, which would
likely benefit from mentioning them. While the policy is broadly in conformity with Core Strategy policies CSM1 and CSM2 and emerging policy TRANS2, conformity with
both could be enhanced significantly if there were a greater emphasis within the policy text on sustainable modes of transport and movement.

Conclusion
and
recommendations

The key problem with this objective/policy as drafted is that it is named Road Safety when in fact it covers the movement network in general. It would be far more effective
if it could be given a name more reflective of its content, for example Movement and Access, Transport Network, or similar. Development Control Advice Note 15 applies
only in the Northern Ireland planning system, so must have been cited in error and reference should be deleted. Instead, the movement network to, from and within new
developments should be provided with appropriate regard to the DfT’s Manual for Streets guidance.
Additionally, as with some previous policies assessed, it is trying to do too much in a single policy and should be split up into a number of smaller policies, for example
one policy protecting and maintaining, in partnership with the District and County Councils, the current network of roads, lanes and footpaths; a further policy seeking
appropriate opportunities to improve road safety and capacity through development-enabled schemes; a third policy ensuring on-street and off-street parking provision is
adequate to meet the needs of (and the traffic generated by) new development with appropriate reference to (but not restating) existing Oxfordshire parking standards;
and a fourth policy ensuring the movement network to, from and within new developments is designed in line with the DfT’s Manual for Streets guidance (see Appendix 2
for a summary of all new recommended policies).
There is no specific requirement in the policy as it stands to enhance the movement network (for example, through the improvement of existing or provision of new
footpaths), which could be a missed opportunity. It could also be appropriate, recognising that this is a more general transport policy rather than a Road Safety policy
specifically, to seek to promote transport and movement in the parish by means other than the car, for example seeking new pedestrian, cycle and public transport
infrastructure.
When splitting the policy into a number of smaller policies, the opportunity should be taken to delete text that is currently less effective, for example ‘recognising the rural
road network is a key part of Parish character’ (it would not be clear how a development might meet this requirement). Subject to amendments as recommended above
to ensure that all aspects of the policy or any replacement policies can pass the ‘land use’ test, then it is considered that the policy or policy would be in conformity with
relevant local and national policy.
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Un-numbered policy (Not linked to objective) 64: Economic policy

Policy name and
number
AECOM
understanding
policy intent

Evidence
and type

of

source

Housing development should contribute to the economic well-being of the Parish by avoiding sites which are being used productively (such as farming, hospitality and
services); it should provide accommodation enabling economically active residents to work locally, including self-employed and home-working; and the net additional
income from council taxes from new homes should be greater than the net additional economic cost of services likely to be provided by the council (social services,
education, waste disposal, fire and rescue, and infrastructure including roads and transport).
Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) for Oxfordshire 2016; also, business and employee profile for Kidmore End parish (relevant and add value, but source unknown)

Evidence analysis

The SEP is good-quality evidence; it is logical and robust for the policy to quote it (the actual evidence is about the importance of self-employment in rural areas, which in
practice informs clause (2) within the policy). The citation could perhaps add that the relevant text is from SEP page 41, as it is a large document (100 pages long) and
this would help the reader cross-reference the evidence with the policy. The supporting text also quotes relevant local and national policy, which is helpful. However, the
business and employee profile for the Parish needs to have its source cited. It would also be relevant and appropriate for the policy and/or supporting text to reference
AECOM’s Site Assessment work from 2018 (see below for the reasons why).

Proportionality
and gaps

As noted above, clause (2) of the policy appears logical and justified based on the evidence. However, the wording of clause (1) is unclear for more than one reason.
Firstly, is it trying to allocate housing sites? If so, then it would overlap with (or itself form) the policy suggested above in Objective/Policy 1: Housing. Secondly, is it saying
that land for housing allocation should avoid land currently being used for farming, hospitality and/or services? This would breach the Basic Conditions (see Conformity
Check below). In terms of land currently in hospitality or service use, see Effectiveness of policy section below.

Effectiveness
policy

of

It is assumed that the aim of the reference to hospitality and services within clause (1) is to prevent the conversion of pubs or shops into private dwellings. If so, a much
more effective way to do this is to develop a separate policy on Community Facilities that specifically names individual businesses or buildings as Assets of Community
Value (ACV), and such a policy would better sit under the Community Spirit objective rather than any housing or economic objective.
Registration of a building or site as an ACV means that, if the owner wishes to sell it, and the Parish Council wishes to bid to buy it, the sale is subject to a 6 month
moratorium, the purpose of which is to give the Parish Council time to put together the funding to bid to buy the asset on the open market. Although the owner does not
have to sell the asset to the Parish Council, the ACV process is nevertheless considered the most effective mechanism to use at a neighbourhood plan level if this is
indeed the objective intended. Locality has provided further information about ACVs online. 65
Clause (3) is not, as worded, a land use policy and thus is not effective for the purposes of neighbourhood planning. As it stands, it would be deleted by a Neighbourhood
Plan examiner. If the Parish Council wished to retain some kind of policy on net financial contributions from new development that does relate to land use, then the best
option would be to develop some kind of policy on planning obligations, but without restating existing South Oxfordshire policy. Examples of such policies from adopted
Neighbourhood Plans in South Oxfordshire include Woodcote policy C5, Long Wittenham policy LW2, and Pyrton policy C2 (see conclusions text below).

Conformity check

Protecting open land currently in farming use for being developed for housing would not conform with national policy, which permits greenfield development if the site is
suitable and available for residential development. This is why greenfield sites were considered in certain cases suitable for residential allocation in AECOM’s Kidmore
End Site Allocations work in 2018. Likewise, in national policy, there is no barrier to sites being allocated for housing if they are currently in service or hospitality use if they
are not specifically protected for those uses and/or the site promoter can demonstrate that the current use is not viable. It is recommended that reference to farming be

64

Though not stated in the draft policy text provided to AECOM by the Parish Council, it is recommended that this policy sit within the Housing objective, as despite its name it is effectively a housing policy and is
made more so as a result of the redrafting recommended by this report.
65
See https://mycommunity.org.uk/help-centre/resources/land-and-building-assets/assets-community-value-acv/
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deleted from this policy. In terms of open land used for farming, this is for the reasons stated above. In terms of buildings used for farming, if a farmer wishes to convert
them into private dwellings to be sold on the open market without occupancy conditions (i.e. that they can be used only for agricultural workers) then there are already
adequate national and local policy safeguards against this eventuality (see, for example, NPPF paragraph 79, clause a 66 and emerging Local Plan policies H19 and H20).
Again, for reasons of conformity (but also for effectiveness), the service/hospitality point should be amended to an ACV policy as recommended above. Good examples
of ACV policies from adopted Neighbourhood Plans across South Oxfordshire include Woodcote Policy C1 and Chalgrove CF2.
The intention of Clause 2, i.e. supporting the provision of new homes that would be suitable for the self-employed and/or home workers, is considered in conformity with
national and local policy.
National and local policies are referenced in the supporting text and this is welcomed.
Conclusion
and
recommendations

Like many of the draft policies, the text as it stands is trying to cover too much ground and it could be appropriate to split the three clauses into four separate policies as
follows:
•
•

•
•

the first merging with the proposed policy on housing allocation (see Objective 1);
other text from the first clause forming a second new policy (to sit under the Community Spirit objective) on Assets of Community Value that could be designated by
the Parish Council in accordance with the Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 2012 67 (and/or a policy protecting valued community facilities, which is
a ‘softer’ but less effective option if the Parish Council did not want, for whatever reason, to designate ACVs);
Clause (2) (which appears logical and justified, and in conformity with national policy) forming its own housing policy (sitting under the Housing objective); and
Clause (3) being significantly amended (assuming this is preferable to deleting it entirely) into a planning obligations policy (and sitting under the Community Spirit
objective).

If the Parish Council agrees with the recommendation that this policy should be split into four separate policies, then the key amendments to make to ensure all four meet
the Basic Conditions are as follows:
•

•
•
•

The first policy, which would indicate where housing is to be allocated, should be worded so that it does not prohibit (or appear to prohibit) housing development on
all open land in active agricultural use, in this respect referencing the AECOM Site Assessment work from 2018- also bearing in mind that there are existing
safeguards in national and local policy on the conversion of agricultural buildings to residential use;
The second policy should be worded so that it does not form a blanket prohibition of housing development on all sites in active service or hospitality use (even
recognising that the designation of ACVs, if used, does provide a significant level of protection in this regard);
If clause (2) is changed into a third policy with the intention of providing homes suitable for home working/self-employment, then it is considered it would already
meet the Basic Conditions, but the reference to the Oxfordshire SEP as evidence should be retained; and
Assuming that the preferred course of action is to reword clause (3) rather than delete it entirely, the fourth policy that would emerge as a result needs to ensure it
adds value to and does not simply restate South Oxfordshire policy on planning obligations.

66

Incidentally, it is this paragraph which explains why existing agricultural buildings should be excluded from settlement boundaries, even where they physically adjoin a village- because if they were within the
settlement boundary, they would not be considered for planning purposes to be in the ‘countryside’ and thus NPPF paragraph 79 would not apply.
67
Available at http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2421/contents/made
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Based on existing policies at Woodcote, Long Wittenham, and Pyrton, the proposed fourth policy could do either or both of the following:
• Require new development to provide appropriate new facilities and infrastructure on or off-site in line with parish-specific requirements identified by the Parish
Council and/or the District Council and/or the County Council (if there is a list of Parish Council requirements, it should appear in a Neighbourhood Plan Appendix
and be consistent with South Oxfordshire’s existing Regulation 123 CIL list 68); and
• Require development to be phased in tandem with the timely provision of infrastructure to help support sustainable growth.

68

Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Revised%20R123%20List%20August%202017.pdf
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Appendix 2: Summary of existing and recommended new
emerging policies
Given that in so many cases, AECOM considers that existing policies should be divided into a number
of smaller policies, a single ‘at a glance’ table (below) is needed to summarise the new policies
recommended in Appendix 1. New policies have been given provisional names and numbers referring
back to the objective under which they sit (T stands for Transport, reflecting the observation that these
policies cover more ground than Road Safety alone).
In all cases, if the Parish Council is minded to adopt AECOM’s recommendations for replacement
policies, there will likely be a need for minor amendments to Objective wording to reflect the changed
policy scope and thus to maintain consistency with the new set of policies flowing from each Objective.
However, any changes in this regard will likely be relatively minor.
Objective

Current policy/policies 69

Recommended replacement
policies

Housing Development

Housing Development

H1 Housing Allocation(s)
H2 Settlement Boundaries
H3 Development Scale
H4 Housing Mix

(Housing) Design

H5 Design of new development
H6 Design within the AONB 70

Open Spaces and Green
Infrastructure

n/a

H7 Working from home

Open Spaces and Green
Infrastructure

OG1 Local Green Spaces
OG2 Settlement gaps
OG3 Green Infrastructure

Supporting and enhancing
Chilterns AONB

n/a

Community Spirit

Community Spirit

CA1 Chilterns AONB
CA2 Setting of Chilterns AONB
CS1 Community consultation
CS2 Community facilities
CS3 Planning Obligations

Road Safety

Road Safety

T1 Movement Network
T2 Safety and Capacity
T3 Parking provision
T4 Network design

69

The current policies have been assigned names by AECOM for the purposes of this table only to avoid any confusion arising
from draft naming and numbering.
70
If the Parish Council prefers, this policy could sit under the AONB objective; however, because it covers design and is very
similar to H5, it seems more appropriate for it to sit as policy H6.
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Appendix 3: Relevant ‘made’ neighbourhood plan
policies across South Oxfordshire
Alongside the advice presented in this report, the Parish Council may find it helpful to refer to the
following neighbourhood plans that have now been ‘made’ or adopted across South Oxfordshire, some
of which AECOM advised as the neighbourhood planners developed their plans. All of the
neighbourhood plans listed are available online. There will also be a wealth of adopted neighbourhood
plan policies beyond South Oxfordshire that are relevant to the emerging policies at Kidmore End, but
the focus here is on the District itself in light of the uncertainty over the future of the emerging Local
Plan at the time of writing.
‘Made’ neighbourhood plan

Relevant policy/policies

Corresponding KEPC
policy/objective

Benson

NP1-NP4

Housing development

Warborough and Shillingford

H1, H2, H3, H6

Woodcote

H1-H10, HS1, HS3-HS9

Chinnor

H1-H4

The Baldons

2, 4

Brightwell-cum-Sotwell

BCS1-BCS5c

Chalgrove

C1, H1, H2

Cholsey

H1-H5

East Hagbourne

H1-H3

Thame

H1-H10, HA1-HA7

Goring

1-3, 5, 6-9

Henley

H1, H3, H4, SP1-SP11

Little Milton

LM1, LM13

Long Wittenham

LW3

Dorchester

DoT8, DoT9

Sonning Common

H1-H3

Pyrton

H1, H2, SA1

Watlington

P5
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‘Made’ neighbourhood plan

Relevant policy/policies

Corresponding KEPC
policy/objective

Benson

NP6-7, NP28

(Housing) design

Woodcote

D1, D3

Chinnor

C1

The Baldons

5

Brightwell-cum-Sotwell

BCS9, BCS10

Chalgrove

C2

East Hagbourne

VC3

Thame

H6, ESDQ15,18, ESDQ26-27

Goring

16

Henley

H2, DQS1

Little Milton

LM5

Long Wittenham

LW4

Sonning Common

D1

Pyrton

D1, D2

Benson

NP20-NP22, NP25, 27, 29

Warborough and Shillingford

C1, C2, C3

Woodcote

C1, E1

Chinnor

GP1, CF1

The Baldons

1, 3, 6

Brightwell-cum-Sotwell

BCS6-8, BCS11, BCS12

Chalgrove

CF2, CF3

Cholsey

I5

East Hagbourne

VC1a-VC1c, VC4, CF2, E1

Thame

ESDQ1-2, 4, 6-9, 21-22

Little Milton

LM7

Dorchester

DoT6

Sonning Common

CSH1a, ENV2-2b

Pyrton

BNE3, BNE4, C1

Watlington

P4

Open space and green
infrastructure
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‘Made’ neighbourhood plan

Relevant policy/policies

Corresponding KEPC
policy/objective

Cholsey

E1

AONB

East Hagbourne

VC2

Goring

11

Little Milton

LM9

Dorchester

DoT14

Sonning Common

ENV1

Pyrton

BNE2

Watlington

P3

Thame

CLW2

Henley

SCI3

Benson

NP8-NP11

Warborough and Shillingford

H4, H5

Woodcote

T1, T3-T9

Chinnor

GP3

Brightwell-cum-Sotwell

BCS13

Chalgrove

H4

Cholsey

H6, I4, T1

East Hagbourne

TA1-TA3

Thame

GA1-GA6, ESDQ23-25, 29

Goring

19,20

Henley

T1, T2

Little Milton

LM11. LM14

Long Wittenham

LW5

Sonning Common

MRP1-1a

Pyrton

BNE6

Watlington

P2

Benson

NP16

Chalgrove

H3, H5

Cholsey

I7

Community Spirit

Road Safety

Economic Development
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Appendix 4: Further guidance on neighbourhood
planning policy
Further advice can be found in the following places:
•

The full range of technical support packages available through Locality can be found at:
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/about/technical-support/

•

Advice on writing planning policies is can be found by following the link below:
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/write-planning-policies-neighbourhood-plan/

•

Advice on drafting Neighbourhood Development Orders and bringing forward community-led housing is
available on the Locality website: https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/resources/

These best practice toolkits, together with a final health check, which is available free of charge, will aid
the Parish Council in ensuring the Plan meets the Basic Conditions that enable a draft plan to proceed
to referendum.
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Appendix 5: High-level review of July 2019 policies
As described in detail in Section 1.2.2 of this report, in response to the draft version of this document,
in July 2019 the Parish Council sent AECOM the next iteration of their Neighbourhood Plan policies,
comprising eleven new or amended policies. To avoid the confusing and impractical outcome of a single
EBPD report comprising two separate EBPD exercises, it was agreed by AECOM, Locality and the
Parish Council that the best approach would be to subject the new policies to a brief-high level review
in a dedicated new Appendix that complements rather than replaces the detailed review of the previous
iteration of policies comprising the main body of this report (Chapters 1-4 and Appendices 1-4).
As previously stated, but repeated here for the avoidance of doubt, the commentary on the July 2019
iteration of neighbourhood plan policies is confined to this Appendix only, as to refer to these policies in
detail throughout the rest of the report would offer significant potential for confusion.
However, at the same time, it is reasonable and logical within this Appendix to refer back to AECOM’s
original evidence base and policy review, given that the July 2019 policies were developed in response
to it.
Just as for the policies reviewed in the main body of this report, the supporting text to each policy is not
replicated below but was provided alongside each policy and is thus referenced within the AECOM
commentary sections for each of the policies below as appropriate.
July 2019 Policy 1: Housing Development General (HDG)
1 (a) Policy text
Any proposed new development within KE Parish will be supported which:
Plans between 1 and 4 homes on any site;
Offers a range of 1 -4-bedroom homes;
Incorporates each or any of semi-detached, detached or one-story homes;
Takes account of home working requirements;
Is consistent with the average housing density of the corresponding village or hamlet; and
Meets the requirements of all other Policies listed in this NDP.
1 (b) AECOM commentary on HDG
•

If the Neighbourhood Plan allocates site CFS8 for development, then it would include Policy 3:
HDA (below) and therefore Policy HDG would not be required. The reverse is the case if the
Neighbourhood Plan chooses, as it has a right to, not to allocate housing. In the latter case, it is
assumed that the Parish Council would wish for the plan to be silent on the issue of housing
development rather than explicitly/proactively supporting new development as does Policy 1: HDG.
It is assumed that the Parish Council is already aware that the two policies are mutually exclusive
in this way.

•

The supporting text should (but does not) reference the Kidmore End Housing Additions Analysis
2011-2018.

•

The maximum size limit of four dwellings is not in conformity with Policy CSR1 of the adopted
South Oxfordshire Local Plan nor with Policy H16 of the emerging Local Plan, both of which
continue to support the development of infill sites of up to 6 dwellings in Smaller Villages (including
Kidmore End). The policy as worded (‘any proposed new development’) includes infill
development, so this conflict would arise.

•

While it is understood that the group has articulated clearly that there is a desire to avoid more
than four dwellings on any single site, in the continued absence of consideration of the potential
viability impacts, and in the continued potential for conflict with the adopted and emerging Local
Plans, AECOM’s advice must remain that it is likely that the Examiner would not be convinced.
However, given the ongoing ambiguity with the Local Plan position at the time of writing, there is
potential for this policy aspiration to be discussed further with SODC and the neighbourhood plan
position on this issue settled in light of their advice alongside the conclusions of this report.
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•

The new approach of supporting 4-bedroom dwellings is justified by the evidence and thus
welcomed.

•

The points on housing type, home working and density are all supported.

•

For consistency, all criteria-based policies, including HDG, should number or letter each of their
criteria- this has been applied in some, but not all, of the new policies.

•

On this and all other policies below where it appears, there is no need to state explicitly that
development must meet the requirements of all other policies in the Neighbourhood Plan as they
must in any case be considered together.

July 2019 Policy 2: Infill Development (HDI)
2 (a) Policy text
Infill development within the existing built up form of the villages and hamlets will be supported where
it will:
i. not cause an unacceptable impact on the amenities of adjacent residential properties;
ii. provide safe and secure access, parking and turning arrangements;
iii. not severely impact on highway safety;
iv. where possible and appropriate, retain existing natural features; and
v. meets the requirements of the other Policies listed within this NDP
2 (b) AECOM commentary on HDI
•

This policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions and only clause (v) needs to be
deleted as per commentary on HDG above.

•

The supporting text is also helpful in terms of distinguishing between any potential site allocation
and infill development, i.e. clarifying for the avoidance of doubt that they are two separate types
of development.

July 2019 Policy 3: Housing Allocation (HDA)
3 (a) Policy text
Land at CFS8 (see map) is allocated for residential development of up to 4 open market dwellings
subject to the following criteria:
The development of the site must respond to and be in keeping with local character; evidence of which
will be provided by a Design Statement for the site as prescribed in Policy LCDP;
The development must protect and where possible enhance existing tree and hedgerow boundaries to
the site, or
Where there are no tree and hedgerow boundaries, landscaping consistent with the neighbouring and
opposite residential properties should be complemented and where possible, copied; and
The development should include a mix of housing sizes, meaning no more than 4 bedrooms in any of
the proposed dwellings, and that the mix should include dwellings with less than 4 bedrooms; and
Consistent with its position at the edge of Kidmore End, at the end of Tokers Green Lane the
development should be hard edged to the countryside, thus preserving and showing a clearly defined
“end” of the village and emphasising the start of Open Countryside. Consequently, no open-ended
drives, tracks or pathways are expected within the development, either to the side, or behind; and
Consistent with the look of Tokers Green Lane, dwellings should be placed in a linear, road facing
arrangement; and
Building materials should be environmentally friendly and design proposals should take account of
opportunities to be carbon neutral and maximise sustainable or renewable energy sources; and
Adequate off-road parking, turning and bin storage should be provided in a manner commensurate with
the reasonable requirements for the size of each dwelling; and
No street lighting or extrusive safety lighting is to be incorporated into the design for the site; and
Safe access by car or foot from the site should be carefully considered and incorporated into the site
plans, taking account of both the needs of the site itself and the neighbours and passers-by.
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3 (b) AECOM commentary on HDA
•

See corresponding comment on HDG above. If the neighbourhood plan is allocating sites, then
only this policy would be needed, and HDG could be deleted. It is assumed that the Parish Council
is aware of this.

•

The requirement for the dwellings all to be open market is not consistent with adopted Local Plan
policy CSH3, which requires developments of three or more dwellings to comprise 40% affordable
housing subject to viability and selected other considerations. While the emerging Local Plan’s
40% affordable housing requirement threshold is increased to five or more dwellings within AONBs
(Policy H9), it is not clear when it will be adopted.

•

It is probably not necessary, and overly restrictive, to require landscaping to be ‘copied’‘complement’ and ‘consistent with’ should be sufficient.

•

It is not entirely clear what link, if any, exists between the hard edge to development that is required
and the discouragement of ‘open ended drives, tracks or pathways’- indeed the latter phrase is
itself unclear- does it refer to cul-de-sacs or dead-ends? Does it refer only to the vehicular access
network (including driveways) or to paths and tracks as well?

•

It would be better to state ‘consistent with the character of Tokers Green Lane’ rather than the
‘look’.

•

‘extrusive safety lighting’ is not a clear or universally recognised term- perhaps ‘unnecessary or
intrusive safety lighting’ might be clearer.
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July 2019 Policy 4: Parish Gaps (LCPG)
4 (a) Policy text
This Policy seeks to preserve the overall landscape character of Kidmore End Parish and in particular,
preserve the essential rural character of the land between adjacent settlements within the Parish and
the individuality of these settlements in order to prevent coalescence between them and conserve their
distinctive individual character and setting.
These Gaps between individual settlements within Kidmore End Parish have been identified as:
Between Kidmore End and Sonning Common
Between Kidmore End and Gallowstree Common
Between Kidmore End and Toker’s Green
Between Kidmore End and Chalkhouse Green
Between Gallowstree Common and Sonning Common
Between Gallowstree Common and Cane End
Between Toker’s Green and Cane End (? Mill Lane)
The locations of these gaps are shown on the Parish Gap maps in [Figure]. Gaps start and finish at the
natural “ends” of each settlement. For example, where a continuous run of adjacent houses on one side
of a road comes to a hard edge with a field or fields, farmland or woodland. Parish Gaps may include
isolated houses, farms, farm buildings and/or worker’s cottages either in their original form or
redeveloped into larger dwellings. (The depth of countryside behind or adjacent to these Parish Gaps
will fall within either the AONB Policy or the AONBF Policy below)
The Parish Gaps are shown on the Parish Gaps Map and have been drawn to include only the minimum
essential area to achieve the policy objective. Each Gap makes a significant contribution to maintaining
the individual character of their adjoining settlements.
This policy does not seek to prevent development that may otherwise be suited to a countryside location
but to ensure that the scale, massing and height of proposals do not result in the integrity of a Parish
Gap being undermined.
Development that is consistent with this policy might include minor extensions to existing buildings, the
creation of playing fields, or other open land uses.
Development proposals should ensure the retention of the open character of the Parish Gaps.
Proposals for the re-use of rural buildings, agricultural and forestry-related development, playing fields,
other open land uses and minor extensions to existing dwellings will be supported where they would
preserve the separation between the settlements concerned and retain their individual identities.
4 (b) AECOM commentary on LCPG
•

The number of gaps that the policy seeks to protect is disproportionate given the
scale/sustainability of the settlements named and the fact that the AONB land within the Parish
already gives a significant degree of protection against development. In this regard, the policy fails
to take into account AECOM’s suggestion in the main body of the report that any settlement gaps
policy would work best and have the greatest chance of getting adopted if it were limited to the
following locations: Gap between Tokers Green and Caversham/Reading, gap between
Chalkhouse Green and Caversham/Reading, and gap between Kidmore End and Sonning
Common. Over-designation of settlement gaps would likely be considered unnecessary or even
inconsistent in the context of existing NPPF countryside and local character policies.

•

The last three paragraphs are supported, but the last two paragraphs repeat each other. The
penultimate paragraph could therefore be deleted.

•

The maps are not visible, but it is assumed that there is no overlap on them between any housing
allocation at Kidmore End village and any proposed settlement gap between Kidmore End and
other settlement(s).
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July 2019 Policy 5: Local Gap (LCLG)
5 (a) Policy text
This Policy seeks to preserve the overall landscape character of all land within Kidmore End Parish
between each of Tokers Green and Chalkhouse Green up to and along the Parish Boundary with
Reading in order to prevent coalescence between our Parish and Reading and conserve the Parish’s
distinctive individual setting as described in the Landscape Sensitivity Analysis by Terra Firma in 2018.
This land is more particularly delineated in [fig] and is a valued landscape.
Development proposals should ensure the retention of the open character of the local gap and should
not harm this, either individually or cumulatively. Such proposals should demonstrate that any
diminution of the gap will not lead, visually, perceptually or physically, to coalescence between Kidmore
End Parish and Reading. A Landscape and Visual Appraisal must accompany any development
proposal and show no reduction in the openness of, or detriment to the views to and from, this local
gap.
5 (b) AECOM commentary on LCLG
•

Consistent with commentary on LCPG above, there is no need for LCLG to form a separate policy.
It should be retained but incorporated within a single settlement gaps policy. There is no specific
evidence or national/local policy support for treating the gaps between Tokers Green and Reading
and Chalkhouse Green and Reading any differently from the other settlement gaps- rather, a single
settlement gap policy could in fact be strengthened by virtue of applying consistently to both nonAONB and AONB land.

•

Taking into account the comment above would also significantly reduce the potential for LCLG to
overlap with AONBF below, which is otherwise significant.

•

If this policy is merged as suggested to form a single settlement gap policy, the phrasing ‘such
proposals should demonstrate that any diminution of the gap will not lead, visually, perceptually
or physically, to coalescence…’ should be amended, because by definition, diminution of the gap
will lead to some perception of coalescence. Rather, the text should state ‘any development
within the gap will not lead….’
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July 2019 Policy 6: Design Principles (LCDP)
6 (a) Policy text
Development proposals (including extensions or changes to existing buildings or dwellings) will be
supported, provided they complement, enhance and reinforce the local distinctiveness of the villages
and hamlets and where appropriate are designed to enhance the setting of these settlements;
Proposals must show clearly how the scale, mass, density, layout and design of the site, building or
extension fits in with the character of the immediate area and wider context within the village or hamlet;
and
The scale of new developments should conserve and enhance the rural character and appearance of
the village and its landscape setting as defined in the [ some sort of character assessment??]
This will have been evidenced by a Design Statement submitted with any planning application.
In preparing such a Design Statement for any proposals, developers should have regard to and
endeavour to incorporate the following design principles;
i. They do not include street lighting;
ii. They retain the dark visual ambiance of the village via minimal external illumination;
iii. They have regard to historic plot boundaries, hedgerows and enclosure walls;
iv. Proposals for new garages, outbuildings or tall garden walls must be subservient in scale and,
whether of a traditional or modern design, should draw from the local palette of vernacular building
materials;
v. The impacts on residential amenity of the construction arrangements are minimized by way of lorry
movement, deliveries, working times, lighting and loss of vegetation wherever possible;
vi. They do not include installing pavements or kerbs to existing village lanes;
vii. Proposed parking arrangements should seek innovative solutions that do not necessitate large
expanses of driveway nor the loss of vegetation along the highway but do not necessitate parking on
village lanes;
viii. The layout, orientation and massing of new houses should respond to the historic grain of the
development in the village and avoid “estate” type appearance, including its road and footpath network
and historic property boundaries;
ix They have made detailed consideration of the main architectural features of traditional buildings in
the immediate vicinity of any proposed new buildings;
x Boundary treatments to highways and village lanes should comprise the use of native hedgerow,
stone, brick or flint boundary walls or iron railings as appropriate to the immediate context of the site;
xi. There should be no sub-division of the historic curtilage of listed buildings if it can be demonstrated
that the historic significance of the building and its setting would be harmed;
xii. Landscape schemes should include local indigenous trees and features that form part of the
vernacular of the conservation; and
xiii. consideration of the requirements of all other policies within this NDP.
6 (b) AECOM commentary on LCDP
•

The principle of the first four sentences is supported, but they are repetitive and as a result overly
onerous. They should be edited down into no more than two and ideally a single sentence.

•

The requirement for a design statement (also cross-referenced in other policies) for all
development, without exception, does not confirm with PPG advice on the use of Design (and
Access) Statements (DASs) 71. The PPG advice is then reflected in SODC’s Planning Application
Validation Checklists. 72 Design statements are needed only for major development (ten or more
dwellings). Though they can be appropriate for smaller developments in conservation areas and
World Heritage Sites, neither designation applies at Kidmore End and AONBs are not referenced.
The only evidence in the supporting text supporting a design statement for all development is the
‘special landscape character’ of the parish, which will likely be considered insufficient justification

71

See PPG Paragraph: 030 Reference ID: 14-030-20140306 at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/making-an-application#Designand-Access-Statement
72
Available at http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/planning-and-building/make-planning-application/validationchecklists
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in the light of national DAS practice. A review of adopted South Oxfordshire neighbourhood plans
supports this conclusion. 73
•

In criterion iv), it is not clear why proposals for these specific types of development should draw
from the local palette of vernacular building materials- should this not apply to all relevant
development?

•

Also, in criterion iv), if a local palette of vernacular building materials is being referenced, then that
palette should either be set out in the supporting text (currently, it does not appear) or alternatively
an existing palette within an appropriate source, e.g. the SODG or the CBDG could be referenced,
though of course this will be less parish-specific.

•

Criterion v) is unusually detailed and likely to be considered disproportionate for a neighbourhood
planning policy- even policies governing major development normally simply require the
submission of a satisfactory construction management plan, which covers all of these issues.

•

Criterion viii)- while the avoidance of an ‘estate’ type appearance is supported, its meaning should
be specified more clearly. Most people’s interpretation of this phrase presumably relates to the
number of houses (less of an issue here due to the dwelling size limit) but perhaps even more
importantly the perception of multiple dwellings of a similar appearance. As such, the policy could
be made more effective and easier to apply by deleting ‘avoid “estate” type appearance’ and
rewording the rest of the sentence to ‘The layout, orientation, mix, appearance and massing of
new houses should respond to the historic grain of the development in the village….’

•

Criterion xi) effectively repeats national and local policy and therefore could be deleted.

•

Criterion xii) appears to have one or more words missing. If the missing word is ‘area’, there are
no Conservation Areas within the parish.

July 2019 Policy 7: AONB (AONB)
7 (a) Policy text
All development proposals that could have an impact on the AONB or its setting should be accompanied
by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment to support any planning application.
This is as well as a Design Statement (Policy LCDP); and
Development Proposals will only be supported where they can demonstrate that they conserve and
enhance the character and natural beauty of the AONB or its setting.
All development proposals for new homes or for changes or extensions to existing dwellings within the
AONB will be considered in the context of a potential cumulative and incremental erosion to the
character and natural beauty of the AONB, as if over time, more than one such application was
submitted.
7 (b) AECOM commentary on AONB
•

Again, as with the commentary on DASs above, the key determinant of which applications should
be accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) would be SODC’s own
Validation Checklist, which is drafted having appropriate regard to national policy requirements.
The Validation Checklist requires only major development (i.e. ten or more dwellings) to be
accompanied by an LVIA. While it is recognised that Policy ENV1 of the emerging South
Oxfordshire Plan, in the context of which Policy AONB may have been drafted, does require LVIA
for development that would affect the special qualities of an AONB or its setting, this is inconsistent
with the Validation Checklist. Having said all of this, however, elsewhere in South Oxfordshire the
Pyrton Neighbourhood Plan has now been made, and its Policy BNE2 does require all
development proposals that could have an impact on the AONB or its setting to be accompanied
by an LVIA; in his report, the Examiner did not comment on this policy clause. 74 On this basis, there

73

Thame Neighbourhood Plan includes policies referencing DASs (e.g. ESDQ 15) but limits these to developments ‘where they
are required’. Pyrton, in Policy PYR1, states that DASs should be submitted as required by the Council’s Validation Checklist
and the Checklist reflects the PPG approach.
74
Pyrton Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report available at
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Pyrton%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Examiner's%20Final%20Report.pdf.
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is a chance that this clause could be retained by the Examiner, and it is recommended on the basis
of this evidence that it be retained.
•

See commentary on LCDP on the issue of a Design Statement (and/or DAS)

•

The way that the last paragraph is written implies that there is a specific threshold after which, but
not before, cumulative applications could harm the AONB. However, even if such a threshold
exists, there would never be universal agreement as to where it applies. Rather, policies need to
be drafted so that they apply on a site-by-site basis, and most importantly, need to having regard
to the need to enable Council officers to apply them. Of key relevance here is NPPF paragraph 16
clause d) which states that plans should contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous,
so it is evident how a decision maker should react to development proposals.

•

It is therefore recommended that the last paragraph be simplified by deleting all text including and
after ‘as if’, having appropriate regard to how cumulative impacts of development on areas worthy
of protection have been worded in other relevant South Oxfordshire neighbourhood plan policies.
These include East Hagbourne policy VC1a, Goring policy 11, Little Milton policy LM1, and Pyrton
policy BNE4; while they do not specifically relate to AONB land, the same principle applies.

July 2019 Policy 8: AONB Fringe (AONBF)
8 (a) Policy text
AONB Fringe Policy (AONBF)
All development proposals that impact on the land in the Study Area (fig) setting should be accompanied
by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment to support any planning application. This is as well as
a Design Statement (Policy LCDP); and
Every effort should be made to ensure any new development is in keeping with the local landscape
character, has regard to published landscape character assessments, and conserves and enhances
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and its setting in Kidmore End Parish; and
Development proposals should set out details of how they have been designed to take into account any
key views into the settlements within Kidmore End Parish from the surrounding countryside or from the
settlements into the surrounding countryside, by way of their scale, height, position within the application
site, the use of materials, and external lighting, particularly but not exhaustively, where any such
development overlooks or is overlooked by AONB land.
Small-scale development will be supported within the Study Area such as on any small areas of
brownfield land, providing it retains the important landscape features and their landscape setting of the
area and has regard to the setting and form of existing settlement and the character and the sensitivity
of adjacent landscape character areas; and
All such development proposals must also comply with the other Policies of this NDP as applicable.
8 (b) AECOM commentary on AONBF
•

In general terms, the policy text does not relate clearly to the policy name or purpose. This should
be a policy relating specifically to land within the AONB setting (but outside the AONB itself) in the
south of the parish. The AONB is not mentioned until the end of the third paragraph.

•

There is no specific national and local guidance on what may or may constitute the setting of the
AONB, as it will differ on a case-by-case basis. Given this and given the fact that there is already
a detailed policy in the Neighbourhood Plan on the impacts of development on the AONB, it is
recommended that this policy is kept much shorter and more focussed.

•

Effectively, if it is to focus purely on limiting impact of development on the setting of the Chilterns
AONB location, the entire policy text could simply comprise something along the lines of
‘development on land in the south of the parish outside the AONB will be supported where it can
be demonstrated that it would not negatively affect the AONB or its setting in terms of design,
landscape and/or visual impacts’.
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•

If the phrase ‘any key views’ in the third paragraph is to be retained, what is and what is not a key
view may well need to be determined through robust supporting landscape evidence.

July 2019 Policy 9: Safety for All Road Users (SRU)
9 (a) Policy text
New developments should not cause an unacceptable reduction in road safety including that of
pedestrians, cyclists, riders and other road users.
Planning decisions should take account of local impacts on:
• Traffic speeds in the relevant settlement;
• Ability to share all transport infrastructure safely between all road users;
• Locations where the existing road system is constrained or already in disrepair.
Mitigation to improve road safety should avoid impacts such as noise or the introduction of urbanising
features.
9 (b) AECOM commentary on SRU
•

The policy text could be made less ambiguous by stating ‘horse riders’ rather than just ‘riders’.

•

Specific locations where the existing road system is constrained (e.g. Horsepond Road), or in
disrepair, could be named.

•

However, this policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions and relates well to its
supporting text.

July 2019 Policy 10: Preservation of Footpaths and Tracks (PFT)
10 (a) Policy text
New development should protect the existing rights of way network and their ambiance.
Development proposals should also:
• encourage sustainable means of transport, including measures to provide for and where possible
enhance ease of use by pedestrians, cyclists and riders;
• be well located to reduce reliance on private cars and instead to provide safe and convenient walking
riding and cycling routes to local services and facilities.
10 (b) AECOM commentary on PFT
•

The requirement to provide for and enhance ease of use by pedestrians could be seen as
contradicting Policy 6 Design Principles, which resists the installation of pavements or kerbs to
existing village lanes. This potential ambiguity could be resolved by inserting text such as ‘except
in case where this would conflict with Policy 6’, or a similar form of wording.

•

Other than this possible contradiction, this policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions
and relates well to its supporting text.

July 2019 Policy 11: Safe access and parking (SAP)
11 (a) Policy text
New development should make adequate provision for parking within the overall site in accordance with
the provisions of this NDP. Parking provision should:
Wherever practicable, be provided off-road;
Be sufficient for the full life of the development and should avoid the increase in on-street parking or
use of existing public car parks in the future;
Minimise the impact of the private car on the street scene and any need for street parking.
11 (b) AECOM commentary on SAP
•

It is not clear that the emerging NDP has any specific provisions on parking, and if these were to
be developed, they would have to be consistent with Oxfordshire Parking Standards, as
recommended in Appendix 1. As such, the first sentence should be rephrased to end with ‘…the
provisions of the Development Plan’.
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•

Otherwise, this policy is considered likely to meet the Basic Conditions and relates well to its
supporting text.
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