Kidmore End Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan (KENDP)
Regulation 14 Consultation Survey 2020/21
Survey Results

Powered by

Survey overview
• The pre-submission consultation (Regulation 14) took place between Saturday 7th November 2020 and Saturday 16th January
2021 (10 weeks)
• The survey was originally due to end 19th December 2020 but was extended for two reasons: a) one of the appendices (B) was
updated during this period and b) due to the Covid-19 pandemic, in-person events could not happen, and it was felt that the
community needed to be given more time to read all the available information and make an evidence-based response.
• All the information was provided on the NDP Consultation page of the Kidmore End Parish website. This included the full version
of the draft KENDP, a summary version, and all of the appendices.

• After reading the information, the community were invited to provide their views via a short survey or by emailing the Steering
Group.
• The consultation was promoted with two sets of leaflets, posted through the door of every house in the parish. The first leaflet was
to advise of residents that the consultation was commencing, the second was to provide the key facts included within the draft
KENDP. Posters were displayed in every village. A phone number was provided on the posters and flyers for those without online
access who wanted a paper copy of the KENDP and the appendices.
• A set of Frequently Asked Questions was published on the Consultation page in the early part of the consultation period.
• A two-page KENDP Highlights was published in the parish newsletter in December (both online and paper versions).
• The consultation was also advertised through the parish email distribution list and Facebook as well as through informal channels
such as village emails and WhatsApp groups.

• This document captures the results of the survey and forms part of the Consultation Statement.

Responses to the Consultation
Responses from residents:
• 295 responses were received
• 8 responses were made via email
• 448 comments were provided via the survey
• No-one requested a hard copy of the plan
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Responses from landowners and stakeholders:
• 10 email responses were received from landowners / agents
• Email responses were received from 6 stakeholders

539

Q1: Which village do you live in?
Answered: 294

Skipped: 1

Q2: Are you male or female?
Answered: 295

Skipped: 0

Q3: What age range do you fall within?
Answered: 294

Skipped: 1

Results for the Parish

Q4: To what extent do you feel the KENDP Vision and Objectives reflect
the priorities relating to housing development within our parish?
Answered: 291

Skipped: 4

Q5: To what extent do you feel the KENDP policies reflect the priorities
relating to housing development within our parish?
Answered: 290

Skipped: 5

Q7: Assuming no significant changes are made to the KENDP, how are
you likely to vote at the referendum?
Answered: 292

Skipped: 3

Results by Village
• Due to the small number of responses for Cane End, Cane End and Chalkhouse Green have been combined. These are both
considered ‘open countryside’ under the definitions of settlements within the SODC Local Plan 2035. Gallowstree Common
and Tokers Green are considered ‘other villages’ and Kidmore End is considered a ‘smaller village’.

Q4: To what extent do you feel the KENDP Vision and Objectives reflect
the priorities relating to housing development within our parish?
Village
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Q5: To what extent do you feel the KENDP policies reflect the priorities
relating to housing development within our parish?
Village
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Q7: Assuming no significant changes are made to the KENDP, how are
you likely to vote at the referendum?
Village
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Q7. Responses by village
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Comments: Summary of comments received from the parish
N.B. Includes comments made via email

Q4: To what extent do you feel the KENDP Vision and Objectives reflect
the priorities relating to housing development within our parish?
Comments:
• Focuses on protecting the rural characteristics of our parish and villages
• Balances protecting our rural environment with the need for small amounts of new housing
• Reflects the requirements of current and future residents
• Protects separation from larger settlements
• Can’t resist all development and the KENDP helps us shape future development
• Future development should reflect the character of the villages
• Ensures individual planning applications won’t be assessed in isolation
• Concerned that government targets and pressures from developers will override local vision and objectives
• Concern about the Housing Development Objective and the inclusion of an allocated site
• Offering a green site in the AONB contradicts objectives
• Very little development is needed in the parish

• 57%: fully cover
• 21%: partly cover
• 17%: don’t cover
• 291 people responded
• 89 people commented

Q5: To what extent do you feel the KENDP policies reflect the priorities
relating to housing development within our parish?
Comments:
Support for the NDP approach and content:
• Good reflection of parish priorities
• Reflect the need to maintain the rural feel of the villages
• Policies provide a positive framework to guide future development
• Support to extend AONB to cover land in the south of the parish
• Support for policies protecting the green spaces and the gap between the villages in the parish and Reading

• 53%: fully cover
• 21%: partly cover
• 22%: don’t cover
• 290 people responded
• 87 people commented

Housing targets / volume and nature of potential development:
• Housing requirements to 2035 have been met
• A number of responses were against building on agricultural land or woodland
• Infill and brownfield sites should be the priority
• Additional houses not needed or wanted
• Concern for the number of sites put forward in the south of the parish
• Concern that a focus on infill will negatively impact Gallowstree Common
Facilities and Road Safety
• Road safety caused by increasing traffic (and speed) is a concern across the whole Parish
• The parish relies on facilities in Sonning Common. We do not have the infrastructure in the parish to support additional housing

Q5: To what extent do you feel the KENDP policies reflect the priorities
relating to housing development within our parish continued…
Comments:
Housing allocation:
• A number of responses questioned why an allocation was deemed necessary when housing targets for the parish have already been met
• Building on productive agricultural land / woodland in the AONB is contrary to the objectives of the plan
• Building on the AONB / agricultural land / woodland could set a precedent for more development on green sites
• Limited infill is envisaged which will lead to organic growth without the need for an allocation
• Agreement with the site allocated – it is small and would not have a negative impact
• Rationale for including an allocation in the plan is not clear / strong enough
• Tokers Green Lane is not wide enough for construction vehicles through without causing problems with traffic
• Complaints from some residents on Tokers Green Lane of eroding front borders due to existing volume of traffic and trouble passing parked
cars
• CFS4, CFS10 and other sites should be considered in addition to / instead of CFS8
Need for lower cost housing:
• A number of responses supported the development of smaller, more affordable housing
• Concern that smaller houses sold at market value would not be affordable

Q6: Please provide any additional feedback on the draft KENDP and its
appendices. Please be specific about any aspects you would like to see amended.
Main Comments:
• The main responses fall into 3 areas:
• Recognition of the hard work and detailed and thorough approach taken by the Steering Group
• No development wanted on agricultural land or woodland
• Development should be on infill or brownfield sites

• 181 people commented

Additional comments include:
• Any development should meet the needs of the community
• Any development should have the necessary infrastructure to support it
• Supportive of influencing the amount and type of development in the parish
• Remember that existing houses on Tokers Green Lane were built on the field proposed as the allocated site
• The NDP should protect the parish from large-scale development including development on the Reading Golf Course
• The Site Options assessment (Appendix B1) will be useful when future planning applications are submitted
• We don’t want more cars, pollution or noise
• Concern that there are many more potential infill sites not included in the site assessments
• Would like inclusion of/ more information on roads, transport, pavements, community facilities
Specific comments:
• A handful of specific responses were received relating to individual paragraphs / elements within the draft KENDP. Along with the key themes, these
specific points will be included and addressed within the Consultation Statement (see page x for explanation). - not sure what you mean

Q7: Assuming no significant changes are made to the KENDP, how are
you likely to vote at the referendum?
Comments:
I will vote Yes:
• The plan is comprehensive and clear
• Realistic plan that recognises that more development is inevitable and seeks to limit unsuitable development
• It’s important to have a plan that allows us to control future development in the parish

I will vote No:
• Objection to building on agricultural land or woodland
• Meeting our targets mean we don’t need an allocated site
• Objection to the proposed allocated site
• Too little open consultation with affected members of the parish

I am Undecided:
• Objection to building on agricultural land or woodland
• Meeting our targets mean we don’t need an allocated site
• Objection to the proposed allocated site

• 56%: Yes
• 33%: No
• 10%: Undecided
• 91 comments received

Comments: Summary of comments received by village
N.B. Includes comments made via email

Comments: Key themes from Cane End / Chalkhouse Green
Comments:
• The draft plan is thorough, detailed, realistic and accurately depicts the characteristics of the
parish and villages and the requirements of our community
• The draft plan seeks to protect the green spaces and the land between the villages and the
Reading boundary
• The plan promotes development that does not harm the rural nature of the parish
• In order to attract a wide range of people to the parish there is a need for more affordable
housing
• Support for the south of the parish being designated AONB
• Concern about the threat of large-scale development to the south of the parish
• Concern for traffic on the narrow lanes
• A number of responses expressed objection to building on agricultural land or woodland

How are you likely to vote
at Referendum?
• 52% Yes
• 30% No
• 18% Undecided
• 44 people responded

Comments: Key themes from Gallowstree Common
Comments:
• The draft plan is positive, comprehensive, well researched and well thought through
• Concern about the amount of potential infill in Gallowstree Common
• Concern about how the land at The Reformation and behind could be used for high density
housing
• Concern for how the infill policy could help to limit infill in the village and restrict the number of
houses built on each site
• Support for more affordable housing but concern that housing type can’t be specified in the NDP
• Objection to development on agricultural land or woodland
• Road safety must be a consideration for any future development
• Concern for the high volume of traffic and high speed on Horsepond Road and Reades Lane,
and request to consider footpaths / pavements up Reades Lane and better maintenance of the
pavement along Horsepond Road

How are you likely to vote
at Referendum?
• 75% Yes
• 19% No
• 4% Undecided
• 77 people responded

Comments: Key themes from Kidmore End
Comments:
How are you likely to vote
• Well researched, comprehensive, fair, well-justified plan
at Referendum?
• Cannot resist all development and this plan protects the villages and green spaces
• 43% Yes
• Any new housing should be more affordable
• 47% No
• The proposed site is appropriate
• 10% Undecided
• Proposed allocation should not put the rest of the field at risk of development
• The objectives are valid, but the proposed allocated site contradicts those objectives
• 115 people responded
• Parish housing requirements to 2035 have already been met
• Additional housing not wanted or needed in Kidmore End
• Future development should be infill or on brownfield sites
• The argument for including an allocated site is not compelling
• Other sites should be considered as alternatives to the current proposed site
• Would like a vote on alternative sites
• CFS8 is not a suitable site – Tokers Green Lane is too narrow and it would add more traffic which the village can’t cope with
• CFS10 is not a suitable site – the access is road is not suitable
• Do not support development on agricultural land or woodland - would open the door to more development on green space
• Building on green sites does not support environmental sustainability
• The evidence in the NDP is flawed
• The response rate in the 2019 survey was low and not representative
• The Steering Group should have engaged directly with residents affected by the allocation

Comments: Key themes from Tokers Green
Comments:
• Important to protect the rural character and green spaces in the parish
• Important to protect the gap between Tokers Green and Caversham
• Smaller, lower cost housing is needed in the parish
• Agree with reasoning for site allocation
• Do not support development on agricultural land or woodland
• Development should be on brownfield or infill
• Reading Golf Course is a concern

How are you likely to vote
at Referendum?
• 59% Yes
• 29% No
• 12% Undecided
• 51 people responded

Comparison of results with previous surveys

Comparison of results
Key findings of Household Survey 2018:
• 550 responses
• Importance of protecting rural feel and
village character
• There was a perceived need for more
housing in Kidmore End Village (69%
said more than 5 dwellings would be
appropriate, 31% said 0 – 5 dwellings)
• 42% said there was a need for more
housing across the parish, 55% said
there was not
• 72% said sites should be limited to 1 – 4
houses
• Preference was given for smaller,
cheaper houses, positioned on small
sites with consideration given to the
impact on roads and amenities

Key findings of Community Survey 2019:
• 129 responses
• Protection of rural character consistent
with Household Survey
• 76% said draft vision and objectives
reflect priorities in the parish
• 73% said the draft policies reflect the
priorities in the parish
• 70% of respondents agreed with the
principle of allocating a site
• Concern that an allocation is not needed
as targets have been met
• 64% agreed with the proposed site CFS8
(58% of Kidmore End respondents)
• Support for smaller, more affordable
housing
• Village boundaries and respect of AONB
and green spaces remain a particular
concern
• Environmental and sustainability factors
important

Key findings of Consultation Survey
2020/2021:
• 295 responses
• Desire to protect rural character of the
parish consistent with previous surveys
• 57% said draft vision and objectives
reflect priorities in the parish
• 53% said the draft policies reflect the
priorities in the parish
• Continued concern as to whether an
allocation is necessary given that over 5%
growth has been achieved
• Stronger support for the plan from Cane
End / Chalkhouse Green, Gallowstree
Common and Tokers Green than Kidmore
End
• Preference for building on infill and
brownfield sites
• Objection to building on agricultural land
or woodland
• Support for smaller, more affordable
housing

Commentary from the Steering Group
All of the points raised in the previous pages have been noted by the Steering Group.
The following pages provide responses to the key concerns and points raised.

These should be read in conjunction with the other parts of the Consultation Statement.

Concerns raised by residents

NDP Steering Group Response

Objection to building on woodland

Agreed. Both the draft plan and the updated plan include policies that protect the parish against development on
woodland.

Objection to building on
agricultural land

Agreed. Both the draft plan and the updated plan include policies that protect the parish against development on
agricultural land.
Note: The allocated site is an exception and is on a small piece of agricultural land. See response relating to the
allocation.

Support for building on brownfield
sites

Agreed. Currently there are no available brownfield sites in the parish.

Support for building on infill sites

Agreed. Infill development is supported in both the South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2035 and in the KENDP.
Historically this is how housing development has occurred in the parish.

Concern for the extent of infill in
villages where there has already
been significant development

Noted. The KENDP includes an infill policy which supports infill which is appropriate to the site and the village. This
is supported by Village Character descriptions for each village. Specialist consultants have been involved in
defining our Village Character descriptions.

The parish growth target has
been met and there is little need
for further development in the
parish

Noted. There is currently no growth target for the parish, however there is an expectation in the SODC Local Plan
that NDPs will provision for growth of between 5 – 10% from 2011 to 2035. To date there has been 6.7% growth in
the parish, mostly in Tokers Green, Gallowstree Common and Cane End. It is expected that through a small
amount of infill and the small allocation of 3 – 4 houses in Kidmore End that we will achieve growth closer to 10%
which will leave us less open to speculative development. Growth in Kidmore End is currently 0.7%.
It must also be recognised that in the last 4 years growth targets for the parish have changed and could do so
again between now and 2035. There is currently a drive by government to build more houses, with particular focus
on the South East. It is possible that growth expectations will be increased over time. There are no certainties and
no guarantees, however, the parish will be in a stronger position to resist inappropriate infill and speculative
development if our NDP has demonstrated a positive and proactive approach to sustainable growth. This is the
approach we are taking.

Concerns raised by residents

NDP Steering Group Response

There is no need for an allocated
site

Noted. This has been the most difficult decision within the NDP. There are pros and cons to including an allocation
and the Steering Group has sought extensive advice from SODC on the implications of the new Local Plan
policies to help assess the benefits of an allocation. Please refer to previous point about growth expectations.
In addition to demonstrating a positive and proactive approach the allocation will be of benefit if SODC fall below a
5 year land supply. It will also enable us to specify the type of development preferred by the parish (smaller, more
affordable houses on a small site).
Please refer to the KENDP for the full rationale.

The allocated site (CFS8)
contradicts the NDP objectives
and is contrary to community
preferences: it is on agricultural
land in the AONB and is not infill.
The site could be expanded over
time. It could set a precedent for
other development on agricultural
land. It would have a negative
effect on traffic and road safety.

Noted. CFS8 was assessed by independent consultants as part of the Call for Sites process and deemed to be
largely suitable for development (with minor constraints). This is the only ‘green’ rated site in the parish .
The site is on a small corner of an agricultural field. It is approximately 0.2 hectares in size and makes up less
than 3% of the total field, therefore having minimal environmental impact.
Kidmore End has grown 0.6% since 2011 which is significantly less than other villages. It is in AONB land much
like other area of the parish where larger developments have taken place.
The Steering Group understands the concern about whether building on this small section of field could set a
precedent for future building, however, the NDP policies have been designed to protect against this.
This small allocation will help to strengthen the NDP and help protect against speculative development. Traffic
caused by larger speculative development would be a lot greater than increased traffic from 3 – 4 houses.
The Steering Group are working with a specialist consultant to draw up an example layout plan for the site to
demonstrate how it would have a minimal environmental and visual impact and ensure that road safety isn’t
compromised.

Concerns raised by residents

NDP Steering Group Response

Government targets and
pressures from developers could
override the local vision and
objectives

Noted. Once ratified, the KENDP becomes part of the SODC Local Plan 2035 and all planning applications will be
assessed against the Local Plan and KENDP policies.

Should other sites be reconsidered?

Noted. All sites put forward in the Call for Sites process have been assessed by independent consultants.
Comments from residents, landowners and stakeholders regarding other sites have been fully considered as part
of the consultation process. CFS8 remains the only ‘green’ rated site.

The Steering Group has not
engaged sufficiently with the
residents affected by the proposed
site.

Noted. The Steering Group has sought to remain fair throughout the process. Development is always an emotive
subject and there are many conflicting views being expressed by residents and landowners in the parish. The
Steering Group has been advised to ensure that all information is equally available to all parties and not to single
out either resident groups or landowners for isolated engagements. Community engagements have taken place in
2018, 2019 and 2020 where feedback from residents has been actively encouraged. Feedback from across the
parish has been carefully considered following each community engagement and the key themes from these
engagements have remained consistent over time.
The Steering Group is made up of residents from each village in the parish and all residents in the parish have
had the opportunity to join the group at any time. There has been a change in members over the last 4 years
which has brought a useful range of views and ideas to the group. The minutes of all Steering Group meetings as
well as all the information relating to the NDP are available on the parish website. A summary of NDP progress is
reported at each parish council meeting which is an open meeting for all residents.

The draft NDP does not
adequately address the need for
smaller, more affordable housing
in the policies

Noted. The preference for smaller, more affordable housing has been a common theme across all events and
surveys. NDP policies are not able to specify type of housing except in the policy relating to allocation. This is why
the allocation is for a small development of 3 – 4 smaller (2 or 3 bedroom) houses.

Consultation Statement sub appendix 2B comments by email/post
Residents Responses
Watlington Resident Comments (email received 21 Jan 2021, at 15:42) Comment #1
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
I just wanted to comment that from it was clear from earlier consultations there was a recognition of the need
for a small number of smaller houses to be built in KE. It seemed a missed opportunity to propose that these
houses would be truly affordable in perpetuity for local need i.e. social housing or a Community Land Trust. (I
didn't see any reference to such housing when I scanned the plan earlier.) Four small houses would require only
a fraction of a hectare of land and surely it would be possible to acquire this land at agricultural value not at the
inflated price paid by large developers. A land-owner might even be prepared to gift the land for a Community
Land Trust which would ensure the housing stayed affordable in perpetuity. I don't know if it is too late to add
such a proposal to the plan.

Email from resident (email received 16 January 2021 12:35) Comment #5
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
I support the proposed Kidmore End Neighbourhood Development Plan Strategy. I particularly support Policies
about the Setting of the Chilterns AONB policy (LPCG), the new Gap policy (LPLG) and Valued Landscape Policy (
LPLV) for the reasons set out in the Plan. These need to cover any changes to movement corridors across these
areas
Your hierarchical diagram incorrectly sets out the upper tiers present during the making of your Plan. Work is still
underway on an Oxfordshire Plan 2050. It is surely the case that your Neighbourhood Development Plan largely
derives from the adopted South Oxfordshire Local Plan which itself relies upon the non statutory Oxford Growth
Plan.
The text should be altered to reflect this.
Both the residents survey and the consultants’ Landscape Sensitivity Study express wide support for
enjoying the quiet and tranquillity of this area. It is also enjoyed by many visitors, both pedestrians and cyclists
visiting our area for healthy exercise and enjoyable recreation (particularly from Reading).
Rather than express any close correlation between the policies in proposed Neighbourhood Development Plan
and this objective, this expression only comes across implicitly by virtue of the very limited scale of development.
There is a strong likelihood that development requiring planning permission (including those identified in your
Plan) will introduce new features affecting the acoustic character of the site, their immediate surroundings and
area generally but your Plan has no Policies explicitly cover these.
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted.
Affordable housing was built in the parish in 2014. The
feedback from consultation requested smaller more
affordable housing

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted

Reviewed and corrected where applicable.

Acoustic considerations have been included within a policy

It is really the case that noise guidance in use by planners largely derives from past efforts elsewhere
where commercial activities are planned next to residential properties or in mixed use areas. It means the
content of this guidance relates to areas where noise impact is more significant and results in mitigation being
sought that allows for the viability of business activities not being unduly prejudiced.
It will be different for areas like ours with residential properties set near open country with a low acoustic
background. It is right to expect this be given full consideration. Where Guidance like BS 4142:2019, in common
professional use, requires individual assessments acknowledging the variations in background sound, their
methodology is primarily limited to business activities for areas specified above. It is consistent with the 2010
National Policy Statement for England, which markedly departs from a previous unsatisfactory approach setting
Noise Limit Values. For other areas, it rather leaves a situation where guidance is largely derived from
interpretation from environmental protection legislation and case law, with its reliance adverse impacts upon
health rather than residential amenity or tranquility in open countryside.
No detailed guidance exists for residential properties found in countryside areas like Kidmore End and only
belatedly has the South Oxfordshire Local Plan included a Policy about Outdoor Residential Amenity(DES 6)
mentioning noise and vibration and the roll forward of the Local Plan Noise policy (now described as Minimising
Noise(ENV12) ) . Doubts remain about continuing to rely upon impacts upon health(noise annoyance and
nuisance) which give markedly different answer to one for residential amenity. Another factor is that past expert
advice has primarily focussed upon indoor effects using a national guideline reflecting urban values.
Some individual Local Planning Authorities have adopted new Local Plan Noise policies tailored to their area.
These clearly differentiate those from those national guidelines emphasising A weighting. This must be
considered a weakness because by solely relying upon A weighting, these will omit assessments of many fan
based equipment such as electric heat pumps with acoustic signatures containing high amounts of low frequency
noise emissions and cause effects from airborne sound pressure waves. It is not helped by the fact that the
performance of larger heat pumps greatly varies. Many are noisy and have other unpleasant sonic impacts.
Organisations like the UK Noise Association and the Institute of Acoustics have strong concerns about the
permitted development allowances for existing dwellings granted by Development Order by the Government
and operated by an Industry based Trade Association. It is necessary to call for additional conditions about
spacing and operating characteristics for new dwellings. There should be an Approved List of Equipment.
There is no set of conditions separately published by South Oxfordshire District Council to inform us.
I strongly urge that Kidmore End Parish Council accept the position of the UK Noise Association and the Institute
of Acoustics concerning electric heat pumps for new dwellings. Whilst acknowledging noise impacts cross
property boundaries, neighbours can be affected and the Planning Committee should hear residents.
The KEPC should support requests for referral to Committee and urge the introduction of new
supplemental planning guidance from SODC and for these to pass through public consultation and hopefully
agreement reached over approach.
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As above

I also seek a new local KENDP policy on this particular matter. It should state what the fallback position will be
with a requirement about appropriate spacing away from neighbouring boundary for those installed as
unauthorised development and require a remedy . It discourages those wanting these as late amendments. We
should be strongly discouraging those who want to exploit loopholes that end up unduly affecting neighbour’s
residential amenities. The well established principle of ‘the polluter pays’ should be upheld.

Residents email (email received : 17 December 2020 15:26) Comment #13
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
The site of your choice off Tokers Green lane would perhaps fit in with the plan but this was turned down in the
past by the Highways department, as poor aspect with respect to ingress/egress. The road has not improved and
would need a lot done to it. Even if the entrance was opposite Butlers Orchard it would make a hazardous
crossroad. Visibility both ways are not good.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
The highways authority has been consulted on this
proposed development, and access will be different from
past proposals.

Residents email (email received : 07 December 2020 12:02) Comment#16
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
I am not affected by the plan directly but I know people in Kidmore End who are very upset by the proposals.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response

I understand that the Planning Committee has not been able to engage with them directly for whatever reason
and a small working group have been provoked to leaflet us all to say NO to the neighbourhood plan.
This is unfortunate and I have said so in my survey.
I did not want to write negative comments to you all without owning up to authorship as I am grateful to you all
for the huge amount of work that has been done to create the development plan by the planning committee.

Noted. The steering group was advised that
consultations with parishioners should be open
consultations with anyone welcome to attend. The
steering group held open consultations up until the
pandemic and then unfortunately had to stop the
planning of the open event for 2020 and 2021. Last
open consultation held September 2019

The point is well made that the plan will be stronger if we offer some development proposal for a limited
number of dwellings.
But given that there is so much controversy over the site suggested by external consultants I propose that we ask
those consultants to offer an alternative and then the parish is asked to vote.
I realise this is a load more work but that is better than not giving the minority directly affected another chance
to make their voice heard without resorting to anonymous leaflets .
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The consultants Aecom completed the initial site
allocation Report Nov 2019, which was then
updated in April 2019 a further facilitation report In
November 2020. None of the reports or updates
demonstrated any significant changes

Resident email (email received 04 January 2021 16:15) Comment #12
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
Questions below refer to resident survey
Answer to Question 4 – Do not cover and draw their authority from the
2018 survey. However, the plan is inconsistent with at least two of the objectives, i.e., Objective 1a (which aims
to protect and where possible enhance existing open space between and around our villages and hamlets) and
Objective 3 (conserve and enhance the AONB-designated land within our parish and its setting). Offering CFS8 which is on the edge of the village of Kidmore End and within the Chilterns AONB – for development is
inconsistent with these two objectives.
Answer to Question 5 – Do not cover In a similar manner to my answer
to Question 5, many of the policies are fine, however they are inconsistent with the proposal to offer up CFS8 for
development. The Housing Allocation Policy (HDA) states that “…. by adopting a positive approach to future
development, the KENDP would be better positioned to determine where development should occur and thus
ensure our villages and hamlets grow in a plan-led manner.” Is this suggesting that all future housing
development should be on productive agricultural land within the AONB; surely not? Also, the policy draws its
authority on the “…. community event of September 2019 to test whether the Community’s views were
supportive and consistent with the themes expressed in May 2018.” However, the survey which following the
community event of September 2019 provided only a 11.7% response and therefore does not provide a
statistically valid result on which key policy decisions should be made.
In response to question 6, the comments set out below:
Key terms used in the draft plan such as ‘sustainable
development’ need to be defined as they are open to different interpretation. It is recommended the plan
includes a glossary as an appendix.
Paragraph 1.9 states the plan has been drafted so as “…. not to
breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU regulations.” Presumably, this requirement will lapse after 1
January 2021. How will the lack of a requirement for EU compliance affect the plan?
Paragraph 2.4 states “…. the Steering Group will log all comments
received (from the public consultation) and are required to respond to that feedback, and after due
consideration, make any necessary changes to the draft plan before it is submitted to SODC.” What is meant by
‘respond’ and to whom will the Steering Group respond? Will the log of comments, responses and actions taken
by the Steering Group be made available to the public?
Paragraph 6.21 states the Steering Group received 129 responses
to a survey following the community event of September 2019. With an assumed adult population of 1,104 this
represents a response of 11.7%.
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted.

Noted.

Key terms are defined as necessary throughout the
document. The group is prepared to consider an addition of
a glossary.
The basic condition statement is being completed by
consultants who will advise the Steering Committee such as
any relevant compliance issues post Brexit.
The Steering Committee responds to the Parish Council.
Responses and actions are made public through the posted
Consultation Statement, which will be part of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Noted.

Paragraph 6.22 states that “…. overall, the results of the survey strongly supported the draft vision and
objectives for the KENDP.” A response of just 11.7% does not provide the evidence that the draft vision and
objectives are strongly supported by the community. The text should be amended
Appendix E3 (NDP Community Q&A) states “…. the survey results show that a large majority of residents in the
parish are supportive of the approach being taken to complete the NDP, including the decision to allocate a site,
and for that site to be at the proposed location in Kidmore End village.” With a response of just 11.7% this is an
inaccurate and misleading statement. The text should be amended.
Paragraph 8.4 states that allocating a site for development in
the plan “…. means the NDP area is better protected against the adverse impact of speculative development if
the planning authority cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply of deliverable housing sites and where the proposed
speculative development conflicts with the vision, objectives and policies of the neighbourhood plan.” This
statement needs to be clarified, in particular the significance of the comparative adjective ‘better’.
I note the primary case for offering a site for development is stated on page 25 of the plan as follows: An NDP
that allocates a site/s and takes a proactive approach to planning is protected by a 3-year land supply. This
means the NDP area is better protected against the adverse impact of speculative development if the local
planning authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites and where the proposed
speculative development conflicts with the vision, objectives and policies of the neighbourhood plan.
However, this in an incorrect interpretation of the National Planning Policy Framework which states in paragraph
14 that a neighbourhood plan provides three years of protection if the plan “…. contains policies and allocations
to meet its identified housing requirements.”
So, if SODC states there is no housing requirement for the parish, and the NDP does not demonstrate objectively
a need for such housing, then the plan will still be protected for three years if it contains policies (including
promoting future infill and development on brownfield sites) to address future housing requirements.
Paragraph 8.8 states that “…. information and evidence gathered
to date indicates that a small, allocated development of 3-4 dwellings in the village of Kidmore End would be
beneficial to the community as it demonstrates a positive approach to sustainable development as required by
national and local policy.” The plan needs to clarify how building 3-4 houses on productive agricultural land will
contribute to ‘sustainable development’.
The list of sites on Page 24 includes CFS4 (the land behind Pond
House) with an amber rating, i.e. there are ‘medium scale’ constraints (see Paragraph 7.6 of the plan). However,
in response to a recent planning application to build six rural-based craft studio units on CFS4, the Head of
Planning at SODC considers “…. the form of development currently proposed to be broadly acceptable in
principle.”
This suggests the constraints on development on CFS4 have been overcome. Does this mean the suitability of
CFS4 will be upgraded from Amber to Green, and if not why not?
The plan acknowledges (in Paragraphs 11.11) there is no
requirement for the plan to offer up land for housing development, although infill developments and house
extensions/conversions will be allowed and expected. Paragraph 11.12 then suggests that “…. by adopting a
positive approach to future development, the KENDP would be better positioned to determine where
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Noted.

Noted

This has been amended to provide greater clarity.
“provides improved protection”

Noted. SODC is supportive of a small development and the
NPPF is supportive of a positive approach to planning.

SODC is supportive of a small development and the NPPF is
supportive of a positive approach to planning.

The highways report in relation to the CFS4 allocation site
recommended refusal; in additional the highways report for
the application for rural craft units (P20/S4080/FUL)
additionally recommends refusal for this development.

This has been the guidance from SODC and NPPF.

development should occur and thus ensure our villages and hamlets grow in a plan led manner.” It is unclear
why offering a site for development now would determine where development should be allowed in the future.
Surely, such guidance on where development should be allowed – or indeed encouraged - comes from the
policies, not simply by offering up CFS8. This part of the plan needs to draw on evidence rather than make
subjective statements such as ‘would be better positioned’.
Point 2 of the Housing Allocation Policy (on Page 24) states
that “…. the development must protect and where possible enhance existing tree and hedgerow boundaries to
the site.” If there is just one entrance (from Tokers Green Lane) to the site, it will be necessary to remove trees
and hedges on either side of the entrance to provide the necessary ‘visibility splays’. If each house has its own
entrance, it is likely that all the trees will need to be removed.
Presumably access to the field owned by Mr Pelly will still be
required. The plan does not say whether the entrance to CFS8 will allow access to the field or whether a second
entrance will be needed.
The plan should clarify where the entrance will be, and the implication of a second entrance on traffic and safety
on Tokers Green Lane.
Point 6 of the Housing Allocation Policy states that “….
consistent with the character of Tokers Green Lane, dwellings should be placed in a linear, road-facing
arrangement, with no back fill.” It should be noted the frontage of CFS8 is 64m. If four houses are built this
means each house will have an average frontage of 16m. This is inconsistent with the frontage of the houses on
the same side of Tokers Green Road address redacted has a frontage of 31m; address redacted has a frontage of
27m; and address redacted has a frontage of 31m.
The Chilterns AONB and its Setting Policy (Page 47) states that “…. development in the AONB, or affecting the
setting of the AONB in the south of the parish, will only be permitted where (such
development) is appropriate to the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of Kidmore End Parish or is
desirable for its understanding and enjoyment.” The plan needs to explain how the only site it is proposing for
housing development – being inside the Chilterns AONB – will contribute to the economic, social and
environmental wellbeing of the parish.
The Chilterns AONB Management Plan states in DP6 that planning
policies, including those in neighbourhood development plans should, inter alia, support “sustainable farming
and forestry.” The Kidmore End NDP must justify its decision to recommend housing development on productive
agricultural land.
By far the most egregious error is that by failing to consult the
key stakeholders nearest to the land being offered for development from the very beginning, this was not only
discourteous but also showed a lack of transparency and engagement. Such an arrogant highhanded stance was
reinforced when the KENDP failed to engage with the same residents who have raised their concerns on
numerous occasions in the past couple of years.
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It would be possible to have hedging planted in a way to
ensure limited biodiversity loss.

This information is not currently available. The plans have
not been submitted and the access will be evaluated in due
course.

Within the village, there are different sizes of frontage and
diversity may be reflected.

It will provide more affordable housing within the parish, a
need that was demonstrated and supported throughout
the consultation period.

The majority of the field will be available for the uses the
landowner wishes, which may include agriculture.

Noted

Resident comments (email received 15 January 2021) Comment #19
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
As you may know, I am the coordinator of Keep Kidmore End Green (KKEG) – a group of 20 named
individuals living in the village of Kidmore End.
On 11 June 2020, in advance of the Parish Council meeting of 17 June 2020, we submitted to the
Parish Council a 23-page critique of the planning process. The critique was not addressed by the
Parish Council at the meeting. Instead, the minutes of the meeting report “.... that consideration of
the critique of the NDP (will) be deferred to the next meeting (in July 2020).” At the July meeting the
critique was again not addressed, instead the Chair of the Steering Group stated she would respond
separately.
Her reply (dated 23 July 2020) is attached. It fails to address the issues raised in our critique.
Instead, it states that “…. we held 2 public consultation events in September 2019 and an online
survey relating to the consultation. To enable those who had not been able to attend the events the
consultation boards were and are available online and the online survey was open for a number of
weeks. Additional comments will be carefully considered and will be taken on board.”

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
As set out, these comments have been considered and
addressed as part of this Regulation 14 consultation
process.
After the September 2019 survey, the survey was reopened
to facilitate maximum community comment as requested
by members of this group.
In response to the addition of Appendix B5 on 23
November 2020, the consultation period was extended by 6
weeks in order to allow sufficient time for members of the
community to review and comment on this additional
Appendix B5.

As the critique represents the agreed views of the 20 named members of the Keep Kidmore End
Group we expect the issues raised in our critique to be ‘carefully considered and taken on board’ as
part of the Regulation 14 Consultation. If it is not, we shall raise this failing with the Independent
Examiner.
Following the publication of the draft NDP on 7 November 2020, the KKEG group met to review the
Plan. We prepared a list of 14 key concerns. These represent the collective concerns of our group in
addition to the issues we raised in our critique of June 2020. I have included these 14 concerns in my
response to Question 6 below. As these concerns are common among the KKEG group, please note
that individual responses may be similar, or indeed identical to those of other members in the group.
In addition, I wish to highlight that Appendix B5 of the Plan was not published with the draft Plan on 7
November. Instead, the appendix was published on 28 November, i.e. three weeks after the draft
NDP. Presumably Appendix B5 is a normative part of the Plan as it includes a review of the suitability
of CFS10, and an exchange of e-mails between Sue Biggs and Mr Madejski. These are important
references which support (and in some places contradict) other parts of the Plan. Any analysis of the
responses to the survey received prior to 28 November must recognise that the responders’ views
were unable to draw on the key information provided in Appendix B5. This issue will be raised with
the Independent Examiner.

I support the vision and objectives but I do not see how the Plan can achieve its stated objectives. For example,
Objective 6 on community spirit cannot be achieved as the KENDP Steering Group failed to meet with those
stakeholders most impacted by the decision to offer CFS8 for development. Surprisingly, in contrast we note the
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Following a request to join the steering group, a resident
and member of KKEG was met on an individual basis and

Chairman of the Steering Group was prepared to meet with pupils of Kidmore End Primary School to seek their
views on housing needs in the parish.
Some of the policies are contradictory. For example the decision to offer CFS8 for development is inconsistent
with Policy 3.1 (Chilterns AONB), Policy 4.1 (Road safety), and Policy 5 (Sustainability).

debriefed on the NDP process and invited to join the
Steering Group. The individual elected not
to join the Steering Group.
This opinion has been noted, however the site allocation
was undertaken by an independent body and has been
supported by SODC.
Highways have been consulted and have provided feedback
that will be further investigated.

6.1. Key terms used in the draft plan such as ‘sustainable development’ need to be defined as they are open to
different interpretation. It is recommended the plan includes a glossary as an appendix.
6.2. Paragraph 1.9 states the plan has been drafted so as “…. not to breach, and is otherwise compatible with,
EU regulations.” Presumably this requirement lapsed after 1 January 2021. How will the lack of a requirement for
EU compliance affect the plan?

The allocation is sited on a small plot on a corner of
agricultural land but will provide protection for the whole
parish.
Key terms are defined as necessary throughout the
document. The group is prepared to consider an addition of
a glossary.
The basic condition statement is being completed by
consultants who will advise the Steering Committee such as
any relevant compliance issues post Brexit.

6.3. Paragraph 2.4 states “…. the Steering Group will log all comments received (from the public consultation)
and are required to respond to that feedback, and after due consideration, make any necessary changes to the
draft plan before it is submitted to SODC.” What is meant by ‘respond’ and to whom will the Steering Group
respond? Will the log of comments, responses and actions taken by the Steering Group be made available to the
public?

The Steering Committee responds to the Parish Council.
Responses and actions are made public through the posted
Consultation Statement, which will be part of the
Neighbourhood Plan.

6.4. Paragraph 6.21 states the Steering Group received 129 responses to a survey following the community
event of September 2019. With an assumed adult population of 1,104 this represents a response of just 11.7%.

Noted

6.5. Paragraph 6.22 states that “…. overall, the results of the survey strongly supported the draft vision and
objectives for the KENDP.” A response of just 11.7% does not provide the evidence that the draft vision and
objectives are strongly supported by the community. The text should be amended.

Noted

Appendix E3 (NDP Community Q&A) states “…. the survey results show that a large majority of residents in
the parish are supportive of the approach being taken to complete the NDP, including the decision to allocate a
site, and for that site to be at the proposed location in Kidmore End village.” With a response of just 11.7% this is
an inaccurate and misleading statement. The text should be amended.
6.6. Paragraph 8.4 states that allocating a site for development in the plan “…. means the NDP area is better
protected against the adverse impact of speculative development if the planning authority cannot demonstrate a
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This has been amended to provide greater clarity.
“provides improved protection”

5-year supply of deliverable housing sites and where the proposed speculative development conflicts with the
vision, objectives and policies of the neighbourhood plan.” This statement needs to clarified, in particular the
significance of the comparative adjective ‘better’.
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6.7. Paragraph 8.8 states that “…. information and evidence gathered to date indicates that a small, allocated
development of 3-4 dwellings in the village of Kidmore End would be beneficial to the community as it
demonstrates a positive approach to sustainable development as required by national and local policy.” The plan
needs to clarify how building 3-4 houses on productive agricultural land will contribute to ‘sustainable
development’.

This site was identified by external consultants as the most
suitable site within the parish.

6.8. The list of sites on Page 24 includes CFS4 (the land behind Pond House) with an amber rating, i.e. there are
‘medium scale’ constraints (see Paragraph 7.6 of the plan). However, in response to a recent planning
application to build six rural-based craft studio units on CFS4, the Head of Planning at SODC considers “…. the
form of development currently proposed to be broadly acceptable in principle.” This suggests the constraints on
development on CFS4 have been overcome. Does this mean the suitability of CFS4 will be upgraded from Amber
to Green, and if not why not?

The highways report in relation to the CFS4 allocation site
recommended refusal; in additional the highways report for
the application for rural craft units (P20/S4080/FUL)
additionally recommends refusal for this development.

6.9. The plan acknowledges (in Paragraphs 11.11) there is no requirement for the plan to offer up land for
housing development, although infill developments and house extensions/conversions will be allowed and
expected. Paragraph 11.12 then suggests that “…. by adopting a positive approach to future development, the
KENDP would be better positioned to determine where development should occur and thus ensure our villages
and hamlets grow in a plan led manner.” It is unclear why offering a site for development now would determine
where development should be allowed in the future. Surely, such guidance on where development should be
allowed – or indeed encouraged - comes from the policies, not simply by offering up CFS8. This part of the plan
needs to draw on evidence rather than make subjective statements such as ‘would be better positioned’.

This has been the guidance from SODC and NPPF.

6.10. Point 2 of the Housing Allocation Policy (on Page 24) states that “…. the development must protect and
where possible enhance existing tree and hedgerow boundaries to the site.” If there is just one entrance (from
Tokers Green Lane) to the site, it will be necessary to remove trees and hedges on either side of the entrance to
provide the necessary ‘visibility splays’. If each house has its own entrance, it is likely that all the trees will need
to be removed.

It would be possible to have hedging planted in a way to
ensure limited biodiversity loss.

6.11. Presumably access to the field owned by Mr Pelly will still be required. The plan does not say whether the
entrance to CFS8 will allow access to the field or whether a second entrance will be needed. The plan should
clarify where the entrance will be, and the implication of a second entrance on traffic and safety on Tokers Green
Lane.

This information is not currently available. The plans have
not been submitted and the access will be evaluated in due
course.

6.12. Point 6 of the Housing Allocation Policy states that “…. consistent with the character of Tokers Green Lane,
dwellings should be placed in a linear, road-facing arrangement, with no back fill.” It should be noted the
frontage of CFS8 is 64m. If four houses are built this means each house will have an average frontage of 16m.

Within the village, there are different sizes of frontage and
diversity may be reflected.

This is inconsistent with the frontage of the houses on the same side of Tokers Green Road: address redacted has
a frontage of 31m; address redacted has a frontage of 27m; and address redacted has a frontage of 31m.
6.13. The Chilterns AONB and its Setting Policy (Page 47) states that “…. development in the AONB, or affecting
the setting of the AONB in the south of the parish, will only be permitted where (such development) is
appropriate to the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of Kidmore End Parish or is desirable for its
understanding and enjoyment.” The plan needs to explain how the only site it is proposing for housing
development – being inside the Chilterns AONB – will contribute to the economic, social and environmental
wellbeing of the parish.

It will provide more affordable housing within the parish, a
need that was demonstrated and supported throughout
the consultation period.

6.14. The Chilterns AONB Management Plan states in DP6 that planning policies, including those in
neighbourhood development plans should, inter alia, support “sustainable farming and forestry.” The Kidmore
End NDP must justify its decision to recommend housing development on productive agricultural land.

The majority of the field will be available for the uses the
landowner wishes, which may include agriculture.

Unless significant changes are made to the KENDP, I will vote NO (i.e. reject the KENDP) at the
referendum

Critique of Kidmore End NDP set out below and included.

Resident critique (linked to #19 above)
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
1. Introduction
This critique reviews the governance arrangements of the Kidmore End NDP process, the assumptions and
evidence being used to develop the plan, and the extent and form of the consultation and engagement with the
public. By addressing the issues raised in this critique in a positive and timely manner, we envisage the Plan will be
stronger and will have a greater chance of being supported by the public at the community referendum in 2021.
In developing its draft Plan, the Steering Group has decided to include a site for housing development despite
there being no requirement from South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC), and in the absence of an objectively
assessed local need. This critique explores the logic and validity of the decision and seeks further justification why
it has selected a site for housing development on productive agricultural land within the Chilterns Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Such a decision is inconsistent with the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF)’s requirement to give great weight to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty of AONBs
and to ensure the highest status of protection. Selecting such a site for development is also inconsistent with
Objective 3 of the Steering Group’s draft Plan regarding conserving and enhancing the historical and
environmental importance of AONB-designated land within the Parish.
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(see below)

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted

The critique seeks clarification on whether the Steering Group considered other strategic options, and why other
options were considered unsuitable in meeting the vision of the Plan.
“To preserve the rural and distinctive character of our villages 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.”
Vision as presented at the ‘community’ events in September 2019

2.
Governance
2.1
Status of the KENDP Steering Group
The Kidmore End Parish Council (KEPC) agreed at its July 2017 parish meeting to establish an NDP Steering
Group “.... independent of the Council, save for funding, to take the project forward on the Council’s behalf.” The
minutes state “.... the steering group (should) report to the Council at all salient points during the preparation of
the plan, and seek the endorsement of the Council on key matters.”
It is unclear what the terms ‘independent of the Council’ and ‘on the Council’s behalf’ mean. They seem to be
contradictory. Presumably, the Steering Group has authority to represent the Council on NDP matters in
meetings with SODC, to brief the community via the KEPC website, and to prepare a draft Plan on behalf of the
Parish Council.
It is also unclear from the TOR or minutes of the KEPC meetings, the status and role of members of the KEPC who
are also members of the Steering Group. The minutes of 19 July 2017 state the Chairman and one other person
”.... be appointed to serve on the Steering Group, representing the Council.” In what way do they represent the
Council if the Steering Group is meant to be ‘independent of the Council’?
2.2 Status of KENDP Steering Group sub-groups
The TOR state the Steering Group shall “.... agree the governance structure for the project e.g. any working
groups and what their specific responsibilities will be (and) the Group may form sub-committees or working
groups to undertake various aspects of the work involved in producing the Neighbourhood Development Plan.”
Minutes of the Steering Group in 2019 refer to at least two sub-groups/committees: a call-for-sites sub-group
and a policy development sub-group. TOR for the two sub-groups are not available on the KEPC website.
2.3 Issues to be addressed/clarified by KEPC and/or the Steering Group:
(1)
Were TOR for the Steering Group ever approved and accepted by the KEPC and the Steering Group
itself? If not, the status of the TOR and authority of the Steering Group should be clarified.
(2)
Were TOR for the sub-groups prepared and approved by the Steering Group and/or the KEPC? If not,
the authority of the sub-groups should be clarified.
(3)
Three members of the KEPC – including the Chair and Deputy-Chair of the KEPC - are also members of
the Steering Group. There is a need to clarify how they will contribute to the Council’s review of the draft NDP
before its submission to SODC and independent examination. In particular, there is a need to clarify how the
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This designation has been assigned by SODC.

Minutes for subcommittees are not always taken.
The terms of reference apply to all members of the steering
committee and applies to all the working groups. Terms of
Reference are amended and changed when roles are
updated.
These questions do not require clarification or to be
addressed.

KEPC will address the issues of objectivity, pre-determination and accountability by individuals holding key
appointments in both the Council and Steering Group, noting Oxfordshire’s Guide to Avoiding Bias in Decision
Making, which is attached at Annex B.
Compliance with TORs
3.1
Public attendance at steering group meetings
Part 3 of the Good Councillors Guide produced by the National Association of Local Councils states that council
meetings “.... must be advertised and the press and public have a right to observe, record and report on how the
council operates.” The same document states that this right to observe should also be adopted by subcommittees and sub-groups which report to councils. Such an approach of welcoming public attendance to
meetings is applied by most NDP steering groups.
The Steering Group TOR state that “.... the Steering Group will decide whether to admit the press and public to
its meetings.” However, in response to a request from a member of the public to attend NDP meetings, the Chair
of the Steering Group said the attendance of the public would not be allowed. Instead, individual members of
the Parish were advised to “.... continue to engage with the neighbourhood development planning process by
attending and expressing your views during consultation events and by making representations in response to
our consultations and surveys.”
Decision to include a site for development
The Steering Group TOR state that “.... members will receive an agenda paper for meetings at least 5 days prior
to the meeting (and) any documents which are to be considered prior to a meeting should be circulated at least
5 working days prior to a meeting.”
At a meeting of the Steering Group on 22 January 2019, members were invited without prior notice to vote to
include a site for development in the draft Plan.
The meeting was chaired by the Deputy Chair of the Steering Group in the absence of the Chair. The intention to
vote was not included in the Agenda and the key document providing guidance on the suitability and availability
of sites was not made available to members of the Steering Group in advance of, or indeed during, the meeting.
This approach was inconsistent with the TOR, and so the result of the vote should be considered null and void.
The result of this crucial vote (taken on 22 January 2019) was not reported to the Parish Council meeting on 23
January 2019 despite the TOR for the Steering Group requiring it to “.... report to the Council at all salient points
during the preparation of the plan and seek the endorsement of the Council on key matters.”
Issues to be addressed/clarified by KEPC and/or the steering group:
(1)
The Steering Group should re-consider inviting the public to attend its meetings as observers. Altering
its stance would be consistent with the spirit of its TOR and provide transparency of the process in making
decisions. Like meetings of the KEPC, a short period should be allowed for members of the public to make
statements. Part of the meeting could be in ‘closed session’ if it is deemed that information being considered
would be prejudicial to the public interest.
(2)
Clarify the status of the key decision taken by the Steering Group on 22 January 2019 to include a site
for development in the Plan – a decision taken in a manner which was inconsistent with the TOR.
Housing requirement and allocation
4.1
SODC requirement
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All members of the parish are able to join the Steering
Group if they wish. Members of KKEG were able to join and
declined to join.

In the minutes of 22/1/19 - the NDP Steering Group were
asked if they wanted to vote on whether the group wanted
to vote in principle for the allocation of a site within the
NDP not which site this would be. The document referred
to as the ‘document providing guidance on the suitability
and availability of sites” was not relevant to this decision.

Extensive consultation has been undertaken with the
community including public events. Notes of all Steering
Group meetings are uploaded onto the parish council
website. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the group were
unable to hold public consultations in the last year.

Noted. This has been documented throughout the draft
plan.

SODC advised the Steering Group that the housing requirement in the neighbourhood plan for Kidmore End
should be based on the housing allocations in the draft Local Plan for South Oxfordshire. Initially, SODC advised
that the allocations should be in Kidmore End village only, rather than any of the other settlements within or
adjoining the Parish. AECOM’s facilitation report of December 2018 states that KEPC were advised by SODC to
calculate the requirement based on 5-10% of the number of houses within “.... a circle of arbitrary radius centred
on Kidmore End Village” which amounted to 132 houses. Hence, the original housing allocation was assessed as
6-13 new homes (i.e. 5-10% of 132), all within the village of Kidmore End.
In December 2018, SODC accepted its original approach to calculating the housing allocation was incorrect and
said the target had been achieved as sufficient houses had already been built in the Parish since 2011.
Therefore, there is currently no SODC requirement for the Parish to offer any sites for development in its NDP.
4.1 Local need for housing
Even if there is no requirement imposed by SODC, any community can propose site(s) for development if it feels
there is a local need. Such a need should be based on a formal assessment which shows that more homes are
needed to facilitate the economic and social wellbeing of communities, for example to retain a local school,
shops or health centre.
The KENDP household survey of April/May 2018 included questions inviting people to express opinions on the
type of dwellings to be built (bungalows, detached, semi-detached) and the number of houses in each
development ... but the questions were based on the (then) assumption that the Parish had to identify sufficient
sites to meet the (then) SODC requirement of 6-13 additional dwellings. The preferences (provided in the
responses) were predicated on the assumption that housing sites had to be identified to accommodate a
minimum of 5% additional dwellings. Had the SODC housing requirement at that time been zero, then the
questions would have been different.
“In line with national and local policy context, we anticipate that Kidmore End Village itself will need to grow by a
minimum of 5% by 2033 (accurate at the time of writing), whereas the other villages presently do not have
proposed targets due to their infrastructure but are still subject to planning applications. Therefore, the NDP will
include all of the villages within our Parish and, whichever village you live in, your views are equally relevant.”
Extract from covering note to 2018 questionnaire
No formal local need has been objectively established to provide more houses in the Parish, and it is misleading
and disingenuous for the Plan to justify the ‘need’ based on the 2018 questionnaire.
4.2 Identifying suitable sites
AECOM (a multinational consultancy) conducted a ‘Site Options and Assessment’ study on behalf of the Steering
Group. AECOM started its work in July 2018 based on the original assumption that the Parish had to prioritise
sites to achieve the (then) target of 6-13 homes by 2033.
The Site Options and Assessment study awarded CFS8 a ‘green’ rating which classified it as ‘suitable for
development’. AECOM did not say houses should be built on CFS8, merely that it was (in their opinion) suitable
for development.
A planning application for this site (P88/S0375/O in 1988) was not approved by SODC due to its ‘impact on the
countryside’. However, AECOM consider this previous refusal is no longer relevant as “.... the planning context
has changed significantly since this time.” It is unclear how an updated planning context changed the ‘impact’ of
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Since the household survey of 2018, there has been
continued demonstrated request for housing that is
affordable.

The assessment was for landowners to put forward sites
and for those sites to be assessed. Historic planning
applications may no longer be relevant.

such a development on the countryside. Housing development on a site will either have a negative impact on the
countryside, or it will not, regardless of a changed planning context.
Housing development on the site was again considered in 2009/10 during an assessment on the suitability of
land for affordable housing in the Parish. The minutes of a KEPC meeting of 20 October 2010 state that “.... the
consensus of the officers (from the SODC highways and planning authorities) in respect of the suitability of sites
view was that the Gallowstree Common site was the preferable site. The Kidmore End site (to the south of
address redacted on Tokers Green Lane) was not supported because of a lack of footways in the vicinity and
because affordable housing would be too dense in relation to the character of the detached houses situated in
large plots next to the site.”
Although AECOM reported on the 1988 planning application to build houses on CFS8, it failed to refer to the
more recent 2010 assessment of the unsuitability of the site. This demonstrates a lack of rigour by AECOM (and
indeed of the Steering Group’s oversight of AECOM’s work).
4.4. Site assessment methodology
The AECOM report concluded that all sites in the village of Kidmore End were ‘favourably located’ as they are
less than 400m from a range of services. The range of services described in the report includes: town
centre/local centre shop; employment location; public transport; school(s); health facilities; cycle routes; and
open space/recreation/leisure facilities. The assessment for sites CFS4, CFS8 and CFS10 is shown in Figure 1.
Community facilities and services
Comments
Is the site, in general terms, close/accessible to local amenities such as (but not limited to):
The nearest
town with shops, a heath centre, public transport, a senior school and potential employment is Sonning
Common: over 800m from the centre of Kidmore End.
•
Town centre /local centre/shop
Poorly located
•
Employment location
Poorly located
•
Public transport
Poorly located
•
School(s) Junior school: favourably located; Senior school: poorly located
•
Open space/recreation/leisure facilities
Open space: favourably located; others: poorly
located
•
Health facilities
Poorly located
•
Cycle routes
Favourably located
Where a site is poorly located if > 800m, moderately located if 400m to 800m, and favourably located < 400m
from services
The AECOM report suggests that both CFS8 and CFS10 sites are favourably located but does
not explain how it came that conclusion.
Figure 1: Extract from AECOM site assessment report (of April 2019) together with added comments
On 11 November 2019, a member of the public wrote to the Chair of the NDP Steering Group asking whether “....
these seven groups are applied consistently to all such studies nationally, or only to studies conducted by
AECOM? Does AECOM have guidelines on how to apply scores to each group and were these guidelines shared
with, or indeed influenced by, the KENDP Steering Group? Was weighting applied to the seven groups, and if not
why not - for example is access to health facilities considered more or less important than cycling routes? How
were the scores for each group aggregated to determine the overall classification?”
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Noted. The assessment was made by external consultants
made available by government grants.
The methodology used by AECOM is used throughout the
country and is a well established assessments process.

The reply on 20 January 2020 stated that AECOM does not have guidelines for ascribing scores and “.... their
conclusions were reached on a qualitative basis meaning each site put forward was assessed individually to take
account of its unique pros and cons, in terms of the sites themselves and the overall context of the Parish.”
A ‘qualitative’ approach may be valid if supported by a robust and agreed methodology, but without such an
agreed methodology the results are prone to bias and error. The reply from the Steering Group suggests that no
weighting was applied to the importance of the seven types of local services, and no standard method of
aggregating each group of scores was used to determine an overall classification.
It is worth noting the good practice guidance by Locality in its Neighbourhoods Roadmap: A step-by-step guide
suggests that community engagement events should “.... allow informed (public) participation in the planmaking process and is especially important where complex issues are being considered, such as methodologies
and criteria for site allocations.”
4.5 Including a site in the NDP – justifying the decision
The Steering Group accepts there is no formal requirement for the Parish to include any site(s) for development
in the NDP. However, they suggest that including a site in the Plan would “.... demonstrate a positive approach
to sustainable development within the Parish whilst protecting the Parish from inappropriate development and,
in particular, large scale unplanned development.”
Section 2 of the NPPF defines sustainable development as “.... development that meets the needs of the present,
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs." The three key principles which
underpin sustainable development are economic, environmental and social sustainability, however AECOM’s Site
Options and Assessment Report makes no attempt to address these three principles when considering the
suitability of sites for development.
With the growing emphasis given to protecting our green spaces and woodland, and retaining productive
agricultural land as a carbon sink and a means of absorbing rainfall to minimise flooding, the only site being
offered up for development in the draft Plan is on a productive farmer’s field in the AONB – which is inconsistent
with the NPPF’s definition of sustainable development. A similar argument could also be made for denying
development on CFS4 and CFS10.
In their Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper, the Steering Group further argue that offering up a site for
development would “.... provide better protection from speculative unplanned development in the
neighbourhood plan area.” However, the Paper does not explain why or how such a decision would provide
better protection. Nor does it provide examples of other neighbourhood plans which have benefitted from such
an approach.
In a report to the Parish Council of February 2020, the Steering Group justified its decision to allocate some land
for housing as being “.... an approach encouraged by the emerging Local Plan .... and by paragraph 69 of the
NPPF.” However:
(1)
SODC’s Local Plan does not refer to neighbourhood plans offering land for development when there is
no SODC allocation and no objectively assessed local need; and
(2)
Paragraph 69 of the NPPF merely refers to the benefits of allocating small and medium-sized sites (c.f.
large sites), as small and medium-sized sites “.... are often built-out relatively quickly.” Indeed, the NPPF does
not refer to offering up sites for development when there is no local authority allocation and/or objectively
assessed local need.
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These issues are addressed throughout the NDP. The NPPF
promotes a proactive approach to development. SODC’s
local plan was adopted December 2020.

4.6 Issues to be addressed/clarified by KEPC and/or the steering group:
(1)
Did the call-for-sites sub-group review and approve the criteria used by AECOM in assessing the
suitability and availability of sites for development?
(2)
Did the call-for-sites sub-group discuss the criteria with other members of the Steering Group?
(3)
Did the Steering Group consider public participation in approving the methodologies and criteria used
for site allocations - as recommended in the Neighbourhoods Roadmap: A step-by-step guide, and if not, why
not?
(4)
How will building houses on a greenfield site within the AONB contribute to sustainable development?

Consultation and engagement
5.1
Best practice
The Neighbourhoods Roadmap: A step-by-step guide, provides de facto national guidance on best practice in
developing a neighbourhood plan. The Guide stresses the importance of community and stakeholder
engagement.
“Democratic deficit: The referendum will involve a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ vote on a complex document dealing with
a range of issues. Properly engaging people from the beginning ensures that there is an opportunity to influence
the content of the plan through a participatory process, rather than just having the option to accept or reject it
in its entirety. Residents will have to weigh up carefully the things in the draft plan they are happy or unhappy
about in order to reach a judgement. Democratic legitimacy will come from the combination of the referendum,
effective community engagement and legally compliant consultation.”
“Avoiding tokenism: The purpose of undertaking community engagement is to inform (the public) of the evolving
content of the plan. If the outcomes have already been determined, then community engagement is tokenistic.
In effect it is a public relations exercise. This leads to scepticism and disillusionment.”
“Predetermined outcomes: There is no point wasting time and money on ‘consultation’ if there is no opportunity
to influence what happens. Indeed, statutory consultation of this kind is unlawful.”
Extracts from Locality’s Neighbourhood Roadmap: A Step-by-Step guide
The Guide says that ‘mid-stage community engagement’ should be designed “.... to provide information needed
to develop the detail of the neighbourhood plan. For some sites, policies or proposals, different options may be
discussed so that people can discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each. ..... Workshops can be useful,
where options can be discussed and examined. .... the thinking behind each option should be explained fully,
preferably with lists of possible advantages and disadvantages. This helps people to make an informed decision.”
Objective 6 (community spirit) of the Kidmore End Plan is to “engage with the Parish’s communities at all stages
in the development and implementation of the NDP to ensure the Plan meets their different needs and
expectations, thus maintaining a strong sense of community.”
5.2 Early engagement
The Steering Group consulted with the community early in the process with a public meeting in July 2017 to
gauge the level of support for a Parish NDP, and in February 2018 to seek initial views from residents.
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The Steering Group read the report and the sub group
answered all questions submitted from the Steering Group
regarding the sites and allocation report.
The Steering Group held a public consultation which was
widely advertised in September 2019 and gave information
behind the reasoning for the allocation and members of the
group were available to answer any questions the public
had. Following the meeting the poster boards were
uploaded to the website enabling anyone unable to attend
to access the information.
The Steering Group has worked extremely hard to engage
the community to the fullest extend throughout the last 3.5
years.

Noted.

In April and May 2018, a household survey was undertaken. 546 residents (i.e. 49% of the assumed adult
population of 1,104) responded. As indicated earlier in this critique, the survey informed the community that the
Parish was required to identify sites for 6 – 13 additional dwellings within the village of Kidmore End: a target
which was later reduced to zero. Therefore, much of the analysis based on housing numbers and villages is no
longer relevant.
The survey results did, however, provide strong feedback on what people want the NDP to protect, and ideally
enhance in the Parish. This feedback included: the rural feel; nature and wildlife; quiet lanes; bridleways and
footpaths; unspoiled; beautiful countryside; and easy access to Reading and Henley but detached from
neighbouring urban areas. The 49% feedback demonstrates effective and strong community engagement in
2018.
5.3 Mid-stage engagement
In early 2019, the Steering Group’s attention focused on developing the vision, objectives and policy documents.
One of the Plan’s objectives addresses the issue of housing development. The others address the intention to:
protect, maintain and where possible enhance existing open space between, within and around our villages and
hamlets; support and enhance the Chilterns AONB; uphold the current network of roads, lanes and footpaths;
encourage sustainability; and engage with the Parish’s communities at all stages in the development of the Plan.
In September 2019, the Steering Group held two community events: one in the village of Kidmore End and one in
Gallowstree Common. The events included several display boards which described the process, timeline, and the
draft vision and objectives of the Plan. Some members of the Steering Group were present at the events to
answer specific questions. Following the events, residents of the Parish were invited to complete an online
questionnaire. One of the questions was: “Q6: To what extent do you agree with the principle of allocating a site
for development within the NDP?”
Only 129 residents from an assumed adult population of 1,104 responded to the questionnaire – representing an
11.6% response. Ninety residents indicated their full support in principle to allocate a site for housing
development. This represents only 8.2%, i.e. one in twelve of adult residents in the Parish. Such a low figure
should not be used to demonstrate community support for allocating a site when there is no SODC requirement
and no objectively assessed local need.
5.4
Engagement with impacted residents
During the call for sites process, AECOM (and/or the sub-group advising AECOM) contacted landowners but not
residents living close to the sites being considered for their availability and suitability. As mentioned earlier in
this critique, the public is not allowed to attend Steering Group meetings as observers, so residents were first
made aware of the decision at the community events of September 2019.
Following the publication of the results of the questionnaire, a group of residents wrote to the Chair of the
Steering Group on 11 November 2019. A summary of the subsequent exchange of letters between the residents
and the Chair of the Steering Group / KEPC is given at Annex D, and a portfolio of the letters is at Enclosure 1.
Three key messages should be noted from the correspondence: (1) the Steering Group will not allow residents to
attend meetings as observers; (2) the Chair or a representative will not meet separately with the residents to
exchange information and ideas; and (3) the Chair will not engage in any further exchange of correspondence
with residents on the NDP process and draft Plan.
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Noted.

The Steering Group took advice from SODC who
recommended that meeting with one group of residents
could be seen as divisive and advised that all consultations
be open to all members of the community.

Such a position by the Steering Group is inconsistent with the guidance given in the Neighbourhood Roadmap: A
Step-by-Step guide as it demonstrates a lack of democratic legitimacy. It is also inconsistent with the legal
requirements of Clause 4 (2) (d) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Order Act 1990 (with
amendments).
5.5 Issues to be addressed/clarified by KEPC and/or the steering group:
(1)
There is a need to justify further how the results of the September/October 2019 community survey
provides sufficient support for including a site for development in the absence of a SODC requirement or an
objectively assessed local need.
(2)
The Steering Group should consider having a two-way exchange between themselves and the public
using workshops or ‘town hall’ meetings. The ‘community events’ in September 2019 were essentially briefing
sessions, and the subsequent survey involved the public replying to pre-determined questions. There has been
no opportunity for the public to ask other questions, or to feel confident their concerns are being addressed.
6 Protecting the Chilterns AONB
6.1
National Planning Policy Framework
Paragraph 172 of the NPPF states that “.... great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape
and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest
status of protection in relation to these issues.”
6.2 SODC Local Plan
Policy ENV1: Landscape and Countryside of SODC’s Local Plan 2011-2024 states that “.... the highest level of
protection will be given to the landscape and scenic beauty of the Chilterns and North Wessex Downs Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs). 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.”
6.3
Draft Kidmore End NDP
Objective 3 of the draft Plan is to “.... conserve and enhance the historical and environmental importance of
AONB-designated land within our Parish and the worth of similar adjacent valued landscapes.”
6.4 Issues to be addressed/clarified by KEPC and/or the Steering Group:
Noting that the only site considered as suitable for development in the Plan is located within the Chilterns AONB,
explain how:
(1)
The NPPF requirement to conserve and enhance the landscape and scenic beauty of AONBs was
objectively assessed and met;
(2)
The misalignment of the Kidmore End NDP with Policy ENV1 of the SODC Local Plan was objectively
assessed and met; and
(3)
Objective 3 of the Kidmore End NDP regarding conserving and enhancing the historical and
environmental importance of AONB-designated land within the Parish was objectively assessed and met.
7 Alternative NDP options
If the primary purpose of including a site for development (of 3-4 houses) is to protect the Parish against much
larger speculative development, did the Steering Group consider including a larger area, or indeed two or more
smaller areas? If planning approval is given for 250 houses on the Reading Golf Club site, there is every
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This opinion is noted.

The majority of the parish is within the AONB and the plan
notes that organic has occurred within the parish and the
plan seeks to impact and limit growth and development to
preserve the AONB to the fullest extent possible. The site
allocated is very small.
See above.

Noted.

There has always been organic growth in the parish within
the AONB. This plan seeks to limit speculative growth.

There were no suitable brownfield or infill sites provided in
the call for sites process.

expectation the developer will wish to extend the site into South Oxfordshire. A single site of 3-4 houses does
not seem to offer credible protection in such a scenario.
Indeed, it can be argued that including CFS8 - when there is no SODC requirement or objectively assessed need
for more houses - would signal to developers and others that the Parish is willing to accept development on
greenfield sites within the AONB.
AECOM’s comparison of the ‘suitability’ of CFS4, CFS8 and CFS10 shows only minor differences between the
three sites. All are considered to be ‘favourably located’ – a conclusion we challenge in paragraph 4.4 of this
critique.
•
The former area of woodland in CFS10 cleared in 2019 by the landowner exceeds the 0.49 hectares
considered by AECOM. No further clearance is therefore required, suggesting concerns in AECOM’s study of the
negative impact of development on the ‘landscape’ and ‘existing social or community value’ now carry less
weight as the damage has already been done. It is also likely the tree preservation order will no longer be
relevant as no more trees need to be felled.
•
The land at Old Farmyard (CFS4) behind Pond House is equally vulnerable to potential development.
The two stated constraints in the Housing Requirement and Allocation paper for development on CFS4 are (1)
access from Kidmore Lane, and (2) how “.... dwellings could interact with (Pond House) so close to it.” However,
access to CFS4 is no more or less of an issue than CFS8 as trees and tall hedges would need to be removed to
achieve the required ‘visibility splay’ distances. The suitability of the house design is something to be addressed
in the housing design policy part of the Plan, and when a planning application is made. Pre-judgement on the
suitability or unsuitability of house design is not something to rule a site in or out at this stage in the NDP
development process.
So, both CFS4 and CFS10 are vulnerable to development based on the current criteria for determining the
availability and suitability of sites in Kidmore End for potential development.
Perhaps a better option would be a commitment in the NDP to encourage homes to be built only on brownfield
sites and by promoting infill - as suggested in the Landscape Sensitivity Study report. Using historical data, has
the Steering Group calculated how many homes could be built through infill between now and 2034?
Did the Steering Group consider a ‘do nothing’ option - as chosen by the Parish of Rotherfield Peppard? Would a
similar approach be suitable for the Parish of Kidmore End, and if not, why not?
8. Unintended consequences
Strong feedback from the public during the 2018 community survey is the importance of retaining the rural
feeling of the Parish. Objective 4 of the Plan aims to uphold the current network of roads, lanes and footpaths,
which reflect the rural nature of our Parish for all users. We note the Steering Group intends to develop a
Preservation of Footpaths and Tracks policy.
It is ironic that the landowner of CFS8 in late 2019 installed gates and barbed wire at the entrance to his field,
and has closed a footpath which has been available (albeit informally) to the public for many years. A Google
satellite image of 2009 clearly shows the path, and aerial photographs provide evidence of earlier use. Residents
of the village report using the path over 50 years ago.
A map at Annex E shows how the footpath previously formed part of a continuous network of footpaths (some
formally recorded as rights-of-way, some as permissive paths, and some informally used by the public) around
the village of Kidmore End. As a priority, the Parish Council, as the competent authority for public footpaths,
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Noted.

needs to explore options to re-open the route to enable the public to benefit from the network of footpaths and
other routes through and around the village of Kidmore End.
Terms of reference, minutes and other documents included (available at Appendix A)

Resident email (email received 08 November 2020 20:34) Comment #24
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
We have read the summary of the Development plan and notice with anxiety that little or no attention is given
to the danger from unscheduled development. We have already had infill and extra buildings on large plots.
Personally we are very worried about what might happen to the plot that the Reformation Pub stands on. This
takes up a large area on the Gallowstree Road and although the Parish Council is applying for it being registered
as a site of community interest we can’t see it ever being a viable Pub again.
As well there is a large plot of land in the Hamlet – Orchard Cottage – which lies derelict having been waiting to
be sold for three years now. It belonged to a lady now deceased who wished it to be sold and the money given to
charity. This is a wonderful wilderness with large trees. This plot backs on to the Reformation site and one could
imagine developers viewing the whole site greedily. Gallowstree Common would be completely ruined if all this
became a building development. It could almost double the housing in the village and change its aspect entirely.
We urge the Parish Council to keep an active close watch on this whole area as high priority and would like it to
be referred to in the development plan.

Resident email (email received 10 January 2021 12:50) Comment #23
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
Adopting the current draft includes Annex B1 – Site Options an Assessment. This analysis will be useful in future
when planning applications are made in the Parish. Having the Annex as part of an adopted plan, voted for by
the population and not merely relied upon by the Parish Council, should give it more weight when applications
are being reviewed.
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Noted.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
The plan is designed to protect against speculative
development and enhances some of the national and local
policies that are relevant to our parish.
The parish council has applied on numerous occasions for
the reformation to become an asset of community value.
Part of the reason to develop a neighbourhood plan is to
give local residents a say in planning policies and the siting
of development.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted

CFS 10.

Noted.

AECOM recommended site CFS 8 as the only “green” site in the plan. CFS 10 was initially graded “red” but
subsequently regraded to “orange” – see Facilitation Report Annex B5. I would be surprised if, following the
publication of the NDP, the owner of CFS 10 did not make a revised planning application for development on the
site.

From an arial view CFS10 is on the edge of the village.
Oxfordshire County Council Highways authority were
requested as part of the process to assess all sites in
Kidmore End.

As CFS10 is not visible from the roads, it would not extend the apparent limits of the village – an objection raised
by the Keep KE Green Group. Incidentally it is interesting to note that one of the spokesmen for that group, the
membership of which remains opaque, lives in a house built on the field they now wish to protect.
I was a bit surprised however that the AECOM report did not address the problem of access to CFS 10, apart
from the turning problem at the end of Coopers Pightle. This is not an adopted road, so is unlikely to have been
built to highway standards. Increased traffic along Coopers Pightle will degrade the road. In particular heavy
traffic during the construction of houses on CFS 190 would undoubtedly cause considerable damage. Any
planning permission given to develop CFS 10 ought therefore to include a requirement to bring Coopers Pightle
up to highway standard and an undertaking from the developer to maintain it in future. I think this used to be
called “Planning Gain”– no doubt there is a more up to date term? Compensation to the current owners/users
of Coopers Pightle might also be considered to mitigate the effects of disruption during the construction of
houses on CRS 10 – is this possible under planning regulations?

The local planning scene

Noted.

I have three areas of concern.
1.
2.
3.

The development of land at Reading Golf Course – this has not gone away.
The reduction in number of houses south of Reading on land now within the revised safety zone for the
Burghfield Nuclear site.
The Glebe land on the corner of Wood Lane in Kidmore End, currently leased by Robert Hansen from
Oxford Diocese.

While the significant reduction in the number of house being developed South of Reading, following the
redefined evacuation zone for Burghfield may seem a long way from Kidmore End, it could put additional
pressure on developments north of Reading – which would include the golf Course. If I was applying for
permission to develop in SODC I would certainly reference this in support of my application – the overall number
of houses required in Reading/ Berks has not reduced.
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Noted

The land at the corner of Wood Lane has a notice attached regarding rights of way. I am sure that the Parish
Council is fully aware of this, but my concern is that it is an attractive accessible site which could take a large
number of houses. Robert Hansen did work the land as a small holding, but no longer does so and it is fallow.
The Diocese has a stated policy to maximise the income from Glebe land.
Is the notice on the gate a first step towards sale of the land? Even though there may be a Covenant on the land
at present, the Diocese would almost certainly remove this in exchange for a consideration if a developer applied
to build. We should watch this carefully. Any sale would not directly benefit the village or the local church.

Resident email (email received 11 January 2021 14:56) Comment #21
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
We live at the top of Tokers Green Lane, opposite the church. We have lived in the property for over 7
years and in that period the bank that forms the front of our garden and borders the lane has been
eroded in places by up to circa 1m (pictures attached). This erosion occurs during school pick up and
drop off times when parents park along the church wall in a stretch of the lane between our drive
entrance and the entrance to the school. This forces other traffic to squeeze between our bank and the
parked cars causing ongoing erosion. This erosion is particularly apparent when delivery vans or lorries
try to pass the cars when they either get stuck, causing considerable disruption and anger, or plough on
through the gap further eroding the bank.
About 2 years ago this got to the point where our fence at the top of the bank was struck by a passing
vehicle which had been pushed against the bank by the parked cars. This incident snapped 2 of the
vertical fence posts. We subsequently re-landscaped the front driveway and at that point had to make a
decision whether to reinstate the bank to the correct boundary i.e. up to 1m back into the ‘road’ or erect
a new fence further back from the real boundary. For the good of the village, to help with school parking
and to prevent further traffic chaos we decided to live with the existing erosion and reinstate the fence in
the revised position further back from the road. This was with the hope that the erosion that had
occurred was now enough to provide space for vehicles to pass without further erosion occurring.
In retrospect we are regretting this decision as erosion continues to occur. Having been working from
home for many months now I have witnessed the vehicles both commercial and belonging to school
parents, drive up onto the bank to avoid parked cars and pedestrians. Our fear is that this will be further
exacerbated by construction traffic trying to access Tokers Green Lane in particular at school pick up
and drop off times.
In summary we are now tempted to reinstate our bank and we will be forced to do this should
construction vehicles begin to cause further damage. I fear that this will cause daily traffic jams and
prevent parents from parking along Tokers Green Lane. This would push the chaos to somewhere else
in the village and cause further danger to both parents and children. It would also considerably reduce
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Noted

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted.
A request could be put for the building to be started during
Easter holidays for the proposed development. All care
would be taken to ensure it was as nondisruptive as
possible. We would request that companies with
“considerate” building policies would undertake this work.
Discussions have been undertaken with the school in the
past and could be revisited.

the width of the lane on the blind bend coming up to the well, constrain access to construction sites
within the village and cause danger to pedestrians, cyclists and other road users.
I would strongly refute that significant building could be done in the village without the implications
outlined above.
.

Resident letter (dated 18 November 2020) Comment #22
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
I live in Tokers Green Lane. Twenty plus years ago a hole appeared outside my driveway. I informed the council
who put me in touch with the highways Dept who eventually inspected the hole. I was told that the hole was my
responsibility as my driveway was two feet too short. When I replied that if I extended my driveway by two feet
it would be impossible for tow vehicles to pass I was told that “ it was not their problem,”.
At great expense I repaired the hole and extended my driveway by only a foot. If any vehicles park opposite my
property my driveway is then used as a passing place, a place to reverse etc.
This over the years has cost me thousands of pounds repairing my front drive edging and entrance stones. My
next door neighbour …as had his grass verge eroded over a metre in recent years as vehicles have sliced into it.
It does not exist now.
I bring all this to your attention because the Site Access to the proposed New Builds will come from the Well
outside the church along Tokers Green Lane and any parked vehicles along the church wall will make the road
impassable. I suggest a parking restriction be put in place along the church wall to protect it from further
damage. You can see that it is already eroding significantly. It would also help to stop the destruction of
driveways and embankments all along Tokers Green Lane.
I am an …. And have worked on new build sites in the construction industry and have watched village properties
and embankments be destroyed by building vehicles and deliveries for many years. Take heed massive
destruction lays ahead.!
A further note on parking in Tokers Green Lane. At school drop off and pick up himes there is often gridlock
around the well area.
It would be impossible for an emergency vehicle to enter of leave this bottleneck.
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted.
A request could be put for the building to be started during
Easter holidays for the proposed development. All care
would be taken to ensure it was as nondisruptive as
possible. We would request that companies with
“considerate” building policies would undertake this work.
Discussions have been undertaken with the school in the
past and could be revisited.

Stakeholder Responses
Historic England (email received 17 January 2021 14:52) Comment #2
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
I am happy to confirm that, in this instance, we are satisfied that we do not have any comments to submit. This

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted

is without prejudice to any comments we may wish to make on individual planning applications
within the plan area.

National Grid (email received 14 January 2021 12:51) Comment #4
Comments
An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission assets which
include high voltage electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG) response
Noted

National Grid has identified that it has no record of such assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area.

Natural England (email received 15 January 2021 13:23) Comment #8
Comments
Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft neighbourhood plan.

Environment Agency (email received : 04 January 2021 14:33 and letter received 29 December 2020 18:43) Comment #14
Comments
From email 04 January 2021: Based on the environmental constraints within the area (no main rivers or high flood risk), we
have no detailed comments to make in relation to the Plan at this stage.
From letter dated 29 December 2020: We regret that at present, the Thames Area Sustainable Places team is unable to
review this consultation.
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response
noted

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response
Noted

Network Connections (email received : 07 January 2021 16:56) Comment #15
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
I can confirm that, at this present time, I have no comments to make.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted

Thames Water (email received 14 December 2020 14:30) Comment #20
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
Proposed policy text:

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted -

“Development must be designed to be water efficient and reduce water consumption. Refurbishments and other
non-domestic development will be expected to meet BREEAM water-efficiency credits. Residential development
must not exceed a maximum water use of 105 litres per head per day (excluding the allowance of up to 5 litres
for external water consumption). Planning conditions will be applied to new residential development to ensure
that the water efficiency standards are met”.
In light of the changes which took effect in April 2018, which are set out above we would request that the
following text along the following lines is incorporated within the Neighbourhood Plan:
“Developers need to consider the net increase in water and waste water demand to serve their developments
and also any impact the development may have off site further down the network, if no/low water pressure and
internal/external sewage flooding of property is to be avoided.
Thames Water encourages developers to use their free pre-planning service
(https://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-developments/planning-your-development/waterand-wastewater-capacity). This service can tell developers at an early stage if there will be capacity in Thames
Water and/or wastewater networks to serve their development, or what they will do if there is not.
The developer can then submit this communication as evidence to support a planning application and Thames
can prepare to serve the new development at the point of need, helping avoid delays to housing delivery
programmes.”
Site specific comments on CFS 8
Water response
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding water supply network
infrastructure in relation to this development/s. It is recommended that the Developer and the Local Planning
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to advise of the developments phasing. Please
contact Thames Water Development Planning, either by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel:
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Noted
Included in infill development Policy (LCI)

02035779998 or in writing Thames Water Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham Way, Rickmansworth,
Hertfordshire, WD3 9SQ
Waste Response
The level of information contained in this document does not enable Thames Water to make an assessment of
the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the waste water network infrastructure and sewage
treatment works. To enable us to provide more specific comments we require details of the location, type and
scale of development together with the anticipated phasing. This site falls outside of Thames Water’s
wastewater supply boundary.

SODC (email received 15 January 2021 13:23) Comment #9
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
Local Plan Update – The South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2035 was adopted at a meeting of Full Council on 10
December 2020. It now forms part of the development plan for the district and replaces the South Oxfordshire
Local Plan 2011 and Core Strategy.
A draft non-track change version of the Local Plan is available on our website, link here. The Council will finalise
any remaining minor modifications and then publish the Adopted version of the Local Plan in due course.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response
Agreed. To be updated

You should update your plan and, where appropriate, evidence documents to refer to the South Oxfordshire Local
Plan 2035 and remove any references to the Core Strategy 2012 and Local Plan 2011.

Page 6 –
Paragraph 1.9
Page 6 –
Paragraph
1.10, 1.12, and
1.13
Page 7 –
Paragraph 1.19
Page 9 –
Paragraph 2.6
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As an overview, much of the content of the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan has been written in such a way,
that the modifications to bring it in line with the development plan for the district will not be significant.
Basic condition g is missing from this list. We would suggest that you add the following bullet point:
‘Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with in
connection with the proposals for the neighbourhood plan.’
Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

Noted and to be added

See above

Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

See above

Within this paragraph it would be more factually accurate to say, ‘Once the examiner is satisfied that the plan
meets all the necessary legal requirements, is evidence based and represents…’

Noted and to be amended

Page 11 –
Paragraph 3.1

Page 14 –
KENDP
Objective 4

Page 16/ Paragraph 6.8
Page 25 –
Paragraph 8.4

Page 27 –
Paragraph 9.2
and 9.3

In examining the plan the examiner has a number of things that they have to check, which are set out in the
relevant legislation. Currently this paragraph does not accurately cover the examination process, hence why we
have suggested the above modification.
The sentence, ‘Following a period of consultation, the KENDP will be inspected and ratified by an independent
examiner’ could be better phrased to explain the examination process. The independent examiner makes a
recommendation to the district council, recommending one of the following outcomes:
a) that the Plan is submitted to a referendum; or
b) that the Plan should proceed to referendum as modified (based on their recommendations); or
c) that the Plan does not proceed to referendum on the basis that it does not meet the necessary legal
requirements.
It would be more accurate to say, ‘Following a period of consultation, the KENDP will be examined by an
independent examiner.’
This objective covers topics which fall outside of the control of neighbourhood plan policies, particularly
‘appropriate traffic quantity, size and speed, road maintenance’. Your neighbourhood plan can cover elements
that fall outside of the scope of planning policies, however wider community aspirations than those relating to the
development and use of land, need to be clearly identifiable, and it should be made clear in the document that
they will not form part of the statutory development plan. We would encourage you to make it clear that policies
cannot directly affects the matters in objective 4. You may use similar wording to the one used in relation to
objective 6 – ‘This is not a land use objective, however, it is an intrinsic part of our NDP.’
This paragraph jumps across pages with some of the survey questions/answers cutting a sentence in half. As half a
sentence is on page 16 and the other half of the sentence on page 19 it is not very easy to read. We would suggest
the formatting of this is changed to improve its readability.
First bullet point
In the final sentence reference is made to conflict with the vision, objectives and policies of the neighbourhood
plan.
We recommend that you remove reference to vision and objectives as it is the policies which carry significant
weight in decision making, not the vision or objectives.
As set out in paragraph 2 of the NPPF:
‘Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the
development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.’
Paragraphs 9.2 and 9.3 do not accurately reflect the decision making process. These paragraphs have
oversimplified the process and may result in unrealistic expectations from the community who will read this text.
We suggest you delete paragraph 9.3 and replace the text of 9.2 with the following:
‘Saved for the Housing Development Policy (HDA) which stands alone, it is envisaged that all policies will be used
to determine applications for planning permission within the neighbourhood area.
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Noted and to be amended

Noted and to be amended
statement included that this is not a land use
objective

Noted

Noted and to be amended

Noted and to be amended

Page 27 –
Paragraph 9.6
Page 30 –
Paragraph 10.4
Page 32 – Infill
Policy (LCI)

Applications for planning permission will be determined in accordance with the relevant policies in the
development plan, which will include the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Development Plan, unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.’
Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

See above

Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

See above

Neighbourhood Plans must be in general conformity with strategic policies of the development plan, policy H16 in
the Local Plan 2035 is a strategic policy and therefore the policies in your plan have to be in general conformity
with it.
Policy H16 states:

Noted and Agreed, Infill policy updated and
amended

‘1. Within smaller villages and other villages, development should be limited to infill and the redevelopment of
previously developed land or buildings.’
Policy H16 in the local Plan 2035 clearly states ‘within smaller villages and other villages…’. Therefore policy LCI
needs to be made more specific so it is clear that infill development is only supported within the smaller and other
villages in line with H16, not the settlements which do not feature on the hierarchy, such as Cane End and
Chalkhouse Green.

Infill policy updated

In addition, the NDP policy makes no reference to redevelopment of previously developed land or buildings, to be
consistent with H16 this wording could be added to the policy.
Part 2 of policy H16 in the Local Plan 2035 includes a definition of infill development:
‘2. 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. The scale of infill should be
appropriate to its location.’
As set out above policy H16 is identified as a strategic policy and therefore your NDP policies have to be in general
conformity with it. The NPPF is also clear that policies should avoid unnecessary duplication. Given that a detailed
definition is provided in H16 we have reservations about the inclusion of the current definition in LCI. We suggest
the focus of the first part of the policy is shifted towards directing development towards the most sustainable
locations, with wording such as:

Infill policy updated and amended

Noted and agreed

‘Within the villages of Kidmore End, Gallowstree Common and Tokers Green infill development and the
redevelopment of previously developed land or buildings will be supported, provided they accord with the design
and development management policies of the development plan.

Noted and agreed
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Proposals for development outside of the built-up area of these villages will only be supported if they are
appropriate to a countryside location and are consistent with the South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2035 and any other
relevant policies of this neighbourhood plan.’
-

They show clearly show existing settlement character as detailed in Appendix D is conserved

Wording could be added to this bullet point to make it more positive. Policy DES2 in the Local Plan 2035 is a
positively worded policy and states, ‘all new development must be designed to reflect the positive features that
make up the character of the local area and should both physically and visually enhance and complement the
surroundings’. Building on this Local Plan text, the wording of this bullet point could be amended to say:
‘They conserve the character of the area and are designed to reflect the positive features that make up the
character of the local area having regard to the character assessment in Appendix D’
-

Noted and agreed

They address and mitigate long and short term impact on the amenities of adjacent residential
properties

Policy DES6 in the Local Plan 2035 states:
‘1. Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the
amenity of neighbouring uses, when considering both individual and cumulative impacts, in relation to the
following factors:
i) Loss of privacy, daylight or sunlight;
ii) Dominance or visual intrusion;
iii) Noise or vibration;
iv) Smell, dust, heat, odour, gases or other emissions;
v) Pollutions, contamination or the use of / or storage of hazardous substances; and
vi) External lighting.’

Page 33 –
Quiet Lanes
Policy (LCQL)

The NPPF is clear that policies should avoid unnecessary duplication, in this case the NDP policy could potentially
be replacing a more detailed policy already in the Local Plan. The policy should also be focused on ‘adverse
impacts’ not just ‘impact’.
The first part of this policy is a separation of settlements policy. The second element of the policy which starts
‘And development proposals:’ is where the policy appears to shift focus to a quiet lanes policy. For clarity you may
want to consider renaming the policy to a ‘separation of settlements and quiet lanes policy’.
In this policy we have some concerns over the inclusion of:
- Between Cane End and Hook End
- Between Gallowstree Common and Stoke Row
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Noted and agreed, although these suggestions may
be incorporated into revised wording for design
and extensions, see below.

Agreed. The two parts of the Quiet Lanes policy are
to be separated. The first part will be renamed as a
new policy: Separation of Settlements; the second
part will retain the policy name Quiet Lanes

Both Hook End and Stoke Row are located some distance from the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Area. Whilst we
acknowledge that this policy makes reference to other areas which are outside of the neighbourhood area, both
Sonning Common and Reading are built up areas which lie immediately adjacent to the neighbourhood area. Hook
End and Stoke Row on the other hand, are some distance from any of the settlements in the neighbourhood area,
with significant open countryside between the areas. Due to a lack of justification we would recommend that
these two bullet points are removed from this policy.
The bullet point ‘should preserve and enhance the rural look and feel of the lanes…’, is setting a high threshold
with preservation and enhancement. To ensure the policy is not overly restrictive we recommend the wording is
amended to read:
‘should preserve and where practical enhance…’

Page 34 – Para
10.17
Page 34 – Para
10.21
Page 34 – Para
10.22
Page 36/37 –
Design
Principles
Policy (LCDP)

Agreed. These two bullet points to be removed
JW – Note I think Anna V added these in and may
have a view

Agreed. Amend to ‘should preserve and where
practical enhance…’

The paragraph which starts ‘This policy does not seek to prevent development…’ is more like supporting text and
we recommend that it is moved out of the policy.

Agreed. To be moved to supporting text.

Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

Noted and agreed

This paragraph contains some italic text when referring to the NPPF, the italics make it seem like this is directly
taken from the NPPF. As you are para-phrasing the NPPF, rather than directly quoting it, we suggest you remove
the italic formatting.
Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

Noted and amend

Criteria 12.
We encourage the inclusion of a criteria focusing on biodiversity, however please be aware that there is currently
a risk with this type of policy as it is justified on the proposals in the Environmental Bill 2019-21, which could still
be amended or fall. Hopefully as your plan progresses, you will get more certainty on this matter.

Noted and amend

Noted and will consider appropriate revision of
wording

Policy ENV3: Biodiversity in the Local Plan 2035 states that ‘all development should provide a net gain in
biodiversity where possible, As a minimum, there should be no net loss of biodiversity.’ As currently worded and
with the lack of justification, which would come from the Environmental Bill, your policy wording would not meet
the basic conditions and would need to be amended to more closely align with Local Plan policy ENV3.
In the part of the policy which relates to extensions I think the second and third bullet points are meant to read as
one sentence. You might also want to consider making this last part of the policy into a separate policy, purely
related to extensions. Currently the policy is quite long and it might be clearer if this element is split out.
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JW yes good idea. Could also incorporate the
general amenity/ DES6 wording here making in
effect 3 smaller policies under LCDP. Design,
Extensions and Amenity. So say…

Para 38 – Para
11.6
Page 39 – Para
11.12
Page 41 –
Housing
Allocation
Policy (HDA)

Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

Noted and agreed, see above regarding potentially
linking with comments on DES6
Noted and amend

Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

Noted and amend

There are some opportunities to improve the clarity of some of criteria within this policy. For example criteria 5
and 6 could be simplified to remove text which more like supporting text, as follows:

Noted and will amend as proposed. Archaeology to
be addressed in the Character Appendices.

‘The development should preserve and establish a clearly defined ‘end’ of the village, emphasising the start of
Open Countryside;’
‘Dwellings should be placed in a linear, road facing arrangement, with no back fill; and’
We would suggest that you also add a criteria dealing with archology to ensure proper regard is given to this prior
to the granting of planning permission. We would be happy to work with you to produce this.
Criteria 10.
This is duplicating a criteria in the Design Principles Policy, it is not necessary for it to be in both policies and
therefore we suggest it is deleted from this policy.

Page 42 –
Para12.3
and12.4
Page 44 – Para
12.15
Page 47 – The
Chilterns AONB
and its Setting
Policy (LPCS)

Page 48 – Map
3

Criteria 12.
Our comments relating to criteria 12 in policy LCDP apply here.
Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

Noted and agreed

Update as per the comments on the Local Plan above.

Noted and agreed

The first sentence of this policy is repeating national policy, specifically paragraph 172 of the NPPF. Policies should
avoid unnecessary duplication and for this reason we recommend that this sentence is removed from the policy.

Agreed, first sentence to be removed

In the first bullet point we recommend ‘where possible’ is inserted in front of enhanced to align with ENV1 of the
Local Plan 2035.

No change. Although ‘where possible’ aligns with
ENV1, the draft wording is in accordance with NPPF
170 a) and 172. The Chilterns Conservation Board
supports the draft wording
Agreed map to be moved

ENV1 – more comprehensive major development
We would recommend that this map is located directly before or after Policy LPLG. This will improve the clarity of
the policy.
The proposed gap is logical in its approach, using features and field boundaries to define the boundaries.
However, we note that the majority of the built form of Tokers Green is located on the west side of Tokers Green
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No change. Tokers Green Lane forms the boundary
to the village.

Lane, however the majority of the identified gap is located on the east side of Tokers Green Lane with only a small
portion on the west side. Whilst the supporting text is very detailed in its description and explains why you do not
consider the gap to be extensive we would like to highlight that an examiner may be minded to reduce the gap
given the extend to which it covers east of Tokers Green Lane. It is important to identify the smallest possible area
necessary to identify the gap.

Page 53 – Local
Valued
Landscape
Policy
Page 54 –
Safety For All
Road Users
(LTSRU)

To ensure the policy is not overly restrictive we recommend ‘only be permitted where they’ is deleted from the
policy text and ‘where possible’ is inserted before enhanced.

Comments
from
Conservation
and Design
Team

Overall a very coherent and well evidenced plan.

The final bullet points reads more like a stand alone sentence, rather than a bullet point under ‘planning decisions
should take account of local impacts on:’.

KENDP Main Document
4.4 Suggesting listing all listed buildings within the parish within this document or appendix. Maybe you should
consider identifying non-listed buildings that are considered to be of heritage significance on a local level.
Support the LCDP p 36 & 37 which seeks to protect a wider range of aspects that contribute to the historic
environment and local distinctiveness. As above, please state more explicitly what building materials are
considered to be more relevant to the area and should be used in new buildings. Are there any materials that
should be avoided? This is something which could be explained in the supporting text.
Appendix D: Visual and Spatial Character
Very well written document which fairly comprehensively covers various aspects of character that provide useful
evidence for the character policies in the main document.
There may be a benefit to expanding a little more on characteristics of the built form in each area in terms of
construction and architectural style of buildings. For instance, there are various historic vernacular timber framed
buildings and very distinctive brick and flint buildings with clay tiled roofs. How do these materials and the way
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No change. The Gap is required not just between
the village and houses on The Grange, Caversham
but also between the village and housing on the
northern edge of Reading south of Gravel Hill
0.5km south of Tokers Green in order to avoid
coalescence between a distinct rural village and the
urban area of Reading.
The Gap policy to be moved into the Local
Character policies alongside the new Separation of
Settlements policy
Agreed. ‘only be permitted where they’ to be
deleted.
No change re ‘where possible’ – see above
JW – Noted. Will rewrite point with same meaning

Agreed. Appendix D is to be revised to include
further detail as appropriate to the village and will
include historic assets

that they are put together respond to the local geography and make these places locally distinctive? Are buildings
polite or formal in their architecture or more vernacular/modest/low key? Make sure this detail is in each of the
character areas identified.
P6. Please clarify why the two pine trees indicate a last overnight stopping place for drovers.

Kidmore End
Neighbourhood
Plan: Housing
Requirement
and Allocation
Paper

Appendix C2:
Topic Paper on
Kidmore End
Local Valued
Landscape
Appendix D
Visual and
Spatial
Character

P10. There are some very distinctive thatched buildings on The Hamlet. Do we know anything about the
history/importance of these?
Disclosure
Prior to formally making your Regulation 15 submission this document should be updated. For example, reference
is made to SODC reviewing the existing draft version of their Emerging Local Plan, the situation has moved on
since then and we would advise that you update the document accordingly.
8.Policy Policy
This section of the document is referring to the documents which comprised the now superseded development
plan. We would recommend that you update this section accordingly. Much of the information is already there, it
will just need to be cross checked against the adopted Local Plan 2035 to make sure that it is all still relevant and
all the changes that have occurred since the Local Plan examination have been incorporated, the Local Plan is
available here.
This document should be updated to reflect the current planning policy position with the Local Plan 2035 now
adopted.
There are some references to appendices which are not very clear in this document. For example it states that
Appendix d sets out the results of the Box 5.1 assessment, but this does not line up with the appendix D
documents as labelled on the website.
D1. Cane End
Page 1
Reference is made to infill development here, however as set out in our comments above, Cane End was
downgraded from an ‘other village’ in Local Plan 2035 and therefore is classified as open countryside. We
therefore suggest you remove the reference to infill development.
Chalkhouse Green
Page 5
Reference is made to infill development here, however as set out in our comments above, Chalkhouse Green is
not listed on the settlement hierarchy and therefore is classified as open countryside. We therefore suggest you
remove the reference to infill development.
D6. Green Spaces and Green Link Study
Page 20
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Noted and agreed - -Lyn will amend

Further information about 3 year land supply, ?
glossary and within section ? 2 NDP

Agreed. To be updated

Agreed. Appendices to be corrected

Agreed, and the documents will be adapted
accordingly. All settlements were included whilst
we waited for confirmation of the terms of the LP,
as discussed and agreed with SODC at the time.

As above

Map quality is not very clear and could be improved
Agreed. Mapping to be amended

D6 – Draft
Record Sheet –
Open Spaces

Page 21
The reference to Chalkhouse Green and Cane End as ‘other villages’ in the ‘open countryside’ does not clearly
reflect the settlement hierarchy position. Chalkhouse Green and Cane End are not other villages. Please update
the position of settlements in relation to the newly adopted Local Plan 2035.
This document contains some question marks, which suggests that information still needs to be included. One of
the sites also has the ownership as ‘not known’, ownership information can be obtained online through land
registry.

Chilterns Conservation Board (email received : 11 December 2020 10:40) Comment #17
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
1.1. The CCB commends the vision and spatial strategy in the plan and the early engagement with parties,
including the CCB itself. CCB was involved in some early commentary on the Landscape Sensitivity Study, which
forms a robust and detailed part of the evidence base, including landscape evidence in the form of a detailed
character assessment, sensitivity study and review of the valued status of the land within the NP area.
1.2. In summary of our position, the CCB agrees with and supports the policy and supporting text that
establishes valued landscape status for the land at Emmer Green The sensitivity study arrives at a series of
important conclusions on the land within the Parish outside the Chilterns AONB, noting that the landscape
character within the sensitivity study is contiguous with the AONB character, exhibits a strong landscape link to
and visual setting to the AONB, and exhibits significant landscape features above 'mere countryside'. The
recommendations that this land becomes a valued landscape is based on robust landscape analysis following
industry best practice.
1.3. In the Stroud legal judgment 1detailed consideration was given to the nature of a valued landscape, which
is dealt with but not defined in the National Planning Policy Framework. Mr Justice Ouseley had no issue with
the previous planning inspectors conclusion that demonstrable physical attributes need to be shown rather
than just popularity, when considering what constituted a valued landscape. Mr Justice Ouseley said 'It is not
difficult to see that the sort of demonstrable physical attributes which would take this site beyond mere
countryside… but into something below that which was designated'. In a 2017 planning appeal decision at
Funton Brickworks, Kent for 55 dwellings, the Inspector deemed the area in which the site was located was a
valued landscape for the purposes of Paragraph 109 of the Framework because the site is designated as an
Area of High Landscape Value (reference APP/V2255/W/16/3146393, Feb 2017).
1.4. The status of the land as an area of great landscape value (AGLV) within earlier SODC Local Plans reinforces
the fact that this landscape enjoys special features that elevate it beyond 'mere countryside', to adopt the
language used by Mr Justice Ouseley. The AGLV status was subsequently removed, as national planning policy
discouraged local planning landscape designations. The (now deleted) Planning Policy Statement 7 at its
paragraphs 24 and 25 considering such local protections 'exceptional'. The 1992 SODC Rural Areas Local Plan

34

Noted and Amend
Agreed. To be updated

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response
Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

was unequivocal that 'much of it is indistinguishable from the landscape within the AONB' (Rural Areas Local
Plan paragraph 5.28). The 2012 NPPF reverted national policy back to the previous position that Local Plans
could designate local landscape quality (i.e. the inclusion of valued landscapes).
1.5. The Chilterns Conservation Board strongly supports the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan in its
recommendations that this land is protected in policy.
Appendix C Landscape Sensitivity Study.
3.18 and 3.19
Refers to a 'perceptual / experiential landscape'
This reports an overriding strong rural character of good scenic value with 'general absence of visually intrusive
elements and no detracting urban fringe uses within the area or visible from the area'.
We support this.
The sensitivity study addresses and examines the special qualities of the land outside the AONB but within the
Parish. Its conclusions are sound and evidence based.
3.22
Deals with the proximity of nearby settlement and the significant gap or buffer that is now established.
3.23 deals with long views to the AONB.
We support these conclusions. We would refer to a recent (dismissed) November 2018) appeal at Land off
Peppard Road, Emmer Green (APP/Q3115/W/17/3185997).
This case serves to reinforce the potential development threat and loss of setting and harmful loss of semienclosed dipslope landscape. The Inspector, in dismissing the above appeal, dealt with the landscape
relationship here. He stated at Paragraph 31 'The site forms part of a landscape that is typical of the landscape
character type as defined in the Landscaper Character Assessments. This is semi-enclosed dipslope which
forms part of the Chilterns Plateau with Valleys Landscape Area. This landscape character type also forms a
significant part of the AONB. Although the landscape including the site is not formally designated it forms part
of a wider setting including land that is formally designated for its value at a national level'.
The Inspector viewed this particular site as a 'significant landscape' if not a valued one. This appeal site
constitutes a land parcel within a wider landscape that overall does exhibit valued landscape qualities. In his
conclusions the Inspector was clear that' I give further substantial weight to the harm to the character and
appearance of the area because of the value of the site to landscape character including its location within the
setting of the AONB and the visual effect of the development within that landscape'.
The nature of the landscape both outside and within the AONB is clearly indistinguishable and a matter agreed
by all key stakeholders and participants in this process. The need to protect the land south of the AONB is
wholeheartedly supported by the CCB.
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Noted

Noted

Noted

Topic Paper
on Kidmore
End Local
Valued
Landscape.
Topic Paper
Kidmore
End Locally
Valued
Landscape
Assessment
AECOM
Housing
Study
Page 14

Objectives.
At (3)

6.2.

9.8

9.11
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We support the findings here and the application of the Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessments (GLVIA), Box 5.1.
This paper also draws from the appeal decision at Peppard Road (as above). We endorse those findings. Of
note, the Inspector was clear that great weight was attributed to both landscape harm and to the setting of the
AONB as a material planning matter.
We support this. It is both robust and evidence based. We endorse the application of the GLVIA 3rd edition and
work by Swanwick and LUC, in the finessing of a methodology to assess landscape and special qualities / scenic
beauty.

Noted

This acknowledges that the majority of Kidmore End Parish is within the AONB or within its setting. The point is
raised that it is vulnerable to speculative development . This reinforces earlier evidence, including the 2019
appeal decision at Peppard Road.
sets a clear vision, including 'supporting and enhancing the Chilterns AONB'.

Noted

We support this vision.
Landscape - Conserve and enhance the AONB designated land within our parish and its setting. Protect ADD
and enhance the valued landscape in the south of the parish and essential gap between Tokers Green and
Caversham.
This addition to include language in paragraph 170(a) of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Rurality, open ADD valued countryside and AONB land were the most cherished local characteristics.
This addition reinforces the point that the countryside in this parish exhibits demonstrable physical attributes.
Such attributes must be given due weight following (i) Stroud judgment and (ii) the detailed evidence base in
the Kidmore End landscape sensitivity study.
Consequently, by encouraging and promoting one suitable, sensitive small scale development which minimises
impact on the Chilterns AONB and other valued local landscapes within our parish we believe we are
specifically reflecting our Community’s wishes and needs.
We support this.
This approach to site selection, based on a sift of 12 sites, is evidence based and compliant with planning
practice guidance which requires that any selection is suitable, available and achievable.
As we have proceeded through the NDP Process other forms of evidence, such as the 2018 Landscape
Sensitivity Study, updated 2020, by terra firma Consultancy (see Appendix C1) and the Call for Sites and Site
Allocation Process, detailed in the Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper (see Appendix B3) have informed
our Policies and provide specific evidence to enhance and refine what our Community has already told us.

Noted

Noted

No change - Aecom will not be amending study

No change - Aecom will not be amending study

Noted

Noted

Figure 14. Linking objectives to policy.

Section 10:
Local
Character
Policies

Quiet Lanes
Policy
(LCQL)
Design
Principles
Policy
(LCDP)

Design
Principles
Policy
(LCDP)

11.8
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We support this.
The plan is evidence based and wholly consistent with Government's plan-making aspirations that plans should
be 'prepared positively, in a way that is aspiration but deliverable'. (NPPF paragraph 16).
This is a useful tabulation. We support the links between landscape objectives and landscape policies, which
are consistent with guidance published by the Landscape Institute and supported by the comprehensive
sensitivity study in the evidence base.
We support these and the objectives as stated in paragraph 10.5 to conserve the rural feel and character of the
area.
These local character policies align with the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide (CBDG), which details similar
matters focused on the layout and design of new development within its context. These local character policies
are also compliant with and supported by the Development Chapter in the AONB 2019-2024 Management
Plan.
ADD tranquillity
Associated with the above, we would welcome the inclusion of tranquillity into this policy, which derives from
the nature of these quiet lanes and the need to protect, preserve and enhance the rural look and feel.
ADD reference to design related policies in the AONB Management Plan 2019-2024.
ADD reference to National Design Guide

Noted

No change. Although the adjacent fields are tranquil, the
lanes are well used by traffic.

Agreed and will amend/incorporate. Note this policy will
be broken out into 3 parts, so the wording may differ from
that reviewed

We support these policies and commend the references to the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide. We also
recommend reference to design related policies in the AONB Management Plan (for example, DP7).
The National Design Guide was issued by MHCLG in October 2019 and is worthy of inclusion, especially when
referencing the NPPF and also the planning practice guidance on design matters.
Development proposals should have regard to the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide (CBDG) within the AONB
and its setting, and Appendix D: Visual and Spatial Character in making designs for any proposed development.
Proposed development will be supported, where it complements, enhances and reinforces the local
distinctiveness of the relevant settlement and where appropriate is designed to enhance the landscape setting
of these settlements; and where the following design considerations have been incorporated, as appropriate:
(continues)
We support this policy.
We also recommend reference to design related policies in the AONB Management Plan (for example, DP7 )
and to the CCB Position Statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the Chilterns AONB.
The parish council alongside other parish councils has put forward an application to Natural England that when
and if there is a boundary review, the boundary of the AONB in the parishes are reviewed in South Oxfordshire.

Agreed to amend as explained immediately above

Noted

Purpose of
Policy LPCS
12.18

The CCB support this.
To conserve and enhance both the character and natural beauty of the AONB and those views and landscape
features within the setting that contribute to conserving and enhancing the character and natural beauty of
the AONB within Kidmore End Parish. The special qualities include the following (and continues)

12.15

We support this Policy and the reasoned justification behind it.
This section addresses and deals with the AONB Management Plan policy and the duty established by section
85 of the CROW Act 2000. That duty deals with the land that is both within and outside the AONB boundary
because it focuses on the 'impacts' as opposed to the geographical 'source' of development.
ADD reference in paragraph 12.15 to CCB's Position Statement on Setting.

The
Chilterns
AONB and
its Setting
Policy
(LPCS)
Local
Valued
Landscape
Policy
(LPLV)

12.45

We recommend paragraph 12.15 includes reference to CCB's Position Statement on Setting.
We support this policy.

The Kidmore End Parish Local Valued Landscape is identified in Map 4. Development proposals should only be
permitted where they protect and enhance the physical and visual attributes of the character, quality and
appearance of this valued landscape.
We support this policy.
This policy is itself justified by a detailed evidence base in the landscape sensitivity study.
12.42. We support this text but it appears to end abruptly. Is there any further detail to add?
ADD reference to the Chilterns Dipslope and Plateau Conservation Target Area.

Noted

Agreed. Add in reference to CCB's Position Statement on
Setting
Noted

Noted. Text to be amended for clarification

No change. Reference to Chilterns Dipslope and Plateau
Conservation Target Area covered in Appendix C studies

12.45 Compliance with GLVIA Box 5.1 is a point usefully made. We support this.
A large swathe of the Chilterns Dipslope and Plateau Conservation Target Area falls within the locally valued
policy area. This is also denoted on supporting plans/diagrams. We recommend reference to it in the
supporting policy text, as it also feeds into criteria within GLVIA Box 5.1 (conservation interests and perceptual
aspects).

Oxfordshire County Council (letter dated 15 January 20121) Comment #25
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
Strategic Comments
Comments summarizing the local planning regulations and the KENDP
One site, Land on north side of Mill Lane, Kidmore End (CFS8), was given a green
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response

Archaeology comment covered previously.

rating, meaning it is considered broadly suitable for allocation, subject to the mitigation
or resolution of minor constraints. This site is the allocation in this Kidmore End pre submission neighbourhood
plan; Housing Allocation Policy for up to four dwellings.
Our strategic view is that this allocation appears to be well supported by the evidence
and we have no strategic objection, albeit that the site is within the AONB and there
are a number of constraints, for example in relation to transport and archaeology,
which will need to be overcome for any development to be successful.
We fully support this neighbourhood plan not making any allocations of land adjoining
the Reading boundary. We consider that any such allocations would not be in
accordance with the Local Plan and would be of a strategic nature
The entire area not AONB within the neighbourhood plan is proposed to be covered
by a Local Valued Landscape Policy. Although much of this area is within the setting
of the AONB, it is understood that the assessments underpinning this draft
neighbourhood plan indicate that not all of it is. The draft policy indicates:
‘Development proposals should only be permitted where they protect and enhance the
physical and visual attributes of the character, quality and appearance of this valued
landscape’. The proposal to identify such a large area as a Local Valued Landscape
and cover it with such a restrictive policy appears to us to potentially be at odds with
the purposes of neighbourhood planning. We therefore query the retention of this
policy and related objectives, although we accept that this matter is best addressed by
the District Council and the Examiner in relation to conformity with the strategic policies
of the Local Plan.
Transport Development Control Comments
Transport Development Control Comments I provided some initial comments in March 2019. The majority of those comments
still apply to the reduced scheme of four dwellings rather than the original scheme of five.
CFS 8 – Provision of four dwellings – Recommendation Holding Objection, further information would be required: Please see
the comments below; • No details supplied with regards to vehicular access, however, frontage will require improvements so
as to provided access arrangement to standards • A speed survey will be required so as to ascertain the appropriate level of
visibility splay required • Gradient issues • Turning area will need to be provided and vehicular tracking demonstrating a
servicing and emergency vehicle can turn within the site and egress in a forward gear • Access geometry to standards,
tracking for vehicles accessing and egressing the proposal will need to be demonstrated for consideration – likely to require a
4.8m wide access. Depending on vehicular tracking diagrams this potentially could be reduced to 4.5m/4.1m in width •
Drainage issues within vicinity of site – carriageway flooded With regards to the points above please see my thoughts below:
• Quiet Lane’s Policy P34 of the document – ‘development proposals: should preserve and enhance the rural look and feel of
the lanes and roads linking the settlements listed here (insofar as this affects the KENDP area)’ o I am appreciative of ensuring
any proposal ‘fits in’ with the local area and does not urbanise the area. I consider it would be likely, if the neighbourhood
plan is made, that the County Council, as Highway Authority would remove the requirements for footway and passing
opportunity that we would normally require; so as to meet the requirements set out within the Kidmore End Neighbourhood
Development Plan. However, any proposal to add residential units to the area will inevitability result in additional vehicular
usage. I am aware of parking/congestion issues at school times around the Wood Lane/Kidmore Lane junction. Whilst any
residential proposal at CFS 8 would ideally walk to the local school for example, I consider that the characteristics and
geometry of the lane would act as a deterrent for some residents, notably those with prams and pushchairs and others with
sensory or mobility problems. Furthermore, the route would be 8 unsafe and less attractive for pedestrians after dark.
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Noted

No change. The Valued Landscape policy is not
synonymous with the setting of an AONB and a Valued
Landscape may have other characteristics of value in their
own right albeit at a lower level in the hierarchy than a
national designation (NPPF171). The Appendix C
provides the evidence to support inclusion of the whole
area into a Local Valued Landscape. Such policies may be
included within a Neighbourhood Plan (NPPF 170 a).
SODC have not objected to this policy.

Noted, until clearer guidance from Highways emerges
and a plan of the actual development this is difficult to
comment further on. Our NDP strives to strike a balance
between Character and Road Safety which will hopefully
enable a suitable outcome.

Therefore, in all probability, there would be higher levels of car use than might otherwise be the case were the site to be
connected to the urban area with a pavement

• Design Principles Policy P37 of the document
o As stated above I am sympathetic to ensuring any proposal does not
urbanise the area in the form of long lengths of kerbing/footway etc.
However, I must point out possible Highway Safety issues with any
development proposal even though with a proposal for four dwellings
the percentage of foot traffic generated by the proposal will be low.
Local travel and Safety Policies P55-57
o As stated above, the facilities within Kidmore End are considered
limited and the likelihood is the majority of trips will be via the private
car. The existing characteristics/geometry of the carriageway system
within Kidmore End ensures drivers travel at low speed, however this
‘self-enforcement’ does hinder vehicles passing one another due to
carriageway constraints in terms of width and on-street parking
pressures.
o Parking within the proposal must meet Oxfordshire County Council
standards – this is likely to prevent indiscriminate/obstructive parking
occurring on the Highway as a result of the development.
It may be worth Kidmore End Parish Council compiling a parish ‘wish list’ of
possible traffic calming/improvement schemes within some of all of the
villages so as to ease/improve traffic flow/parking. This can be included in the
neighbourhood plan, in a list of aspirations that the Parish Council may have
for spending its portion of CIL in future.
Transport Strategy Comments
Design Principles Policy (LCDP) on page 37 states that new development will be
supported if it includes, ‘Not installing pavements or kerbs to existing village lanes’.
Clarification on the word ‘kerbs’ is required. There are different types of kerbs, as
outlined on pages 18 and 19 of the Residential Road Design Guide. This guide can
be found via the following link:
https://www2.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/sites/default/files/folders/documents/roadsa
ndtransport/transportpoliciesandplans/newdevelopments/DesignGuidePublication
.pdf
Developments may require a vehicular access to Oxfordshire County Council
standards, which could include precast concrete or granite setts depending on the
location. Developments may also be required to reinstate kerbs over redundant
accesses. We therefore suggest the following alterations to the policy:
‘should avoid where possible, the installation of precast concrete kerbs to new or
existing village lanes or roads, in favour of more sympathetic materials/construction
design, as identified on pages 18 and 19 of Oxfordshire County Council’s
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Noted

Noted

Noted and discuss with Chair of Parish Council

Noted re suggested wording and will adapt policy

Residential Road Design Guide’.
Policy LTRSU on page 54 states that urbanising features such as the use of
additional signage should be avoided by new development. Whilst the County
Council does not have a specific objection to this policy, some traffic calming
measures do require lighting and signage which must meet national standards.
Therefore, this policy will preclude certain traffic measures being implemented. We
therefore suggest the following wording:
‘Mitigation measures to improve road safety utilising urbanising features
such as lights, signage, speed bumps or pavements should be in keeping with the
character and rural nature of the Parish, where appropriate’
We are supportive of policy LTPFBT on page 55 and its aims. However, we would
suggest the following change to highlight support for opportunities to
enhancements on the existing network:
‘Proposed development should protect the existing rights of way network and
their ambience and provide enhancements to the existing network’.
It’s noted that policy LTSAP on page 56 refers to Oxfordshire County Council’s
parking standards and this is welcomed.
Archaeology Comments
The plan does not contain any policy for the protection of the Historic environment as set out
in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2019). Paragraph 185 of the NPPF states
that;
185. Plans should set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the
historic environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay
or other threats.
We would therefore recommend that a policy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic
environment is added to the Local Character Policies section of this plan such as the following.
Policy - Historic Environment
The parish’s designated historic heritage assets and their settings, both above and below
ground including listed buildings, scheduled monuments and conservation areas will be
conserved and enhanced for their historic significance and their important contribution to local
distinctiveness, character and sense of place.
Proposals for development that affect non-designated historic assets will be considered taking
account of the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset as set out
in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012).
The potential impact on heritage assets, including previously unrecorded
archaeological deposits, would be taken into account for any site allocations.
B1 Kidmore B1 Kidmore End Site Options and Assessment Report
End Site
This assessment has included an assessment of the heritage designations but
Options
contains no details on what information this was based on. It does not appear to have
and
been based on the Historic Environment Record and does not appear to have taken
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Noted re suggested wording and will adapt policy

Noted and will adapt policy

Noted

Agreed. Policy on conservation and enhancement of the
historic environment to be added into LCDP
Agreed. Positive strategy on historic environment to be
incorporated into the Local Character Policies by reference
to the settlement specific appendices.

Agreed. Policy on conservation and enhancement of the
historic environment to be added into LCDP.
I agree small amendment to LCDP

No change Aecom will not be amending their study

Assessment
Report

archaeological information into account. For many sites it simply concludes that the
there is
‘Limited or no impact or no requirement for mitigation’
This is however not the case and there are archaeological features recorded within a
number of these sites and it is likely that a programme of archaeological investigation
will need to be undertaken prior to the determination of any planning application to
assess the significance of any archaeological deposits surviving on the sites in line
with paragraph 189 of the NPPF.
This appendix should therefore clearly set out what resources have been used to
provide this assessment of the potential impact on historic environment features.

Email from Keep Emmer Green (email received 15 January 2021 20:24) Comment #6
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
1. KEG welcomes the KENDP Vision statement for 2035. The preservation
of the rural character of the area and retention of the open spaces
around the parish is of particular importance to all Kidmore End
residents and also to those resident in the neighbouring parishes. We
are pleased to note the comment regarding the need to maintain
geographic separation from nearby larger settlements.
2. The Kidmore End Landscape Study (updated 19 August 2020) concludes
that the Study Area has a high landscape sensitivity and that only a very
small scale development may be possible, such as on any small areas of
brownfield land. This conclusion is to be welcomed as it reinforces the
need to retain the rural character of Kidmore End.
3. Kidmore End remains at risk from speculative development as noted in
point 8.1. and at 8.4 it is noted that such development conflicts with the
vision, objectives and policies of the neighbourhood plan. KEG fully
supports the need to resist speculative development as, failure to do so,
will result in the destruction of the rural nature of Kidmore End.
4. The call for sites has resulted in an amber rating for Palmers Riding
Stables land (site reference 1056) and this is a matter of concern. The
site covers 26.5 Ha and has potential for 195 dwellings. As noted in the
plan, the site is on the very edge of Reading and away from the core
settlements of the parish. A development on this scale would have
serious implications for the area in terms of increased traffic and
pollution. There are no services located nearby and access to Reading
town centre would be via Caversham where pollution levels already
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG)
response
Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

exceed the permitted maximum. Inclusion of the site is presumably
necessitated because of the results of the Site Assessment process.
However, the summary is deficient in not highlighting the negative
effects on air quality and ignores the stated vision in the plan of the
need for the retention of open spaces. As noted in point 7.7 of the Plan
the number of dwellings far exceeds the housing target required in the
SODC Local Plan. Development on this land would also seem to conflict
with Policy CSS1 of the South Oxfordshire Core Strategy including
criterion (v) of the policy which states that ‘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.’ In the circumstances this land
should remain undeveloped.
5. The Red rating from the call for sites allocated to the land at Reading
Golf Club is particularly welcomed as this is another potential area for
major development right on the border with Reading. This land
however is the subject of a 10 year promotional agreement under which
the landowner undertakes to give the land agent a substantial share of
any proceeds of sale. The agent will therefore be trying very hard to get
residential planning permission and this must be resisted at all costs.
6. KEG fully supports the statement at point 10.12 that infill development
proposals will only be supported where they are in accordance with
national and local policy and where the development appropriately has
regard to the settlement hierarchy and where relevant the Chilterns
AONB and applicable setting policies.
7. The application, noted at point 11.8, made to Natural England that if
there is a future boundary review of the AONB then the local parishes
should be involved is very much welcomed. The AONB is an important
feature of the area and any future extension to this defined area will be
very beneficial to all residents.
8. Point 12.11 notes that the border with Reading provides a valuable gap
and reinforces the rurality of the settlements in the parish and inclusion
of this in the Local Gap Policy document is welcomed.

Landowner Responses
Email [Jonanthan Walton, Pegasus Group] on behalf of Reading Golf Club (email received 15 January 2021 17:25) Comment
#3
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Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

KENDP
Ref#
Local Valued
Landscape
Policy (LVLP)

Comments
At paragraph 12.3 of the KENP it is stated that:
‘Our approach follows national policy as described by the NPPF Ch15 (170abd, 171, 172). Policies from the
Core Strategy (CSS1 v, CSEN1) and saved policies from the SODC Local Plan (C4) apply’
On an administrative point, it is noted that policies from the Core Strategy and Local Plan 2011 have now
been replaced upon adoption of the Local Plan 2035. In this regard, policies ENV1 and STRAT1 now apply in
place of policies CSS1 and CSEN1 of the Core Strategy and saved policy C4 of the Local Plan 2011.

Agreed. To be updated

Notwithstanding this, it is evident that at national level and in terms of that considered appropriate during
the Local Plan process, the land at Reading Golf Club has been subject to significant, rigorous and robust
assessment which in turn has determined the landscape and environmental policies and designations
considered appropriate within the locality. In the case of the Local Plan 2035, decisions were made in
knowledge of proposed development at Reading Golf Club as submitted during the Regulation 18 and
Regulation 19 processes and it is notable that land within the golf course land has been designated, where
considered appropriate, as part of the Local Plan process and that Policy ENV2 identifies a Conservation
Target Area primarily within the valley located to the north of Cucumber Wood.

No change. The Conservation Target Area is a nature
conservation designation under ENV2 which contributes,
amongst other factors, to the Local Valued Landscape as
set out in Appendix C

By comparison, land to the north or south of the Conservation Target Area is not subject to local or national
designation, does not lie within a strategic viewing corridor protected by planning policy or is considered to
perform a significant role in the setting of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Despite the
inherent topography of this parcel of land north and south of Cucumber Wood, due to the combination of
built form and vegetation, views of this parcel of land are limited to a small geographic area. In landscape
value terms this land is therefore at the lower end of the value scale, relative to para 170a of the NPPF.

No change. Appendix C sets out the rationale behind the
designation of the Local Valued Landscape.

Taking the above into consideration, the Local Valued Landscape Policy (LVLP), the area of which is set out in
Map 4, represents an additional, unnecessary constraint over use of this land, which is not consistent with the
Local Plan and therefore should be excluded from the KENP.
Turning to the wording of the LVLP, it is strongly contended that this insufficiently flexible, as on the basis of
that currently identified the policy would potentially preclude any use of the land, including that related to
new proposals associated with continuation of golfing activity at Reading Golf Club (the detail of which forms
part of the latest planning application, as submitted to Reading Borough Council for consideration and which
will necessitate use of the current car park and halfway hut facilities). Moratoria of the kind proposed are not
in the spirit of good or responsible planning, for instance, precluding signage to such facilities could
unintentionally lead to greater car traffic unnecessarily travelling through Chalkhouse Green as it seeks to find
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response

No change. Policy is consistent with NPPF 170 a and
supported by SODC. See also above

No change. Policy wording is in accordance with NPPF 170
a) and allows flexibility for development which protects
the physical and visual attributes of the character, quality
and appearance of this valued landscape

the new entrance to Reading Family Golf Centre as it will be known; this is a use that will be implemented and
which does not require planning permission. It therefore makes sound sense to plan properly for this.
Policies of the Local Plan provide sufficient control over land and planning matters and it is therefore
considered that the LVLP is negatively worded, inconsistent with the Local Plan and is not in the spirit of
enabling ‘sustainable development’ which forms a central tenet of the NPPF and the planning system in
general.

Email from landowner at CFS10 Comment #7 and Comment #18
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Noted.

Landowner
feedback

Key:
Black are the Appendix B5 report.
CFS10 landowner’s feedback.

Blue are

Community formal feedback from landowners of site CFS10.
Our feedback follows the KENDP section approach of the KENDP Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Draft for Public Consultation 7 November, 2020 – 19
December, 2020.
Section 3: Evidence Gathered and Reports
This section refers to various appendices which we will respond to individually.
However, 3.8 on page 11 refers to the ‘Draft Facilitation Report – September 2020: produced by AECOM and relating to the re-assessment of a
prospective site (CFS10), following additional information from the landowner (see Appendix B5).’
This ‘Draft’ September Appendix B5 version, was published on 7th November 2020. On the day of publication, we wrote to the KENDPSG,
commenting that the Appendix B5 report:
“.. has failed to address any of the issues which we put forward in our Green Rating review request (15 th June 2020). Aecom merely states that they
did not have sight of our transport and ecology reports and avoids carrying out the review. The Aecom document merely rehashes previous
information.
Aecom have not consulted with SODC ecology or arboriculture officers or OCC highways, they did not re-visit the site! Even the cut-and-paste google
map is over a year old.
They had no opportunity to receive updated information from local officer consultee inputs, those who have worked on our transport/highways and
ecology reports and engaged with our consultants have not been involved in this Aecom B5 appendix report .. made no attempt to request copies of
the transport/highways and ecology reports, nor at any stage we guided to provide them.
I am ready and waiting to send the transport/highways and ecology reports to the Aecom team, kindly give me the email address for Una
McGaughrin Associate Director and I will communicate information with her direct.
The B5 appendix needs comprehensive information to be considered and consulted prior to being reissued.
It is in the village interests to ensure that all options are taken into account.”
Rather than taking the opportunity of the above information to correct the mistakes and omissions, present in the September B5 and include
information from the extant CFS10 ecological and transport/highways consultancy reports.
Instead, Appendix B5 Kidmore End Facilitation Report, November 2020 version, did not include any new evidence of our offer providing the latest
data and information was ignored.

Section 5: KENDP Vision and Objectives
5.1 KENDP Vision for 2035.
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Noted. Aecom are
independent
consultants appointed
by Locality to support
the NDP process

‘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.’
Site CFS10 proposed modest infill development of four detached dwellings, will be sensitively built to preserve the rural character. We have owned
this property for over half a century. In recent years we have worked with the district council’s arboricultural officers providing two acres of
Woodland TPO tree preservation area at the end of Coopers Pightle in Kidmore End village. This demonstrates our desire to work in actively
sustaining the Chilterns AONB.
Since the launch of the KENDP call for sites in 2018. We have spent much time and resources to meet the KE Neighbourhood Plan and District
Council’s requirements for professional consultant’s input. Including: arboricultural Tree Constraints Plan surveys, Preliminary Ecological Appraisal
(comprising an extended Phase One Habitat & Protected Species Scoping survey), topographical survey, transport and highways consultancy
Transport Statement.
In ‘prioritising road safety’, we engaged a highways consultancy company. They carried out extensive evidence-based investigation into the safety
aspects of an additional four dwellings using Coopers Pightle access. Their findings and liaison with the Oxfordshire County Council highways
officer, ensures that our modest development prioritises Kidmore End village road safety.
5.2 KENDP Objectives
1. Local character
‘a) Protect, maintain and where possible enhance existing open space between and around our villages and hamlets.’
To help protect open spaces around Kidmore End village, we have dedicated two acres of woodland around our modest development site as a
permanent Woodland TPO tree preservation area.
‘b) Promote and support local design principles and encourage setting-sensitive, environmentally friendly development with a view to
enhancing and complementing what exists’.
The site CFS10 modest development, will be designed to complement and enhance local design principles and will be an environmentally sensitive
development incorporating green spaces, trees and landscaping in-keeping with the locale.
2. Housing Development.
‘Enable suitable residential development that meets any needs of our parish and is in accordance with South Oxfordshire’s Local Plan,
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’.
Having owned this property for over half-a-century and being locally raised and schooled, we fully appreciate the delightful qualities of Kidmore
End village and will ensure that our modest residential development complements the distinct character of the village.

Noted. The site is
situated at the end of
a cul de sac, there is
only housing on one
side of the site, there
is a cemetery, play
area and open fields
on other sides of the
site.

Noted

Noted

Noted

4. Local Travel and Safety
‘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.’
Noted
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Site CFS10 lies between roads Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard, a public footpath runs along the north of the site. The road safety aspects of
the modest development of four houses have been thoroughly examined in the CFS10 Transport Statement and in the professional consultant
exchanges with OCC Highways officers.
5. Environment and Sustainability
‘Encourage sustainability by considering the current and future effects of climate change and provisioning for energy efficiency and carbon
offset as well as promoting renewable energy in new and modified dwellings.’
Each of the four houses will have dedicated cycle storage facilities. As we will be occupying two of the houses and as keen cyclists and
environmentalists we will be cycling to local facilities such as the shops, library and medical facilities in Sonning Common. Our new build houses will
be constructed using the latest renewable and energy efficiency methods.
6. Community Spirit
‘Engage with the parish’s communities at all stages in the development and implementation of the NDP to ensure the Plan meets their different
needs and expectations, thus maintaining a strong sense of community. This is not a land use objective, however, it is an intrinsic part of our
NDP.’
We have had extensive engagement with the KENP Steering Group, KEPC and SODC, ever since our initial response to the KENDP call for sites in
2018.

Section 6: Community involvement in the KENDP
We would like to congratulate the KENDPSG for driving forward this neighbourhood plan initiative and KENP volunteers for time spent to promote
and engage with local stakeholders.

Section 7: Call for Sites Process
7.10 ‘The first Facilitation Report was produced by AECOM in 2018 in conjunction with the Site Options and Assessment Report to clarify aspects
of the SODC emerging Local Plan in the context of Kidmore End Parish (see Appendix B2).’
This first Facilitation Report, although purportedly updated in April 2019, failed to acknowledge site CFS10 was no longer subject to the temporary
six months blanket Woodland TPO order. On 12th December 2018, this was amended to cover trees around the property periphery. The proposed
modest development site for four dwellings is a fraction of the total property, it will not require trees felled and root protection areas will be
unscathed.
7.11 ‘The second Facilitation Report (currently draft) was produced by AECOM in September 2020 and involved a re-assessment of the status of
CFS10 following additional information from the landowner. As a result of this AECOM revised their assessment from the Site Options and
Assessment Report to Amber (see Appendix B5).’
Although KENDPSG commissioned this additional Facilitation Report, the assessors failed to carry out a proper investigation of the available
evidence. Despite our Green Rating Review request of June 2020 clearly specified both Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Transport Statements
were ready for inspection as part of our site’s appraisal, neither of these reports were requested by the assessors nor by KENDPSG.
The resulting Sept/November 2020 Appendix B5, merely rehashed information and adds little of substance to Site Options and Assessment
Report’s findings.
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Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

The facilitation report
was undertaken via
the process made
available to NDP
groups via Locality,
Aecom are

Extensive site upgrading had been carried out during 2019 and 2020, in response to the site constraints identified by consultees in the initial Site
Options and Assessment Report. However, as the assessors neither visited the site nor consulted with SODC consultees, therefore B5 failed to add
new evidence.
The second sentence in para 7.11 is incorrect: ‘As a result of this AECOM revised their assessment from the Site Options and Assessment Report to
Amber (see Appendix B5)’.
Site CFS10 rating was upgraded red to amber in January, eleven months prior to Appendix B5 November 2020 publication.
Due to the assessors ignoring the available new evidence, B5 proved to be a significant missed opportunity to provide the latest evidence-based
data and information to the KENDP allocation process.

Section 8: Rationale and Proposal for Housing Allocation
Proposal for Housing Allocation
8.5 ‘AECOM’s assessment resulted in one ‘green’ rated site in the parish (referenced as CFS8, land on north side of Mill Lane, Kidmore End)’.
The flawed Appendix B5 Facilitation Report means CFS10 evidence has not been fully appraised. With previously identified constraints to
development, failing to be judged on the latest site improvements evidence. The Preliminary Ecological Report and Transport Statement report
were ignored by the assessors.
8.6 ‘A second site (referenced as CFS10, land off Coopers Pightle, Kidmore End), previously rated ‘red’, was re-assessed as ‘amber’ by the
Steering Group in 2019 following additional information from the landowner and, following a second independent assessment, as ‘amber’ by
AECOM in September 2020.’
Whilst the CFS10 site owners in their June 2020 Green Rating Review request, provided extensive information about site improvements and
consultant reports’ supporting evidence pertaining to previously identified constraints. The assessors failed to visit the site as part of their B5
assessment. Nor did they communicate with district council consultees to review previously identified CFS10 constraints to development.
8.7 ‘The Steering Group’s proposal is to include one allocated site in the KENDP; the one ‘green’ rated site, CFS8, from AECOM’s site
assessment.’
We believe that CFS8 does not represent the best option for the KENDP. It is a totally greenfield site, on the edge of the village and will mean
housing development on active and productive high quality agricultural land.
Considerable local community opposition exists to the development of site CFS8.
Local action group ‘Keep Kidmore End Green’, which enjoys a link on the KEPC website, posts: ‘In 2021, preserving our agricultural land in an area
of outstanding natural beauty should come first in any Neighbourhood Development. The Kidmore End NDP, which offers up a piece of farm land in
the parish for housing development does not contribute to the economic or environmental well being of the parish. Let us oppose any unnecessary
development on productive agricultural land in our AONB.’
Site CFS10 is a preferred infill development site. Within the existing Kidmore End village settlement boundary, is located between Coopers Pightle
off Chalkhouse Green Road and Butlers Orchard off Tokers Green Road.
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independent
consultants employed
by Locality.
Confirms that the
reassessment of the
site from Red to
Amber by the KENDP
Steering Group (in the
revision to
the Housing
Requirement and
Allocation Paper – July
2019, updated January
2020 in light of the
amendment to the
temporary tree
preservation
order. New
information has now
been provided
regarding Ecology and
Transport as part of
the Regulation 14
process
Point 8 and 8.5
In the original Aecom
report site CFS10 was
assessed as being
accessible and
connected to the
village. Access was not
a negative and so
there is no change to
the RAG rating. The
updated
8.7 noted, see point
10.2 p51
As above

8.8 ‘Information and evidence gathered to date indicates that a small, allocated development of 3 to 4 dwellings in the village of Kidmore End
would be beneficial to the community as it demonstrates a positive approach to sustainable development as required by national and local
policy’.
Site CFS10 meets the 8.8 approach. It is a proposed development for a modest four dwelling allocated development within the existing Kidmore
End village settlement boundary.
8.9 ‘The proposal is for the allocation of a small site at CFS8 on Tokers Green Lane, Kidmore End, limited to three to four dwellings.’
We believe CFS8 does not represent the best option for KENDP. It is a totally greenfield site, on the edge of the village and will mean housing
development on active and productive high quality agricultural land.
Whereas Site CFS10 is a proposed development for a modest four dwelling allocated development, within the existing Kidmore End village
settlement boundary. An infill site which has been thoroughly appraised by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (Comprising an extended Phase 1
Habitat & Protected Species scoping survey) conducted by an independent ecology consultancy. The 25 pages PEA confirms there are no significant
ecological, habitat or protected species constraints to CFS10 development.
CFS10 Transport Statement, confirms site CFS10 meets the necessary highways and access requirements. The 13 pages report concludes:
‘the proposed development would comply in all respects with national and local standards in terms of access layout, car/cycle parking and
service/emergency vehicle provision. Also, as it would result in only a small number of addition vehicle movements issuing onto the lightly
trafficked and safe Chalkhouse Green Road via its junction with Coopers Pightle the risk to highway safety would be negligible.’
The Facilitation Report identifies ‘The site is well-located for (limited) services and facilities at Kidmore End.’

All information
submitted to the
group on this site by
the landowner was
submitted to Aecom

Noted

There are no outstanding significant constraints to CFS10 development. Remaining minor constraints, have been clearly identified by SODC
consultee officers and understood by the owners and planning consultant, all will be mitigated and resolved as a part and parcel of the planning
application process.

Section 9: Introduction to KENDP Policies
9.8 Consequently, by encouraging and promoting one suitable, sensitive small scale development which minimises impact on the Chilterns
AONB and other valued local landscapes within our parish we believe we are specifically reflecting our Community’s wishes and needs
Site CFS10 qualifies as a sensitive small development of four detached dwellings. It minimises impact on the Chilterns AONB as an infill
development between: Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard. The site is within the settlement boundary of Kidmore End village.
Given strong local Community opposition to site CFS8, it is apparent KENDP would be better supported by switching support to CFS10, from CFS8.
9.13 However, it should be stressed that the key evidence we have relied upon is that generated by liaising with our Community as we feel this
must be the major impetus for taking the opportunity to write our own Policies and shape development in our parish which reflects what our
Community wants and needs, both today and for the future.
Para 9.13 stresses the fact that liaison with the Kidmore End Community is the major impetus for its Policies reflecting ‘what our Community wants
and needs’. Here again it seems apparent that the Policy should therefore change tack and focus on the allocation of CFS10 infill site within the
settlement boundary, rather than development of a greenfield agricultural site outside the village boundary.

Section 10: Local Character Policies
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Noted

Noted
CFS8 is max 0.2 ha not
0.49. A settlement
boundary does not
exist

10.1 Preserving rurality has been the prevailing theme throughout our Consultation with the residents of Kidmore End Parish. Retaining and
enhancing the countryside feel of where we live is our main objective. Residents are generally supportive of small scale sustainable
development in the KENDP designated area, but not at the expense of the cherished rural character of the parish.
The development of infill site CFS10, is designed to work with the surrounding landscape. We have worked closely with SODC’s officers to ensure
we achieve a happy balance between the modest development of four dwellings and the environment.
The rural character of the parish is something we have been brought up with and cherish as local residents, due to the CFS10 site having been
owned by our family for over fifty years. The fact that we have preserved two acres of our four acres property as a W1 Woodland-TPO tree
preservation area, proves in substance, our desire to work with and maintain the rural character of Kidmore End.

Noted, infill as within
SODC Local Plan Policy H 16

10.2 In taking a positive approach towards appropriate, proportionate and suitable development in Kidmore End Parish, we do not wish to
compromise on the features our residents love and cherish about where we live. Maintaining the rural feel of the parish and the character and
identity of each individual settlement is a key benefit of writing the KENDP.
Between our development and Kidmore End cemetery, the public footpath connects Coopers Pightle to the play area and Butlers Orchard. Our
development design, together with complementary landscaping, will ensure that the visual amenity value is maintained. The two acres of
designated Woodland-TPO will maintain the rural feel of the parish. In addition, specifically in the W1 Woodland-TPO eastern section, the
landowners of site CFS10 will plant additional saplings, trees and bushes to intensify the verdant screening barrier alongside the boundary with
adjacent ‘Little Orchard’.
10.3 We want to respect the needs and happiness of our current residents by taking this opportunity to ensure that the intrinsic character of
Kidmore End Parish today is enhanced and preserved, meaning it retains its characteristic rurality now and going forward, for the benefit of
future generations.
The modest CFS10 infill development of four dwellings between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard will be landscaped and the houses designed
to sit well within the existing environment. Trees to either side of the development comprising parts of a wider two acres of W1 Woodland-TPO
coppice, will maintain the characteristic rurality of the location.
10.5
1. Visual and Spatial Character of each settlement This seeks to conserve the characteristic and treasured spatial arrangement and appearance
of the settlements. This enables limited suitable infill development, where supported by Local and National policies. This is supported by the
Local Character Infill Policy (LCI)
Site CFS10 is a modest infill development within Kidmore End village settlement boundary, with landscape and building designs which will be
geared to reflect the recommendations and requirements of the LCI.
2. Visual and Spatial Character of the separation between each settlement within the boundaries of the NDP area This addresses the open
countryside between each settlement.
Site CFS10 is an infill development within Kidmore End village settlement boundary, importantly it will not affect nor compromise the open
countryside between each settlement.
3. Building design and contribution to local character This addresses how new buildings or extensions might look and ways in which they should
contribute to existing character rather than dilute or diminish it. This is supported by the Local Character Design Principles Policy (LCDP)
The landowners of site CFS10 are fully supportive to the aims of the LCDP. The four new detached houses in this modest development, will be
designed and built with full cognisance of the need to contribute and add to the local Kidmore End village character. Efforts will be made to best
reflect the local character of Kidmore End village enhancing, rather than diminishing it.

51

Noted

Noted, infill as within
SODC Local Plan Policy H 16
“
2. Infill development is
defined as the filling of
a small gap in an
otherwise continuous
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surrounded by
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appropriate to its
location.

Infill Policy (LCI)
10.8 ‘ ..the general character of housing is of a cottage style, one or two storey with pitched eaves, set back from the road with front and back
gardens.’
The CFS10 homes will be designed to the traditional plateau Chiltern cottage architectural style and set back with front and rear gardens.

There is only housing
directly on one side of
the site

10.9 Linking back to Local Plan (draft) infill policy H16, the settlements in our parish are all Smaller Villages, Other Villages or unreferenced in
the SODC Settlement Hierarchy and in each of the settlements our community considers it important to retain local character. Maintaining
characteristic density is given importance in NPPF 2019 para 122(d).
The CFS10 four detached dwelling development, maintains characteristic density of the housing in keeping with Kidmore End village local
character.

Noted

10.10 This Policy, therefore, acknowledges the role infill development has played and may continue to play in the sustainable development of
our community, however seeks to moderate the size, scale, spacing and placing of any such infill development in a way that respects and
supports the existing character of each settlement so that the historical context, visual and spatial character is preserved.
CFS10’s modest development seeks to moderate the size, scale, spacing and placing of its infill development in a way that respects and supports
the existing character of Kidmore End so that the historical context is preserved. Also through careful landscaping and architectural design will work
to ensure visual and spatial character is preserved. Indeed, with two acres of W1 Woodland-TPO already committed to the preservation and
conservation of the visual amenity value, distinct measures can be seen to have already been taken by CFS10 landowners to preserve the spatial
character.

Noted

10.13 Proposals should have regard to Appendix D: Visual and Spatial Character (Figure 15) to understand and interpret the characteristic
spacing and arrangement of each individual settlement and the dwellings within it.

Noted

See above note

Noted

The proposed modest CFS10 development of four detached houses, will be designed and spaced in regard with the Visual and Spatial Character
Local Character Policies. The LCI and LCDP are the relevant KENDP Policies and are addressed below.

Noted

Noted
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Noted

Page 32 of the Kidmore End Draft NDP.
Infill Policy (LCI)
Infill is identified as development on a site that is:
•
within the built-up area of a settlement and is well-connected to the current built form of that settlement
Site CFS10 is within the built-up area of Kidmore End village and is well-connected to the current built form of Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard.
•
not separated from the built-up area by farmland, paddock land, large gardens or other land with an open and undeveloped character
Site CFS10 on which a modest development of four detached houses is proposed, lies between the adjacent Kidmore End village houses of ‘Little
Orchard’ end of Coopers Pightle and ‘Astwell’, 3 Butlers Orchard.
Infill development proposals will be supported where:
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•

they show clearly how the scale, mass, density, layout and design of the site fits in with the character of the immediate area and wider
context within the village
The scale, mass, density, layout and design of the modest CFS10 four detached houses will be planned to fit in with the character of the immediate
area and wider Kidmore End village. The houses will be built in the local plateau Chiltern style to a high quality standard of craftsmanship. The
landowners have owned the site for over half-a-century, intend to self-build their new homes on the site and are keen to ensure that the houses
reach a high specification.

Appendix D: Visual and Spatial Character D1. Kidmore End Village
Visual Characteristics
No properties are without a driveway, off street parking, or a front garden or space of some sort.
The four detached houses of site CFS10 will each have a driveway. There will be three off street parking bays provided as visitor parking. Each
house will have its own front garden.
Most properties are enclosed by hedges, walls, fences or gates at the front with space to access the backs of the properties from both sides.
Professional Landscaping with architect, arborist and ecological inputs will create an attractive setting for the site CFS10 four detached houses.
Hedges, fences at the front with space to access the backs of the properties from both sides as per the LCI will be achieved.
The majority of properties are detached
Site CFS10 proposes four detached Chiltern design properties.
they address and mitigate long and short term impact on the amenities of adjacent residential properties
By working with local SODC Planning Dept. and Forestry Commission officers, the owners of site CFS10 have established a two acres W1 WoodlandTPO (order 18S10) tree preservation separation screen area. These trees, saplings and bushes remain, forming an attractive visual amenity feature.
Specifically, the owners of CFS10 have mitigated long and short term impact on the amenities of the east-side adjacent property ‘Little Orchard’ on
Coopers Pightle and as part of site landscaping there will be a sapling and bush planting scheme to increase the density of vegetation to protect the
visual amenity even further. To the west-side the W1 Woodland-TPO area is thirty to thirty five metres in depth, mitigating any impact on the
amenities of the adjacent property ‘Astwell’, no. 3 Butlers Orchard, Kidmore End village.

Noted
Noted

Noted
Quiet Lanes Policy (LCQL)
10.15 A vital component to maintaining this is to protect the physical nature and the setting of each settlement. This is enhanced by ready
access to open countryside through a well-maintained network of footpaths both within the settlements and connecting each settlement to
each other. These footpaths link the parish via open farmland, countryside, woodland and quiet narrow lanes.
North of site CFS10 runs a footpath connecting Coopers Pightle with the play area to Tokers Green Road. An important feature of the design of the
CFS10 modest four detached dwelling development is the setting of the houses within the landscape. The homes will be designed and the
surrounding gardens and driveways landscaped, in such a way as to nestle into the gap between two W1 Woodland-TPO coppices.
10.16 Leaving one settlement within the NDP area and travelling to another involves travelling through the countryside. Leaving the KENDP area
for nearby Sonning Common, Mapledurham or Reading involves the same. The built edges of each settlement are hard and obvious to spot,
meaning that the open spaces between settlements are as important to Local Character as the built-up spaces within the settlements. The roads
within the KENDP area that bridge these rural gaps between settlements are quiet, leafy and narrow with restricted passing places,
It is important to note allocated site CFS8 will compromise the aims of Para 10.16. It is situated on Tokers Green Lane travelling south from Kidmore
End towards Tokers Green. If CFS8 is developed, it will adversely affect the Local Character and extend the built-up area of Kidmore End village.
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Noted

Noted

10.18 This Policy seeks to protect the separation of each of the settlements from each other and preserve the character of the open spaces and
leafy lanes between the settlements and out of the KENDP area.
The KENDP promotion of site CFS8 directly contravenes Para 10.10 of the LCQL, as it reduces separation of the Kidmore End settlement with Tokers
Green, negatively affecting open space and leafy lanes between settlements.
Noted
10.19 This Policy also seeks to preserve the overall landscape character of Kidmore End Parish and in particular, preserve the rural character of
the land and lanes between adjacent settlements within the parish preventing coalescence between them and consequently conserving each
settlements distinctive local character and setting.
Coalescence between adjacent settlements is encouraged by promotion of site CFS8, it compromises the conserving of each settlement’s
distinctive local character setting, i.e. Kidmore End village and Tokers Green.
Design Principles Policy (LCDP)
10.21 The NPPF 2019 sets the parameters within which SODC and our community should work to achieve sustainable development within
Kidmore End Parish. Section 12 makes provision for the Achievement of Well Designed Places. Within this section, paragraph 124 states that
creating high quality buildings is fundamental to the NPPF, with paragraph 126 stating that such high quality is a key aspect of sustainable
development and that to enable the achievement of high quality, plans or supplementary planning documents, must provide clarity of their
design expectations, through visual tools such as Design Guides and Codes.
The modest development of site CFS10 will incorporate sustainable development principles. As the houses will be built for the landowners own
occupancy, the KENP and Community can be assured that high quality building materials, design and landscaping will be incorporated throughout
the planning process. The construction of high quality local Chiltern style homes will follow the Design Guide and Codes principles.
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Noted

10.22 Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development (NPPF para. 124) and planning policies should plan positively to achieve good
design (NPPF para. 125 and 126). Saved policy D1 determines that the principles of good design will protect and reinforce local distinctiveness.
Core Strategy policy CSQ3 ensures that new development will be of high quality and inclusive design that responds positively to and respects
the character of the site and its surroundings, particularly the significance and heritage value of the historic environment.
The proposed four detached houses in site CFS10 will be designed and constructed to a high standard. The site is attractively located between two
areas of W1 Woodland-TPO protected coppice. The new development will be of high quality and inclusive design respecting the character of the
surrounding woodland and hedgerows.

Noted - There is
housing on the
opposite side of the
road to site CFS 8

10.24 All the settlements in Kidmore End Parish have the characteristic of Plateau Villages for the purposes of Chilterns Buildings Design Guide
(CBDG) and are vulnerable to insensitive development as described therein. As per the CBDG these settlements, due to their generally linear
form, have often already had their traditional characteristics diluted by modern/suburban style development and infill, eroding visual links with
the rural environment and forming a relatively hard edge with the outlying woodland and countryside.
The CBDG writes: ‘There is now greater awareness of the need to ensure that developments are sustainable in their design and construction with
more thought being given to the use of locally produced building materials for example. The potential impacts of climate change are also being
addressed with better insulation, the use of renewable energy technologies.’
The CFS10 site development is fully in tune with the principles of the CBDG, through the incorporation of quality construction insulation materials
and use of renewable energy technologies. Home electric car EV charging stations will be incorporated into the design of the CFS10 development.

As above

Dedicated cycle racks will be provided for each home and cycling promoted for local trips such as visiting local shops and facilities of Sonning
Common and Caversham.
The CFS10 infill development homes located between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard in Kidmore End village will be built sympathetically to
merge with the local visual links to surrounding woodland and the rural environment. Through its merger with the surrounding two to three acres
of W1 Woodland-TPO coppice, the modest CFS10 development provides an ideal opportunity to create a ‘soft edge’ between the village and the
outlying extended gardens, woodland and countryside.

Noted

Noted

As above

CBDG Checklist: location of new buildings.
The professional architect and arborist advised landscaping of site CFS10 will be in harmony with the adjacent W1 Woodland-TPO treescape. It
does not extend ribbon development, rather it infills the gap between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard and benefits from a woodland soft edge
around the new homes and between the lanes.
CFS10 has flat contours, there is no need for major earthworks or basement excavation.
The site maximises the use of existing trees and natural landscape features.
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Noted

Noted

57

CBDG Checklist: Relationship of new buildings to the landscape, neighbourhood and site.
Site CFS10 village setting is positively recognised by the B5 Facilitation Report’s Site Assessment Proforma as: ‘The site is well-located for (limited)
services and facilities at Kidmore End.‘
Site CFS10 infills a forty metre gap between W1 Woodland-TPO coppice.
SODC’s Tree Officer recognises the potential for development, stating in the KENDP Housing Requirement Allocation Paper July 2019, that site
CFS10 could “...really accommodate a modest development. Potentially 3 or 4 medium sized detached dwellings, or possibly 5 smaller semidetached at a push.”
The relationship of the site and its Coopers Pightle access has been extensively consulted by OCC Highways officers and Highways Consultants. The
site has full Coopers Pightle rights of way. Sight lines onto Chalkhouse Green Road are declared safe, with limited additional daily traffic
movements created by four houses.
The materials used and design details of traditional buildings
Although the local buildings are described by AECOM thus: ‘In the case of the three cul de sacs, the characteristics of the proximate older village
properties have not been reflected in design, spacing, mass or frontage.’ The intention is for CFS10 modest four detached homes be developed
with care and attention to the older Kidmore End village property design and spacing.
The scale and form of the proposed building in relation to the site and neighbouring buildings
A W1 Woodland-TPO coppice sits between the proposed buildings and neighbouring properties. The west-side is thirty to thirty-five metres depth
thus providing plenty of screening. On the east-side the W1 Woodland-TPO coppice will be supplemented with additional sapling and bush planting
to enhance visual amenity screening.
Existing and proposed landscaping, including boundary treatment, access roads and driveways
Professional landscaping is a key consideration to site CFS10 development. The owners wish to enhance the new homes with well designed
landscaping. A buffer do-not-dig exclusion zone will be earmarked between the Woodland-TPO boundary and the construction site.
Ensuring new buildings add to the sense of place and local character and belong to the Chilterns, rather than lead to intrusive 'anywhere'
development.
The four detached new buildings of site CFS10 will closely adhere to the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide’s Section 3 location and siting of new
development checklists. It is the landowners desire for their new homes to truly have a sense of place as part of Kidmore End village. The beautiful
surroundings of protected woodland around the site and attractive visual amenity, will be sensitively incorporated in the new buildings design and
landscaping. The last thing the owners of CFS10 want, is to create intrusive ‘anywhere’ development on this lovely property they have owned for
over half-a-century.
Noted

Noted
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Noted

Noted

Noted

CBDG Checklist: The landscape qualities of the site.
•

•
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Carry out a survey of all the landscape qualities and features of the site, identifying those which should be retained or removed
Since 2018 through working with SODC Tree, Countryside, Conservation and Forestry Commission officers, extensive surveys of all landscape
qualities of site CFS10 has been carried out. Of key importance is a two acre W1 Woodland-TPO tree protection area, which ensures that the
main woodland landscape quality and feature of the site will be retained.
Retain as many of the positive features as possible, especially those which link the site to the surrounding landscape Protect these features
during the construction phase.
Positive site features are protected by the two acres W1 Woodland-TPO. The site’s surrounding landscape is preserved. Proactive protection
of these features during construction will be carried out by ensuring root protection areas are unscathed by no-dig fencing and warning
signage.
All trees on the land between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard Kidmore End village have been surveyed. Another tree survey is scheduled
to be undertaken and will be completed in accordance with BS 5837 2012 by a competent consultant arborist. From the information collected,

•

•

•

a tree constraints plan can be produced (overlaid onto an accurate topographical drawing – the most recent dated 10th December 2020). The
CFS10 proposal will be designed to reflect the tree constraints identified. The impact to be presented in an Arboricultural Impact Assessment,
and details of how the trees are going to be protected in an Arboricultural Method Statement.
Take note of any local patterns in terms of garden size and layout.
Local pattens of garden size and layout are noted. The garden sizes of the CFS10 development will follow typical dimensions to those in the
adjoining Butlers Orchard and Coopers Pightle in Kidmore End village.
Ensure gardens are big enough to allow some shrubs or trees to mature and help landscape the development Identify local landscape and
design features which help the building blend in with the surrounding countryside
Professional landscaping is an important feature of the CFS10 modest development of four detached homes. Great effort will be made to grow
shrubs and trees to mature and help the built landscape fuse into the sylvan setting.
Identify local landscape and design features which help the building blend in with the surrounding countryside
This is a laudable aim of the LCDP and we fully support its application as part of future KENP site guidance.

10.27 We see the KENDP as an ideal opportunity to enshrine the concept of design and analysis at the earliest stages of planning permission for
developments within our parish.
This is an important policy for KENP to ensure future developments are in keeping with the existing and well loved Chiltern design and landscape
character.
10.28 In the comments provided in the September 2019 Survey (Appendix E1) it was clear that not only did the respondents value preserving
and enhancing Local Character highly, but that in supporting small scale sustainable suitable housing growth, our community would like to see
the biodiverse components of our immediate environment (wildlife, trees, flowers) protected as well as taking more account of national and
worldwide concerns regarding everyone’s physical wellbeing and environment and the sustainability of our Planet.
We endorse this policy. It is important to preserve and support the protection of local biodiverse aspects such as wildlife, trees and flowers. Site
CFS10 has already devoted two acres of trees under TPO protection, thus providing the largest segment of protected woodland within Kidmore End
village.
The site CFS10 ecological PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, April 2020, included a habitat & protected species survey. The PEA shows the CFS10
development ‘proposals are unlikely to adversely affect any protected species.’ The CFS10 PEA adds:
‘The survey site comprises a block of recently cleared land surrounded by young broadleaved woodland, of which only a small portion of the
cleared land will be developed.
In order to minimise the risk of harm to badgers a pre-commencement badger sett survey should be undertaken. In accordance with paragraph 175
of the NPPF it is recommended that:
(1) New planting comprises predominantly native and wildlife-friendly species. (2) New fences include gaps at the bases to allow hedgehogs and
other mammals to pass through. (3) Ecological enhancements such as bird and bat boxes, bricks or tiles are provided on and around the new
houses.’
10.30 This Policy therefore, seeks to ensure that all proposed development, new or by way of extension, can show that the corresponding
planning application has understood and taken account of the character of the relevant settlement. This Policy seeks to ensure that all proposed
development will not diminish this character and that all proposed development is of the highest possible design quality reflecting and
complementing the vernacular of its specific setting.
We wholeheartedly endorse policy 10.30.
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Noted The site
includes the open
space which has
visual links with
the open
landscape south
of Butlers
Orchard.

Noted
Noted

Noted

Section 11: Housing Policy
Housing Allocation Policy (HDA)
11.13 The Steering Group therefore focussed on the housing requirement of the parish informed by the results of the Household Survey, the
level of development within the parish since the beginning of the plan period, settlement hierarchy, the AECOM Site Options and Assessment
Report and subsequent relevant information provided by OCC and SODC regarding the sites that have the potential for allocation.
Site CFS10 was tarnished with a ‘red’ RAG rating for the whole of 2019. The site had been eligible for an Amber rating from 12th December 2018
onwards. That was the date when the Site Options and Assessment Report’s assessment proforma should have recognised that by lifting of a
temporary blanket area Woodland-TPO order, CFS10 was then eligible as a potential KENP site.
11.17 Taking all of these factors into account, and in line with the outputs of the Household Survey, the KENDP Steering Group recommends an
allocation of a small housing development within the parish of 3–4 dwellings under this Neighbourhood Plan. These houses/ bungalows should
fit into the surrounding area and house type and be incorporated into a village or hamlet, rather than sit outside. They should be smaller and
more affordable than some of the houses that have been extended in the village, to reflect the needs expressed by parish residents.
Site CFS10 in Kidmore End is incorporated inside the existing village settlement boundary, it does not lie outside the existing village as CFS8. A
modest development of four homes, CFS10 will be smaller dwellings than some houses which have been extended in the village. Reflecting the
needs expressed by parish residents.
11.19 The only site within the KENDP area which rated ‘green’ in the referenced assessment process, is CFS8. This site would be able to
accommodate a small development of 3-4 dwellings. The allocation is in line with SODC development plan policies, the outputs of the
Household Survey 2018 (Appendix E1) and also the AECOM evidence and further assessments that have been undertaken during the call for
sites process (see Appendix B1). This site is subject to further scrutiny by OCC Highways (see Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper,
Appendix B3)
As mentioned in Para 11.13, site CFS10 was only recognised as an Amber rated site in January 2020 after the site owners brought the discrepancy
to KENDPSG’s attention.
Having addressed ‘site constraints’ during 2019/20, request for a Green Rating Review was made to KENDPSG in June 2020. Constraints such as
rights of way, access, lines of sight, road safety, tree constraints plan, ecological and species protection had been corrected. Unfortunately, the
assessors carried out a poor re-assessment and failed to re-visit the site. Nor did they inspect site CFS10 Transport Statement which includes
comprehensive road safety evidence accepted by OCC Highways, and PEA ecological evidence was ignored.
There is strong likelihood site CFS10 could be rated ‘green’, but in the absence since November 2018 of a full review assessment of all available
reports and evidence, this has never been accurately examined.

Noted

Agreed

Noted

Noted

11.21 As the CFS8 site is within AONB, it is felt of critical importance that the look, scale and density of the development is carefully reflective of
the views of the residents expressed in the household survey.
The look, scale and density of the CFS10 development will be reflective of the resident views in the household survey.

Section 12: Landscape Policies
Local Gap Policy (LPLG)
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The site was assessed
by Aecom November
2020

A key part of the preservation of Kidmore End parish settlements, is in the maintenance of a robust gap to the south of the Parish to the Reading
Borough border to prohibit the potential of urban sprawl to spread into the Parish.
The owners of site CFS10 endorse the LPLG Policy as outlined in sections 12.24 to 12.47.

Section 13: Local Travel and Safety Policies
Safety for all Road Users Policy (LTSRU)
The owners of site CFS10 endorse the LTSRU Policy.
13.13 Developments are encouraged to incorporate adequate, safe and secure parking for vehicles and cycles. Vehicle parking should be
provided in a discreet and sensitive manner. The following policy ensures any new developments do not make the situation worse.
The CFS10 site development is fully in tune with the principles of the LTSP. The Transport Statement articulates the access rights of way discussions
carried out with OCC Highways officers. In addition, discussions with OCC Highways has shown that the volume of extra traffic using the Coopers
Pightle access will be minimal and will not compromise road safety. Sight lines and splays from Coopers Pightle onto Chalkhouse Green Road meet
OCC Highways regulation safety standards.
This new development will not make parking worse. The CFS10 development will include three visitor parking bays, so there will be no additional
on-street parking. Dedicated cycle racks will be provided for each home and cycling promoted for local trips such as visiting local shops and
facilities of Sonning Common and Caversham.
-

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted
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Noted

Transport
statement

1.

INTRODUCTION

This Transport Statement has been commissioned to support a proposal to erect 4 No dwellings with associated access and parking provision on land
at the end of Coopers Pightle, Chalkhouse Green Road, Kidmore End, Oxon, RG4 9AZ.
It is intended that this statement form part of a submission to the Kidmore End Draft Neighbourhood Plan (KENDP) Regulation 14 Consultation.
A similar proposal for 3 No detached dwellings was the subject of a pre- application enquiry to South Oxford District Council (SODC) Ref. P20/S1649/PEM
in May 2020, which generated comments from Oxfordshire County Council’s (OCC) Highways Liaison Officer.
This statement describes the existing conditions and proposed development, discusses the likely transport implications, addresses the OCC Highways
Liaison Officer’s comments on P20/S1649/PEM and concludes that the additional traffic likely to be generated by the proposal would not be detrimental
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The transport
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to the safety and convenience of road users.
EXISTING CONDITIONS
The proposed development site is an infill parcel of land between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard on the southwest side of Chalkhouse Green Road,
Kidmore End, Oxon.
Coopers Pightle is a private lane, which in addition to the subject land serves 4 No detached dwellings and a cemetery.
The drive is 104 metres long, 4.5 metres wide and leads off Chalkhouse Green Road via an 8.5 metres wide bell-mouth junction.

Chalkhouse Green Road is subject to a 20 mph speed limit and in the vicinity of its junction with Coopers Pightle has a 4.5 metres wide carriageway. There
are no footways and verges are narrow as property boundaries generally abut the edge of carriageway.
The following visibility splays are available from Coopers Pightle at its junction with Chalkhouse Green Road.
2.0 metres x 22.5 metres – south eastwards
2.0 metres x 20.5 metres – north westwards.
(The method of how these were measured is detailed in Section 4 Access Visibility below)
The Oxfordshire County Council Traffic and Road Safety Team have confirmed that there have been no reported injury accidents in the last complete 5years 01/01/2015 to 30/08/2020, in Chalkhouse Green Road.
Public Footpath No 266/10 runs along Coopers Pightle and continues south westwards along the north western boundary of the proposed development
site.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The proposed development is the erection of 4 No dwellings with associated access, parking and turning provision.
The proposed access would be in the form of a 4.1 metres wide shared private drive leading off the end of Coopers Pightle and running alongside the
public footpath on the northern side of the site.
In order to comply with Oxfordshire County Council’s (OCC’s) Transport for New Developments Parking Standards for New Residential Developments,
each dwelling would be provided with 2 No allocated parking spaces in the form of a single garage with an allocated parking space in front.
In addition and again in order to comply with OCC’s parking standards, the proposed development would be provided with 2 No visitor parking spaces.
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Also, in order to comply with Oxfordshire Cycling Design Standards, each dwelling would be provided with a covered and secure store capable of
accommodating 2 No bicycles.
Currently, on refuse collection day, the Council’s refuse collection vehicle reverses up to the end of Coopers Pightle and leaves in forward gear. As this
weekly operation will not change, the proposed development would be provided with a refuse pick-up hardstanding located within 5.0 metres of the end
of Coopers Pightle.

It is likely that the proposed development would generate visits by delivery vehicles used by couriers, internet shopping outlets, tradesmen, etc. Therefore
the proposed driveway and turning head would be designed to enable a large transit van to enter the site, turn and leave in forward gear.
ACCESS VISIBILITY
As stated in paragraph 2.4 above, Chalkhouse Green Road is subject to a 20 mph speed limit.
According to Table 7.1 in Manual for Streets (MfS) an access onto a 20 mph road should be provided with sight lines (‘y’ distance) of 25 metres in both
directions.
It is advised in paragraph 7.7.3 of MfS that ‘for simplicity it (‘y’ distance) is measured along the nearside kerb line of the main arm, although vehicles will
normally be travelling a distance from the kerb line’. This is repeated and expanded in paragraph 10.5.3 in Manual for Streets 2 (MfS2) where it goes on
to say ‘…a more accurate assessment of visibility splay is made by measuring to the nearside edge of the vehicle track’. Certainly due to roadside
boundary treatments in Chalkhouse Green Road abutting or being close to the edge of carriageway, the nearside track of vehicles is 1.0 metre out from
the edge of carriageway.
It is also advised in paragraph 7.7.7 of MfS that a minimum ‘x’ distance of 2.0 metres may be considered in some very lightly trafficked and slow speed
situations. Chalkhouse Green Road is a lightly trafficked country lane subject to a 20 mph speed limit. Also there is good forward visibility on both
approaches, drivers and cyclists would be fully aware of an overhanging bonnet from a reasonable distance and be able to manoeuvre round it without
undue difficulty. In the circumstances it is considered acceptable to measure visibility splays from a setback (x) distance of 2.0 metres in this instance.
The following visibility splays, as stated in para 2.5 above, have been measured using the above criteria at the Coopers Pightle/ Chalkhouse Green Road
junction.
2.0 metres x 22.5 metres – south eastwards
2.0 metres x 20.5 metres – north westwards.
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1.

Visibility south eastwards from 2.0 metres back in Coopers Pightle.

2.

Visibility North westwards from 2.0 metres back in Coopers Pightle

It is acknowledged that the available visibility splays at the Coopers Pightle/Chalkhouse Green Road junction do not comply with the 2.0 metres x 25
metres advised in MfS Table 7.1 for an access onto a 20 mph speed road.
However the vast majority of accesses onto Chalkhouse Green Road have substandard visibility splays that are inferior to those available at the Coopers
Pightle/Chalkhouse Green Junction. In addition the visibility splays at the Tokers Green Lane/Chalkhouse Green Road junction are restricted to the
following.
2.0 metres x 16 metres – southeast wards
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2.0 metres x 18 metres – northwest wards.

3.

67

Street scene north west of Coopers Pightle/Chalkhouse Green Road junction.

4.

Example of one of many accesses onto Chalkhouse Green Road with severely restricted visibility

It should be noted that it is advised in MfS2, paragraph 10.4.2 that ‘it is often been assumed that a failure to provide visibility at priority junctions in
accordance with the values recommended in MfS1 and DMRB will result in an increased risk of injury collisions. Research carried out by TMS Consultancy
for MfS2 has found no evidence of this.’
The fact that there have been no injury accidents in Chalkhouse Green Road during the latest recorded 5 years, despite many accesses and junctions
onto it have substandard visibility splays, endorses the MfS2 research findings.
ADDRESSING THE OCC HIGHWAYS LIAISON OFFICER’S COMMENTS ON PRE-PLANNING ENQUIRY REF.
P20/S1649/PEM
For ease of reference the section headed ‘Access and Parking’ in SODC’s Senior Planning Officer’s pre-application response dated 11 September 2020
for a development of 3 No detached dwellings is attached in Appendix 1.
Under this section the OCC Highway Liaison Officer made comment that a) access rights would need to be granted to the public highway, b) from a 2.0
metres setback the sight line to the right is likely to cross the neighbouring boundary of ‘Gabriel’s’ and c) a 2.0 metres set back is used in very lightly
trafficked locations, the Highway Authority considers a 2.4 metres set back more appropriate in this location.
In a subsequent exchange of emails these comments were addressed as follows.
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a)

A copy of the title plan for the proposed development land (see Appendix 2), clearly showing that it does have access rights
over Coopers Pightle to the public highway, i.e. Chalkhouse Green Road, was submitted and noted by the officer.

b)

A drawing, based on a topographical survey showing the southern visibility splay as detailed in paragraph 4.5 above, together
with a photograph was produced and submitted (See Appendix 3). It was acknowledged that the sight line passes across the

access to Gabriels, which is an existing situation that will remain unobstructed at all times. Nevertheless the officer maintained
his concern that the sight line passes through the boundary of ‘Gabriels’ which is outside of the applicant’s ownership.
c)

During the exchange of emails it transpired that the officer’s concern was that drivers and cyclists could not see the Coopers
Pightle access from a ‘reasonable distance’ when approaching from the south on Chalkhouse Green Road, rather than
whether or not this is a lightly trafficked location. In response, a photograph taken from a northbound driver’s position at a
point 25 metres south east of the junction, was submitted. 25 metres being considered to be a ‘reasonable distance’ as,
according to MfS, it is the required stopping sight distance (SSD) for 20 mph. It is clear from the photograph that a car bonnet
protruding into the highway from Coopers Pightle would be seen from a reasonable distance, giving drivers adequate time to
manoeuvre around it without undue difficulty. Also submitted was a photograph taken from the position of a protruding car
bonnet leaving Coopers Pightle, showing that a northbound vehicle 25 metres south east of the junction, is clearly visible. It
is clearly evident from these two photographs (see Appendix 4) that drivers and cyclists can see a vehicle leaving Coopers
Pightle at a reasonable distance. The officer did not dispute this

It is concluded from the exchange of correspondence with the OCC Highway Liaison Officer that he no longer has concerns about the applicant not
having access rights to the public highway and that he now accepts that a 2.0 metres visibility splay set back is acceptable in this location. That being
so, the outstanding issue is his concern that the sight line to the right when leaving Coopers Pightle, passes over the access to ‘Gabriels’, which, it is
acknowledged, is outside the applicant’s ownership. Nevertheless, considering this situation pragmatically, as the land is used as a vehicular access to
the property, there is no prospect of any planting or structures being erected on it, thus the sight line will remain available in perpetuity.
TRANSPORT IMPLICATIONS
According to Trip Rate Information Computer System (TRICS), privately owned houses in the southeast region generate, on average, 6.2-vehicle
movements/day.
On this basis the proposed development of 4 No dwellings is likely to generate an average of 24.8, say 25, vehicle trips per day.
The existing 4 No dwellings served by Coopers Pightle are likely to generate the same number of daily vehicle trips. No traffic flow data is available for
the Cemetery, but it is inevitable that its average annual daily traffic flow is very low.
In the circumstances it is contended that the 4.5 metres wide Coopers Pightle could easily accommodate the 50 vehicle trips/day likely to be generated
by the existing and proposed dwellings together with the small number generated by the Cemetery without detriment to the safety and convenience of
all users.
With regard to the impact of the traffic likely to be generated by the proposed development on the Coopers Pightle/Chalkhouse Green Road junction,
only half the additional two way vehicle trips would be leaving though the junction, daily. Therefore only up to 13 additional vehicles would be entering
the lightly trafficked Chalkhouse Green Road from Coopers Pightle during the 16 hours/day period that the majority of traffic is on the road network.

69

On average this equates to an additional vehicle leaving Coopers Pightle every 1 hour 14 mins or 4 No additional trips every 5 hours. It is contended that
on a daily basis this increase in vehicle movements would not be noticeable and the increased risk of injury collisions would be negligible.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The proposal is to erect 4 No dwellings with associated access and parking/turning provision on land at the end of Coopers Pightle, Chalkhouse Green
Road, Kidmore End, Oxon, RG4 9AZ.
The layout of the proposed driveway, which would effectively be an extension of Coopers Pightle, together with the parking/turning and servicing
provision would comply with national and local standards in all respects.
It has been calculated that the proposed development is likely to generate an additional 25 vehicle movements/day of which up to 13 would be issuing
into the lightly trafficked Chalkhouse Green Road from Coopers Pightle. This equates to an additional vehicle leaving Coopers Pightle every 1 hour 14
mins, which is 4 No additional trips every 5 hours of a 16 hours day.
It is contended that on a daily basis this increase in vehicle movements would not be noticeable and the increased risk of injury collisions would be
negligible.
The vast majority of accesses onto Chalkhouse Green Road have substandard visibility splays that are inferior to those available at the Coopers
Pightle/Chalkhouse Green Junction. Yet despite this, there have been no injury accidents in Chalkhouse Green Road during the latest recorded 5 years.
This endorses research carried out in connection with MfS2, which found that failure to provide visibility at priority junctions in accordance with national
guidance does not increase the risk of injury accidents.
The concerns raised by the OCC Highway Liaison Officer in the pre-application response dated 11 September 2020 have been overcome apart from the
issue with regard to the southern sight line passing across the access to ‘Gabriels’, which is on land outside the applicant’s control. . Nevertheless, as
the land is used as a vehicular access, there is no prospect of any planting or structures being erected on it, thus the sight line will be available in
perpetuity.
It is concluded that the proposed development would comply in all respects with national and local standards in terms of access layout, car/cycle parking
and service/emergency vehicle provision. Also, as it would result in only a small number of addition vehicle movements issuing onto the lightly trafficked
and safe Chalkhouse Green Road via its junction with Coopers Pightle the risk to highway safety would be negligible.

APPENDIX B5
Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan Facilitation Report
Kidmore End Parish Council November 2020
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Key:
Black are the Appendix B5 report.
CFS10 landowner’s feedback.

Blue are

1. Executive Summary
Subsequently, Kidmore End Parish Council prepared a Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper in 2019 with updates in January 2020.
This supplementary report has been produced to provide advice to the Steering Group relating to new information provided by the landowner of
one of the sites considered in the original Site Assessment– site reference CFS10
The Appendix B5 Facilitation Report November 2020 failed to investigate available new evidence.
This report sets out a brief review of the previous assessment, considers the new information provided and provides advice to the Steering Group
in terms of the implications of the new information on the suitability of site CFS10 as a Neighbourhood Plan allocation in light of the new
information.
There was no site visit. Previously consulted SODC and OCC officers were not invited to provide new information as part of this report, nor to
review previously identified ‘constraints’.
Transport and Highways Statement; PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report; agreement with OCC on site accessibility, rights of way and road
safety evidence were not examined.
The conclusion of the review is that the new information that has been made available since the 2018 and 2019 AECOM report would change
the rating of the site from ‘red’ (not suitable for development) to ‘amber’ (potentially suitable for development if the identified constraints can
be resolved or mitigated). This is the same conclusion that has been reached and documented by the Steering Group in the Housing
Requirement and Allocation Paper (2019, 2020)
This conclusion awarding an ‘Amber’ rating is the same as January 2020, due to the fact that this Appendix B5 Facilitation Report November 2020
ignored the evidence presented in the CFS10 June 2020 ‘Green Rating Review’ request to KENDSG.

2. Introduction
2.10 The advice provided in this report is based on information received from the Steering Group. No site visits were undertaken and a review of
Site CFS10 relied on the documents provided by the Steering Group and publicly available data and satellite and Ordnance Survey mapping
(Google Earth).
The fact ‘No site visits were undertaken’, seriously compromises the validity of this ‘new’ version Facilitation Report November 2020.
The assessors re-hashed previous assessment reports. This assessment was delegated to a student planner, not the original author, leading to
important omissions and discrepancies.
The satellite map is an out of date circa August 2019 map version, it fails to show the site after the clearance of invasive hawthorn, scrub and
undergrowth. The Figure 3-2 Map of Site CFS10 is out-of-date.
On 4th October 2019 the landowners advised KENPSG the proposed development site was reduced to under 0.49 hectares, less than a third of the
area portrayed. This had been noted in a January 2020 revision. As fifty percent of the area of the Figure 3-2 Map is designated as W1 WoodlandTPO, this map has confused residents about the development footprint.
Disappointingly, the steering group failed to request any additional information from the CFS10 site owners pertaining to the B5 Facilitation Report
assessment. Since June 2020, existence of: Transport and Highways Statements; Ecological PEA reports and successfully resolved OCC Highways
constraints were known.
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Yet the CFS10 owners were kept in the dark for four months, unaware if a Green Rating Review would occur? The steering group neglected to
communicate the review was taking place or that we should send our various professional consultancy reports to them, in order they could then be
forwarded on to AECOM.
The B5 Facilitation Report was a missed assessment opportunity.
2.11 This report has only considered the rating of site CFS10 based on new information that has come forward.
This is a moot point, as most new information was ignored.

3. Review of Site CFS10
Summary of the previous AECOM Kidmore End Site Assessments
3.6 Overall, the AECOM assessment demonstrates that of the 21 sites identified for assessment, 12 were taken forward for full assessment. Of
these 12, one site was found suitable for allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan, three were potentially suitable and the remaining eight were
not suitable for allocation.
A fundamental omission by the assessors in the ‘April 2019 update’ re. a lapsed CFS10 blanket TPO order, led to site CFS10 being denied an Amber
RAG rating December 2018 to January 2020.
3.7 Therefore, the four sites which are, to varying extents, suitable for allocation (Site 1056, CFS4, CFS6, CFS8) between them offer a capacity for
207 homes (195 of which would lie within a single site on the edge of Reading and the remaining twelve of which are at three sites within or
adjoining Kidmore End village).
Subsequent to AECOM April 2019 update, Para 3.7 should indicate five sites suitable for allocation inclusive of CFS10 warranting an Amber rating.
3.8 A map showing all the sites considered in the previous assessment is shown in Figure 3-1 Sites Assessed in the Kidmore End Site Options and
Assessment Report (2018, with 2019 update). Site CFS10 is shown in more detail in Figure 3-2.
The Figure 3-2 Map of Site CFS10 is out-of-date. Since January 2020 update the proposed development site reduced to under 0.4 hectares, a
fraction of the area portrayed. It is circa 0.19 Ha.
As fifty percent of the area of the Figure 3-2 Map is designated W1 Woodland-TPO, this map confuses residents about the development footprint
and the landowner’s intentions.

Noted , this has been
rectified.

Noted

Noted, Report by
Aecom and is not
being amended

Noted
3.9 The Kidmore End Site Options and Assessment (2018 with 2019 update) concluded that Site CFS10 had, at the time of writing, a number of
constraints to development which resulted in the site not being considered to be suitable for allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan. The
constraints included:
• A blanket TPO that covered the site, which in the Site Options and Assessment report stated was an absolute constraint;
A fundamental omission by the assessors in the ‘April 2019 update’, re. a lapsed CFS10 blanket TPO order. Led to CFS10 being denied an Amber
RAG rating throughout 2019. In fact, the blanket TPO was a temporary six months order. On 12th December 2018 it revised to a peripheral W1
Woodland-TPO and two individual TPOs. The proposed c. 0.19 Ha. CFS10 development site is TPO free.
• The sites character as woodland and significant loss of visual amenity if developed;
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This comment applied prior to the removal of the blanket TPO. Positive sylvan site features are protected by the two acres W1 Woodland-TPO. The
site’s surrounding visual amenity landscape is preserved. In addition, shielding of these features during construction, no-dig fencing exclusion zones
and warning signage will ensure root protection areas are safeguarded.
CFS10 landowners had all trees between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard surveyed. Another tree survey, by a competent consultant arborist in
accordance with BS 5837 2012, will be completed prior to planning application. With the information collected, a tree constraints plan can be
produced (overlaid onto the accurate topographical drawing – the most recent dated 10th December 2020).
The CFS10 development proposal will reflect the tree constraints identified. Any impacts to be presented in an Arboricultural Impact Assessment,
and details of how the trees are going to be protected in an Arboricultural Method Statement.
• Landscape contribution to the AONB;
A W1 Woodland-TPO coppice runs between the proposed buildings and adjacent properties. The west-side is thirty to thirty-five metres depth,
providing abundant screening. On the east-side the W1 Woodland-TPO coppice will be supplemented with additional sapling and bush planting to
enhance the visual amenity screening barrier.
Since 2018, working with SODC Tree, Countryside, Conservation and Forestry Commission officers, extensive surveys of all site CFS10 landscape
qualities have been carried out. Of key importance is a two acres W1 Woodland-TPO tree protection area, ensuring the main woodland landscape
quality and features are retained.
Professional landscaping is an important aspect of the CFS10 modest development of four detached homes. Planting of saplings, shrubs and bushes
will fuse the built new builds into the sylvan setting surround.
• The ecological impact of development, including the potential for protected species to be affected.
Site CFS10 PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, April 2020, includes a habitat & protected species survey. It shows the development ‘proposals are
unlikely to adversely affect any protected species.’ Adding:
‘The survey site comprises a block of recently cleared land surrounded by young broadleaved woodland, of which only a small portion of the
cleared land will be developed. In order to minimise the risk of harm to badgers, a pre-commencement badger sett survey should be undertaken. In
accordance with paragraph 175 of the NPPF it is recommended that:
(1) New planting comprises predominantly native and wildlife-friendly species. (2) New fences include gaps at the bases to allow hedgehogs and
other mammals to pass through. (3) Ecological enhancements such as bird and bat boxes, bricks or tiles are provided on and around the new
houses.’
These ecological recommendations will be enthusiastically implemented in the CFS10 development.
Woodland / Trees
The information provided by the landowners (Green Rating CFS10 Review) records advice from a Tree Officer at SODC, which states that the site
is constrained by the tree-scape and may only accommodate a 3-4 medium sized detached dwellings. The landowners have provided a response
to this, which cannot be verified as part of this assessment. However.
The assessor notes: ‘ if the proposed development is for 4 dwellings, this is likely to be acceptable given the Tree Officer comments’. This reflects
the on-the-ground reality. Regrettably, as the assessors did not conduct a site visit, they could not confirm that:
“CFS10 has been cleared of invasive undergrowth, scrub and hawthorn which had taken hold and created a constrained tree-scape. The site is now
open, providing a clear view of the modest build area.” – Green Rating Review request 10 June 2020.
Vehicular and Pedestrian Access / Highways
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The information provided by the landowner (Green Rating CFS10 Review) records additional communication from Oxfordshire County Council
(the Highways Authority) relating to access and highways issues on site CFS10. This is new information since the AECOM 2018 and 2019 reports
and highlights a number of concerns listed by OCC relating to:
‘Transport Statement’ references are in the CFS10 Appendix1 Transport Statement attachment.
•
the point of access to the site
‘The proposed access would be in the form of a 4.1 metres wide shared private drive leading off the end of Coopers Pightle and running alongside
the public footpath on the northern side of the site’ – 3.2 Transport Statement.
• Visibility splay at junction of ‘Cooper Pightle’ with ‘Chalkhouse Green Road’
‘It is concluded from the exchange of correspondence with the OCC Highway Liaison Officer that he no longer has concerns about the applicant not
having access rights to the public highway and that he now accepts that a 2.0 metres visibility splay set back is acceptable in this location.’ – 5.4
Transport Statement.
• Narrow access to the site
‘The proposed access would be in the form of a 4.1 metres wide shared private drive leading off the end of Coopers Pightle and running alongside
the public footpath on the northern side of the site.’ - 3.2 Transport Statement.
• Visibility splays needing to be provided to adjacent footpath
Visibility splays to adjacent footpath will be included as part of site groundworks and landscaping.
• Visibility to the adjacent cemetery
Visibility to the adjacent cemetery will be compliant as part of site groundworks and landscaping
• Turning opportunity for servicing and delivery vehicles
‘Currently, on refuse collection day, the Council’s refuse collection vehicle reverses up to the end of Coopers Pightle and leaves in forward gear. As
this weekly operation will not change, the proposed development would be provided with a refuse pick-up hardstanding located within 5.0 metres
of the end of Coopers Pightle.’ – 3.6 Transport Statement.
‘It is likely that the proposed development would generate visits by delivery vehicles used by couriers, internet shopping outlets, tradesmen, etc.
Therefore the proposed driveway and turning head would be designed to enable a large transit van to enter the site, turn and leave in forward gear.’
– 3.7 Transport Statement.
• in terms of access from the proposal onto ‘Coopers Pightle’, this is not adopted Highway and access rights will need to be granted from the
land owner/s.
A copy of the title plan for the proposed development land (see Appendix 2), clearly showing that it does have access rights over Coopers Pightle to
the public highway, i. e. Chalkhouse Green Road, was submitted and noted by the officer. – 5.3 a. Transport Statement.
• Secondly, the site access does not provide visibility splays in accordance with standards, any increase in vehicle movements, which the
proposal can only increase, will impact upon Highway Safety due to the substandard access arrangements.
‘It is concluded from the exchange of correspondence with the OCC Highway Liaison Officer that he no longer has concerns about the applicant not
having access rights to the public highway and that he now accepts that a 2.0 metres visibility splay set back is acceptable in this location. That
being so, the outstanding issue is his concern that the sight line to the right when leaving Coopers Pightle, passes over the access to ‘Gabriels’,
which, it is acknowledged, is outside the applicant’s ownership. Nevertheless, considering this situation pragmatically, as the land is used as a
vehicular access to the property, there is no prospect of any planting or structures being erected on it, thus the sight line will remain available in
perpetuity’ – 5.4 Transport Statement.
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Noted

‘The vast majority of accesses onto Chalkhouse Green Road have substandard visibility splays that are inferior to those available at the Coopers
Pightle/Chalkhouse Green Junction. Yet despite this, there have been no injury accidents in Chalkhouse Green Road during the latest recorded 5
years.’ – 7.5 Transport Statement.

Noted

The landowners of site CFS10 has included details of how each of these issues has been or will be addressed as part of the development of the
site, which has been provided by consultants. As the original reports have not been included, the resolution or mitigation of these issues cannot
be verified as part of this report and should be submitted to the Neighbourhood Plan consultation.
As per the assessor guidance under this Vehicular and Pedestrian Access / Highways heading, we submit the full Transport Statement by Mike
Wheat Highways consultants CFS10 Appendix1 Transport Statement.
Countryside / Conservation The landowners of CFS10 have included advice from a Countryside Officer and Conservation officer, listing concerns
relating to:
• the areas to the south, east and west subject to the TPO being either wooded or covered in developing scrub. Woodland present similar in
composition to the adjacent ancient woodland at Long Copse and the possibility of this being an extension of this woodland.
For at least one hundred and thirty years site CFS10 has been entirely unwooded, there is no possibility of the present day peripheral woodland
having been an extension of Long Copse. O.S. maps 1896 to 2021 are attached in CFS10 Appendix3 historical maps.
Site CFS10 was a hayfield the 1950s to 1970s, the last hay crop harvested by the current owners in 1978. Over the past forty years it became
overgrown by invasive hawthorn, scrub, brambles and undergrowth.
The area to the south of the proposed CFS10 development site to T9 TPO Oak is open land. Vegetable patch, fruit tree planting and rewilding will
take place, as/when the modest four home development is approved.
East and west sides are W1 Woodland-TPO coppices. They provide attractive visual amenity and a screen between the proposed new build homes
and adjacent properties. Landscaping will augment the W1 east-side with the planting of additional saplings and bushes to consolidate the
treescape and green barrier.
• The presence of grassland in the central part of the site in between patches of developing scrub.
The CFS10 owners will rewild areas of the site. Particularly around the T9 TPO Oak and surrounding southern extremities of the W1 Woodland-TPO.
Plateau Chiltern grasses and wildflowers will be planted.
•
Loss of scrub habitats which could be used by the Common Dormouse which is a species protected under both British and European
Legislation.
The site CFS10 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, April 2020, includes a habitat & protected species survey. It shows the development ‘proposals are
unlikely to adversely affect any protected species.’ The PEA adds:
‘The survey site comprises a block of recently cleared land surrounded by young broadleaved woodland, of which only a small portion of the
cleared land will be developed.
It is considered highly unlikely that the proposals will have any adverse impact upon protected species, such as badgers, bats, dormouse or reptiles
because:
(1) The areas of the site to be affected by the proposals, all of which has been cleared of vegetation, are unsuitable or sub-optimal for use by these
species. (2) No trees or structures will be affected by the proposed works. (3) No signs of badgers were observed on or adjacent to the site during
the survey.’
Responses have been provided by the landowner which cannot be verified as part of this assessment but can be submitted to the
Neighbourhood Plan consultation.
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Noted

Noted

Noted and observed

Noted

CFS10 Appendix2 PEA Ecological is a twenty-five pages report establishing the baseline of the ecological features, it provides an assessment of any
CFS10 development impacts.

NDP Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper (July 2019, updated January 2020)
This is a KENPSG document which reflect the comments received from landowners during a 6 week consultation period in respect of the Call for
Sites Process. This reflects information that has been provided as part of this reassessment of Site CFS10. The report notes that the site rating is
considered to have changed from a red rating to an amber rating in response to technical changes pertaining to the site. An amber rating would
indicate the site is potentially suitable for development and therefore could be considered as a neighbourhood plan allocation, if identified
constraints could be resolved or mitigated.
Site CFS10 received an Amber RAG rating from January 2020 which indicates the site is potentially suitable for development and could be
considered as a KENP allocation.
The identified constraints were addressed during 2019/20 and the owners submitted a Green Rating Review request in June 2020. Unfortunately,
the assessors failed to inspect the Transport Statement and PEA preliminary ecological appraisal reports. Nor did assessors consult with SODC
officers for their inputs, as to how the site owners mitigated and improved the site since constraints were identified in summer 2019.

All reports noted

The Transport Statement CFS10 Appendix1 Transport Statement and PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal CFS10 Appendix2 PEA Ecological reports
are duly submitted as part of KENDP Regulation 14 consultation.
Re-assessment of Site CFS10
3.11 Appendix A provides an updated assessment of Site CFS 10 to include the new information provided since the AECOM 2018 and 2019 Site
Assessments.
The 3.11 Appendix A Site Assessment Proforma is examined and CFS10 feedback given section by section.
3.13 The landowner’s correspondence refers to statements from transport and ecological surveys, however as this evidence has not been
provided it cannot be verified.
The B5 Facilitation Report can be characterised as a ‘missed opportunity’, as there was no attempt by the assessors to request these surveys. They
are hereby attached CFS10 Appendices 1 & 2, as part of this Reg. 14 Consultation.

Noted

Noted

3.14 The change in rating from red to amber in the KENPSG NDP Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper (July 2019, updated January 2020) is
reasonable given the new information relating to the Tree Preservation Orders on site CFS10.
This is not a part of the November 2020 Facilitation Report re-assessment. The CFS10 Amber rating had been allocated by KENPSG in January 2020.
3.15 It remains the case that the impact of development on the site in terms of loss of visual amenity and the landscape contribution the site
makes to the AONB are considered to be significant constraints to development. In addition, the response to the issues raised by SODC and OCC
officers in relation to access, woodland and habitats would need to be considered by the relevant officers.
The assessors did not visit the site as part of this ‘re-assessment’, the Para 3.15 comments need to be read accordingly.
The potential loss of visual amenity has been addressed by the SODC Planning Tree Officer. Since 2018 the site owners have set aside two acres of
W1 Woodland-TPO around the CFS10 development site periphery. The express purpose of which is to protect the visual amenity and the
landscape.
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Highways. Access issues have been effectively addressed with OCC Highways and these outcomes are detailed in the CFS10 Appendix1 Transport
Statement.
Woodland on the site is protected under SODC TPO 18S10. In the Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper July 2019, the SODC Planning Tree
Officer was optimistic on the site’s potential: “(CFS10) ..could only really accommodate a modest development. Potentially 3 or 4 medium sized
detached dwellings, or possibly 5 smaller semi-detached at a push”
The site development will not affect any of the protected trees and root protection areas will be well safeguarded. The trees have been surveyed.
They will be re-surveyed in accordance with BS 5837 2012 by a consultant arborist. From the information collected, a tree constraints plan will be
produced (overlaid onto the site topographical drawing). The planning application proposal will be designed to reflect the tree constraints
identified. Any impact presented in an Arboricultural Impact Assessment, and details of how the trees are going to be protected in an Arboricultural
Method Statement.
Habitats have been thoroughly appraised as part of a PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (comprising an Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected
Species Scoping Survey). The Council’s Countryside Officer has read the report and comments: “The PEA concludes that development impacts on
habitats or protected species are unlikely, as a result of the preceding site clearance works.”

Fig 1. The CFS10 development area is approx. 0.19 hectares (1,907 sq. metres or 0.47 acre).
3.16 It is advised that in any Neighbourhood Plan supporting evidence, the site is considered potentially suitable for allocation (which would
equate to an amber rating in an AECOM site assessment).
The Amber rating – potentially suitable for allocation – was awarded in January 2020.
3.17 A representation can be made by the landowner as part of the Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 consultation to put forward the evidence
to support allocation of the site. In addition a planning application can be submitted for the site to enable the site to be fully assessed against
the relevant planning policy and legislation by the SODC planning department.
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Within the KENP Regulation 14 consultation, this ‘KENDP APPENDIX_B5 CFS10 feedback’ document presents the evidence to support CFS10
allocation.
Noted
4. Conclusions
4.1 This report has reviewed new information provided by the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group relating to site CFS10. The
conclusion of the review is that the new information that has been made available since the 2018 and 2019 AECOM report would change the rating
of the site from ‘red’ (not suitable for development) to ‘amber’ (potentially suitable for development if the identified constraints can be resolved or
mitigated).
This is incorrect. This re-assessment was requested by KENDPSG, as the owners of site CFS10 believed that they had addressed all constraints and
by June 2020 the site was suitable for a Green Rating rather than the Amber allocation of Jan. 2020.
Disappointingly, the assessors did not conduct a site visit and were not provided with nor did they request any of the new access, highways,
ecological or habitats evidence.
4.2 This is the conclusion that had already been reached by the Steering Group in its NDP Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper, July 2019,
updated January 2020.
Indeed.
4.3 The site is considered to have significant constraints that would need to be resolved before it was considered for allocation, including access
and ecology. In addition the loss of visual amenity as a result of development and the landscape contribution the site makes to the AONB mean the
site is not considered to be free of constraints and therefore would not warrant a ‘green’ rating in the assessment.
These considerations have been fully addressed in this document. The accompanying CFS10 Appendix1 Transport Statement and CFS10 Appendix2
PEA Ecology reports substantiate the CFS10 owners’ commentary.
4.4 However, it is considered that the site could be considered as a potential candidate for allocation if the identified constraints were resolved.
We look forward to the Regulation 14 consultation providing an objective review of site CFS10’s potential for allocation.

Attachments:
CFS10 Appendix1 Transport Statement - Mike Wheat Highways Consultant. With Transport Statement appendices 1 - 4.
CFS10 Appendix2 PEA Ecology – GS Ecology (comprising an Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Scoping Survey).
CFS10 Appendix3 historical maps – Kidmore End village and site CFS10 maps from 1890s to 2021.

78

Noted

Appendix A Updated Site CSF10 Proforma
We respond to ‘Appendix A Updated Site CFS10 Proforma’ section by section.

Current use: The CFS10 development site is as an open space, cleared of invasive scrubland hawthorn, nettles and undergrowth in 2019.
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Planning applications made by our parents in the 1960s and ‘70s were certainly ‘a very different time’. They were also far larger development
footprints, than this modest CFS10 c. 0.19 Ha. proposal.
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Is the site current access adequate for the site to be allocated?
Site can be accessed from Coopers Pightle. OCC highways officer raised a number of concerns relating to access constraints. A response to these
concerns has been prepared by the landowners which would need to be considered by OCC.
CFS10 Transport Statement addresses the OCC highways officer’s earlier constraints. During 2020, access, rights of way, sight lines and splays issues
have been resolved. See CFS10 Appendix1 Transport Statement.

Ecological value?
Could the site be home to protected species such as bats, great crested newts, badgers etc.?
The site is not a ‘home to protected species such as bats, great crested newts, badgers etc.’
Detailed ecological survey recommended as part of any planning application- likely important habitat for bats and badgers, due to woodland.
PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Scoping Survey, has been applied across the CFS10
development site and surrounding locale:
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‘4.8 The development footprint which is bare ground is of limited ecological value as it has no vegetation within it.’ The ecologist’s appraisal
method was extremely thorough. In addition to the actual CFS10 development site survey, the ecologist examined adjacent W1 Woodland-TPO
coppices. The resulting Habitat map Fig. 2, identifies any species habitat evidence in the wider infill locale between Coopers Pightle and Butlers
Orchard.
‘2.3 An Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Scoping Survey was undertaken. This comprised a walk over survey of the application site
and the classification of habitats following the descriptions provided within the Joint Nature Conservancy Council ‘Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat
Survey’ (NCC 1990, JNCC1993). An assessment of the site in terms of its suitability for notable or protected species was carried out and any features
of note were described.’

Fig. 2. Extended Phase 1 Habitat Map, the CFS10 (c. 0.19 Ha.) development site coloured white.
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CFS10 Appendix2 PEA Ecology, pp 13.
‘4.17 It is considered highly unlikely that the proposals will have any adverse impact upon protected species, such as badgers, bats, dormouse or
reptiles because:
(1) The areas of the site to be affected by the proposals, are unsuitable or sub-optimal for use by these species.
(2) No trees or structures will be affected by the proposed works.
(3) No signs of badgers were observed on or adjacent to the site during the survey.’

Landscape Is the site low, medium or high sensitivity in terms of landscape? High
The CFS10 development site is an open land c. 0.19 Ha. infill parcel, there are no trees. Medium sensitivity.
The site is within an AONB; while this is not itself an absolute constraint, the fact that the land contains some woodland means it makes a greater
contribution to the character of the AONB, which in this location is defined largely by a woodland character, than would be the case if it were open
land.
W1 Woodland-TPO coppice is adjacent to east and west sides of the site, this protected woodland will remain unaffected by development. During
construction RPA root preservation no-dig protection zones installed.
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Noted

Are there any Tree Preservation Orders on the site? Yes.
The site has a number of individual Tree Preservation Orders.
Correction: No. There are no individual Tree Preservation Orders on the CFS10 development site.
What impact would development have on the site’s habitats and biodiversity? High.
Detailed ecological survey recommended as part of any planning application; likely high impact due to wooded site.
Correction: Low. The PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Scoping Survey, states:
‘4.17 It is considered highly unlikely that the proposals will have any adverse impact upon protected species, such as badgers, bats, dormouse or
reptiles because:
(1) The areas of the site to be affected by the proposals, are unsuitable or sub-optimal for use by these species.
(2) No trees or structures will be affected by the proposed works.
(3) No signs of badgers were observed on or adjacent to the site during the survey.’
Existing social or community value (provide details) High
Though site is not accessible to the public, will have significant visual amenity value as woodland visible from existing dwellings.
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Noted

Noted

Low. W1 Woodland-TPO coppice lies between the proposed buildings and adjacent properties. The west-side is thirty to thirty-five metres depth
providing expansive visual amenity screening.
On the east-side the W1 Woodland-TPO coppice will have additional sapling and bushes planted to expand and extend the depth of visual amenity
screening barrier.
Professional landscaping is an important feature of the CFS10 modest development of four detached homes. Every effort will be made to plant
saplings, shrubs and bushes to mature and help the new builds and their garden curtilage fuse into the sylvan setting.
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4.0. Summary
Assessing the suitability of the site will give an indication of whether the site has any constraints to development. It should consider aspects such as
infrastructure, planning policy, local services, heritage and other considerations. The site has significant constraints
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Concerted successful effort by the site owners has mitigated constraints identified prior to 2019. If the site has any remaining constraints, these are
minor and will be resolved as part of the planning application procedure.
Key evidence (3-4 bullet points) for decision to accept or discount site.
• The site is well-located for (limited) services and facilities at Kidmore End.
Agreed. CFS10 is centrally located within the settlement boundary in Kidmore End village.
• However, the site is woodland in character and has number of Tree Preservation Orders.
The c. 0.19 Ha. CFS10 development site is open land. There are Tree Preservation Orders nearby, which will be fully protected by an Exclusion zone:
All TPO trees to be marked on site and protected by fencing in accordance with BS 5837 (1991);
No works carried out within the protected zone, even when the fencing is removed as work is complete;
Ground levels within the spread of the branches of the trees shall not be raised or lowered in relation to the existing ground level.
• There are other significant constraints associated with the site’s character as woodland, including significant loss of visual amenity if developed,
The development site is not woodland. Visual amenity of the adjacent woodland is protected by W1 Woodland and individual TPOs. Extensive
landscape planting of native Chiltern trees and fauna will augment and complement the visual amenity.
landscape contribution it makes to the AONB,
CFS10 infills between two cul-de-sacs inside the Kidmore End village settlement boundary. The landscape contribution it makes to the AONB is
much less than edge of settlement green rated CFS8.
and the ecological impact of development, including the potential for protected species to be affected.
The extensive PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Scoping Survey, shows these concerns to be
unwarranted.

Noted. The reasoning
behind the RAG rating
is within the Aecom
report Site allocation.
The reasoning for an
allocation in the NDP
is within the NDP
document
See comments below
p88/89

• A response by the landowners to issues raised by SODC countryside and conservation officers and OCC highways officers would need to be
considered by the relevant officers before the issues can be confirmed as resolved.
In this our Regulation 14 consultation feedback, we have responded to the issues raised by SODC countryside and conservation officers and OCC
highways officers. Attached CFS10 Appendices 1 to 3 provide comprehensive qualified transport & highways and ecological consultancy advice and
guidance.
• The site is potentially suitable for limited development if the identified constraints were resolved.
We place our trust in the Regulation 14 consultation correcting past CFS10 constraints misconceptions.
That a review of this document and appendix evidence confirms CFS10 free of ‘significant’ constraints.
Thereby conforming to KENP’s definition: “broadly suitable for allocation subject to the mitigation or resolution of minor constraints”.
That by the KENPSG Reg. 14 Consultation provision investigating all the available CFS10 evidence, site CFS10 will qualify for a KENDP Green Rating
allocation.
Ecology
appraisal
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PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL APPRAISAL (COMPRISINGANEXTENDEDPHASE1 HABITAT & PROTECTED SPECIES SCOPING SURVEY) OF: LAND BETWEEN
COOPERS PIGHTLE AND BUTLERS ORCHARD KIDMORE END RG4 9AZ
Page 1 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25

The original Aecom
Site Assessment and
Allocation Report
dated November 2018

This report
can also be
viewed as
Adobe
document
in
Appendix C
– ecological
appraisal
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.............................................................................................................25 Page 2 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 1.0 Introduction Survey and reporting 1.1 This
report details the results of a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (comprising an Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Scoping Survey) of a
parcel of between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard, Kidmore End, Reading, RG4 9AZ. 1.2
Thesurvey,carriedouton18February2020,wasundertakentoinformproposalstodevelopthe site. Application site 1.3
TheapplicationsiteislocatedattheendofCoopers Pightle,aprimarilyresidentialcul-de-sacoff
ChalkhouseGreenRoad,inKidmoreEnd(NationalGridReferenceSU69937912,Figure1). Details of proposedworks 1.4 It is proposed to erect four new
detached dwellings with attached garages, hardstanding access track, and their associated hard and soft landscaping. 1.5 At the time of the survey
the development footprint had largely been cleared of vegetation. It is therefore unlikely that any further trees need to be removed to facilitate
the development. Figure 1 – Survey area Page 3 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 This page is intentionally blank Page 4 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 2.0 Methodology
Desk study 2.1 A desk study data search was undertaken. This involved reviewing publicly available datasets and
citationsofstatutorydesignatedsitesofimportancefornatureconservation,NaturalEngland’s Priority Habitat Inventory GIS dataset for England, and
Natural England’s Ancient Woodland Inventory for siteswithinthezone of influence ofthesurvey area (consideredto be amaximum of 1km in
thiscase). 2.2 In addition, species records (on the MAGIC website1 ) were accessed, and aerial photographs and Ordnance Survey maps were
studied for features of interest. ExtendedPhase 1 Habitat andProtectedSpeciesScopingSurvey 2.3 An Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected
Species Scoping Survey was undertaken. This comprisedawalkoversurveyoftheapplicationsiteandtheclassificationofhabitatsfollowingthe
descriptions provided within the Joint Nature Conservancy Council ‘Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey’(NCC1990,JNCC1993).
Anassessmentofthesiteintermsofitssuitabilityfornotableor protected species was carried out and any features of note were described. Surveyor
details 2.4 Thesurvey was undertaken byGilesSuttonBSc MSc MCIEEM CEnv ofGSEcology Ltd. Giles holds a
NaturalEnglandWMLA34Level2batsurveylicence,isregisteredtouseNaturalEngland’sLow ImpactClassLicenceWMLCL21(BatLowImpact),holdsaNaturalEnglandgreatcrestednewt survey licence (WML-CL08), is a full member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and
Environmental Management (CIEEM) and is a Chartered Environmentalist with more than 15 years’ experience as professional ecologist.. 1
http://www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk/ Page 5 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 3.0 Results Desk study Statutory sites of importance for nature
conservation 3.1 Therearenostatutorysitesofimportancefornatureconservationwithin1kmoftheapplicationsite. Ancient woodland 3.2 There are
eight areas of woodland listed onNaturalEngland’sAncientWoodland Inventory within 1km of the application site, the nearest of which - Long
Copse, is located approximately 120m to the south. Protected and notable species records 3.3
Within2KmofthesitetherearetworecordsoflicensesissuedbyNaturalEnglandforworksaffecting protected species onTheMAGICwebsite.Theserecords
aresummarised inTable 1 below. Table 1 – Records of licenses issued by Natural England for development works affecting protected species
Distance from application site Species affected Roost type Year licence was issued 1.5km soUTH-east Brown long-eared bat, common pipistrelle,
soprano pipistrelle Non-breeding 2012 1.3km soUTH-east Brown long-eared bat, common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle Non-breeding 2012 1.2km
soUTH Brown long-eared bat, common pipistrelle Non-breeding 2017 Ordnance survey maps 3.4
Thereisasinglepondshownonordnancesurveymapswithin500moftheapplicationsite. This pond -KidmoreEndPond - is locatedapproximately175M

with minor
amendments April
2019 identified the
site as woodland
character. It is
acknowledged that
there is a change in
circumstances, from
The PEA Preliminary
Ecological Appraisal
report, provided by
the site owners in the
Regulation 14
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states that there are is
no protected species
impact on the site now
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The site offered by the
landowner for
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the NDP at regulation
14 doesn’t have any
trees with TPOs
however the site is
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sites of the site by
trees and there is a
TPO on 2 trees on the
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and 7 TPO’s on the
abutting land of the
cemetery
Aecom assessment,
CFS8 is agricultural
land, CFS 10 woodland
character and that a

northofthesite, atthe intersectionof Chalkhouse Green Road and Kidmore Lane. Habitats surrounding the application site 3.5 The application site is
located between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard, primarily residential culde-sacs off Chalkhouse Green Road and Tokers Green Lane
respectively, in Kidmore End. Directly to theeast,west,andfurthernorth,areresidentialpropertiesandtheirassociatedlargegardenswith trees. To the
north is a cemetery with a number of scattered trees, beyond which is an amenity grasslandplayingfield.
Adjacenttosouthernboundaryisablockofwoodlandthatcontinuesfurther south. Furtherto the south east and south west are agricultural fields
(arable and pasture) with some trees along their boundaries. Habitats within the application site 3.6
APhase1habitatmapandassociatedtargetnotesareprovidedinAppendix1. Adescriptionofthe habitats within the application site is given below,
photos are provided in Appendix 2: Bare ground 3.7 Themajority ofthesitewas baregroundwhereithad been recently clearedof vegetation. Atthe
peripheries,particularlytothenorth,thereweresomescatterednettle,brambleandsnowdrop. Page 6 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Broadleaved woodland 3.8
Theeasternboundarycomprisesabandofyoungwoodland. Speciesincludecherry,blackthorn, hawthorn,ash, oak. Thetrees have aheightof upto8m and
adiameter atbreast height(DBH) of 10 to 40cm. The ground flora includes snowdrop, lord and ladies, nettle and cleavers. 3.9 The southern
boundary, adjacenttothewoodlandispredominantly tallhawthorn scrubwith a heightofupto6mandaDBHofapproximately10cm.
Therewasverylittlegroundflorapresent. 3.10 The western boundary includes some more mature trees, predominantly oak, with occasional
hawthorn between them. Other than nettle there was very little ground flora present. 3.11
Therewerenumerousrabbitburrowsinthewoodlandnoneofwhichappearedtohavebeenused by badgers. Page 7 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 4.0 Assessment
andrecommendations Statutory sites of importance for nature conservation 4.1 Therearenostatutory
sitesofimportancefornatureconservationwithin1kmofthesite. Assuch statutory sites should not be a constraint to the proposals. 4.2
ThereareeightareasofwoodlandlistedonNaturalEngland’sAncientWoodlandInventorywithin 1kmoftheapplicationsite,thenearestofwhichLongCopse,islocatedapproximately90mtothe south. 4.3 However,itisconsideredunlikelythattheproposalswillaffectLongCopseoranyotherareasof
ancient woodland. Habitats 4.4 TheSecretaryofStateperiodicallypublishesalistofhabitatsthatareofprincipalimportanceforthe conservation of
biodiversity in England under Section 41 (S41) of the 2006 Natural Environment and RuralCommunities (NERC)Act.Thelist currently
comprises56habitats,referredtoas“priority habitats” in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that: “To
protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans shoUld […] promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats,
ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and PURSUe oppoRTUnities for SECUring meaSUrable net
gains for biodiversity” 4.5 andassuchwherepriorityhabitatsarefoundtheyshouldbeprotectedfromtheadverseimpactsof development. 4.6
Thebroadleavedwoodlandonsite,whichislistedonNaturalEngland’sPriorityHabitatInventoryfor England as “Deciduous Woodland”, fits the
description of the priority habitat “lowland mixed deciduouswoodland”[The description of LowlandMixedDeciduousWoodland, asgivenby the Joint
Nature Conservation Committee is given in Appendix 4]. 4.7 Assuch,abuffershouldbemaintainedbetweentheconstructionzoneandtheremaining
woodland. 4.8 Thedevelopmentfootprintwhichisnowbaregroundisoflimitedecologicalvalueasithasno vegetation withinit. Great crested newts
Legislation and ecology 4.9 Great crestednewts (GCN)receivespecialprotectionunderUKlawanditisanoffenceunderthe
WildlifeandCountrysideAct1981(asamended)andtheEuropeanHabitatsandSpeciesDirective (92/43/EC), enacted in the UK through The Conservation
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (TheHabitatRegulations)todeliberatelyorrecklesslydestroyordamagetheirhabitat,ortodisturb, kill or harm
them without first having obtained the relevant licence for derogation from the
regulationsfromtheStatutoryNatureConservationOrganisation(theSNCO-NaturalEnglandin England). 4.10 GCNspendmost oftheirlives on land,within
upto 500m of a breeding pond. The most important terrestrial habitat is within 100m, where the majority of the population are likely to be located
foraging,resting, shelteringand hibernatingrelatively closetotheirbreedingsite.However, a Page 8 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 proportion of the population
is also likely to forage for food and shelter in suitable habitats up to 250m from a breeding pond and juvenile animals have been known to disperse
up to 500m from it in a single season. 4.11 GCN are likely to be disturbed by any work that involves altering their breeding pond (e.g. by
introducingfish or deepeningor altering its size) or works that involveclearing land up to 500m
aroundponds,wheresuchlandhasbeenmanagedandmaintainedinsuchawaythatitislikelyto support great crested newts. In suchcases a licence for
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development on CFS
10 would have greater
impact than the loss of
a small area of
agricultural land at
CFS8
Looking at a satellite
map of the village,
CFS10 it is on the edge
of the village going to
open fields and is part
of a green swathe of
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and the surrounding
woodland and then
open fields. A case
could be made that
this green space is a
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within the centre of
the village. This site is
part of that landscape
and is surrounded on
three sides by
woodland and
therefore would have
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developed than a
small piece of
agricultural land ie
CFS8.

The ecology report
does change the
original assessment by
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derogation fromtheprovisions ofthe habitat regulations may need to be obtained. 4.12
Inaddition,GCNareaspeciesofprincipalimportancefortheconservationofbiodiversityinEngland under Section 41 (S41) of the 2006 Natural
Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (these are the “priority species” as per the NPPF). Site status 4.13
Thereisasinglepondshownonordnancesurveymapswithin500moftheapplicationsite Thisis
KidmoreEndPondlocatedapproximately175Mnorthofthesite,attheintersectionofChalkhouse GreenRoadandKidmoreLane. AHabitatSuitability
Index(HSI)assessmentofthispondwas undertaken2 . This showed that the pond had an HSI score of 0.57 or below average3 . The calculation is given
in Appendix 3. 4.14 NaturalEngland’sriskassessment,asgivenintheirgreatcrestednewtlicencemethodstatement
template,statesthatintheabsenceofavoidancemeasuresthereisan“amber”risk ofanoffence underthe2017HabitatRegulations(seeTable2).
However,theassociatedguidancereads: "Amber: offence ‘likely’ indicates that the development activities are of SUch a type, scale and location that
an offence is likely. [...] Bear in mind that this generic risk assessment will over- or Under-estimate some risks beCAUse it cannot take into accoUnt
site-specific details, as mentioned in caveats above. In particUlar, the exact location of the development in relation to resting places, dispersal
areas and barriers shoUld be critically examined.” 4.15 Assuch,inviewofthefollowingsite-specificfactors,itisconsideredunlikelythatgreatcrested
newts will be affected by the proposals: ▪ Habitatsonsite:Thedevelopmentsitehasbeenclearedofvegetationandisnowbareground.As such there is
now very little cover or resting places for great crested newts. ▪ Barriers: The application site is separated from Kidmore End Pond by Chalkhouse
Green Road, a primary school - comprising mostly buildings and hardstanding, a public house – also predominantly buildings and hardstanding,
and, a several residential properties with small associatedgardens. Itishighly likely these habitatswillrepresentasignificant barriertothe movement
of newts between the pond and the application site. ▪ TheHSI score ofKidmoreEndpond is “below average”(seesection 4,13)andthere are very few
ponds elsewhere. 2 Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) scoring systems were originally developed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service as a means of
evaluating habitat quality and quantity for fish. In the UK a HSI for GCN has been developed [Oldham R.S., Keeble J., Swan M.J.S. & Jeffcote M.
(2000). Evaluating the suitability of habitat for the Great Crested Newt (Triturus cristatus). Herpetological Journal 10 (4), 143-155]. The HSI
incorporates ten suitability indices, such as waterbody area, water quality, presence of fish, presence of waterfowl etc. These are multiplied to give
a score of between 0 and 1. The higher the score the more likely a pond is to host GCN. 3 A study of 248 ponds in southern England found that only
20% of ponds with a HSI score of “below average” hosted GCN Page 9 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 ▪ The mound of spoil that was in the centre of the siteat
thetime of thesurvey has since been removed. 4.16 Intheunlikely eventthatgreat crestednewtsarefoundworkswill stopuntiltherequisitelicencehas
been obtained from Natural England for the works. Table 2 – Risk assessment for great crested newts as per Natural England’s Great Crested Newt
method statement in the event that Kidmore End Pond, approximately 175m from the application site were to be a great crested newt breeding
pond. Component Likely effect Notional offence probability score Great crested newt breeding pond(s) No effect 0 Land within 100m of any
breeding pond(s) No effect 0 Land 100-250m from any breeding pond(s) 0.5 - 1ha lost or damaged 0.3 Land >250m from any breeding pond(s) No
effect 0 Individual great crested newts No effect 0 Maximum: 0.3 Rapid risk assessment result: AMBER: OFFENCE LIKELY Other protected species
4.17 Itisconsideredhighlyunlikelythattheproposalswillhaveanyadverseimpactuponprotected species, such as badgers, bats, dormouse or reptiles
because: (1) Theareasofthesitetobeaffectedbytheproposals,allofwhichhasbeenclearedofvegetation, are unsuitable or sub-optimal for use by these
species. (2) No trees or structures will be affected by the proposed works. (3) No signs of badgers were observed on or adjacent to the site during
the survey. 4.18 It will however, be important to ensurethatthe newlighting scheme bedesigned in such away that large areas of the site, including
the broadleaved woodland at the edges of the site, are not illuminated(this includes light spillagefrominsidethegarageandexternal
lighting)asthiscould result in the disruption of bat commuting and foraging routes. 4.19 At thefar south west of the survey site there are a number
of mammal holes, which are most likely rabbit burrows. However, since badgers can open up new setts overnight (or, enlarge existing
rabbitburrows)aprecautionarypre-commencementbadgersettsurveyshouldbecarriedoutwithin three months of the start of works. If the survey
shows that a badger sett is present (and this will be affected by the proposals) it may need to be closed under licence to Natural England. 4.20
Appendix 4 gives further information on badgers and their ecology and legal status. Nesting birds 4.21
AllwildbirdsareprotectedundertheWildlifeandCountrysideAct1981(asamended). Section1of thisAct makes it an offence to kill, injure ortake anywild
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bird, orintentionally to take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use or being built. 4.22 The remaining trees and scrub,
along the site boundaries, are likely be used by nesting birds. As such, if any further vegetation removal needs to occur this should be undertaken
outside of the bird Page 10 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 nesting season (March – August inclusive depending on weather conditions). If this is not
practicablethenareastobeclearedwillfirstneedtobecheckedbyasuitablyqualifiedecologistfor nestingbirds and,if any nests arefound, works thatwould
disturbthenestmust bepostponed until all young have fledged the nest and it is no longer in use. Landscaping and ecological enhancements 4.23 In
accordance with paragraph 175 of the NPPF, which states that “opportUnities to incorporate biodiversity in and aroUnd developments shoUld be
enCOURAGed” it is recommended that ▪ New planting comprises predominantly native and wildlife-friendly species. ▪ Newfences
includegapsatthebasesto allowhedgehogs and othermammals topass through the site (the fragmentation of blocks of land as a result of new
housing is thought to be one of the main reasons behind a recent decline in hedgehog numbers), ▪
Ecologicalenhancementssuchasbirdandbatboxes,bricksortilesareprovidedonandaround the newhouses. Page 11 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 5.0 Summary
5.1 The survey site comprises a block of recently cleared land surrounded by young broadleaved woodland, of which only a small portion of the
cleared land will be developed. 5.2 Asthesitehasalreadybeenclearedtheproposalsareunlikelytoadverselyaffectanyprotected
species,butinordertominimisetheriskofharmtobadgersapre-commencement badger sett survey should beundertaken. 5.3 In accordance with
paragraph 175 of the NPPF it is recommended that: (1) New planting comprises predominantly native and wildlife-friendly species. (2)
Newfencesincludegapsatthebasestoallowhedgehogsandothermammalstopassthrough the site (3)
Ecologicalenhancementssuchasbirdandbatboxes,bricksortilesareprovidedonandaround the newhouses. Page 12 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Appendix 1 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Map and Target Notes Target notes 1) Baregroundwhereithadbeenrecentlyclearedofvegetation.
Attheperipheries,particularlytothe north, there were some scattered nettle, bramble and snowdrop. 2) The eastern boundary ofthesurvey
site(eastofthesite ofthedevelopment site) comprises a bandof youngwoodland/scrub. Speciesincludecherry,blackthorn,hawthorn,ash,oak.
Thetreesandshrubs have a height of upto8manda diameter at breast height(DBH) of 10to40cm. The groundflora includes snowdrop, lord and ladies,
nettle and cleavers. 3) Thesouthernboundary,adjacenttothewoodlandispredominantlytallhawthornscrubwithaheight of up to 6m and a DBH of
approximately 10cm. There was very little ground flora 4) Thewesternboundaryofthesurvey site(east ofthesite ofthedevelopment site)includes
somemore maturetrees,predominantlyoak,withoccasionalhawthornbetweenthem. Groundfloraappearedtobe predominantly nettle 5) Rabbit
burrow 6) Rabbit burrow Page 13 of 25 GS Ecology Ltd. Page 14 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Appendix 2 –Photographs Photos 1 and 2 – Bare ground in the
centre of the survey site (it is our understanding that the mound has since been removed). Page 15 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Photo 3 – The woodland
along the eastern site boundary (unaffected by the proposals) Photo4 –Scrub/ youngtrees alongthenortheastern boundary ofthesurvey site
(unaffected bythe proposals) Page 16 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Photo 5 - The woodland along the western boundary of the survey site (unaffected by
the proposals) Page 17 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Appendix 3 – Great Crested Newt Habitat Suitability Index Appraisal for Chalkhouse Pond Factor 1.
Geographic location (SI1) 1 Factor 6. Waterfowl 0.67 Zone A, location is optimal, SI = 1 Absent-Noevidenceofwaterfowl impact (moorhens may be
present) - 1 Zone B, location is marginal, SI = 0.5 Minor - waterfowl present, but little indication of impact on pond vegetation. Pond still supports
submerged plants and banks are not denuded of vegetation - 0.67 Zone C, location is unsuitable, SI = 0.01. Major- severe impact ofwaterfowl. Little
orno evidence of submerged plants, water turbid, pond banks showing patches where vegetation removed,evidenceofprovisioningwaterfowl0.01
Factor 2. Pond area 0.16 Factor 7. Fish 0.33 Enter value in M2: 80 Absent-norecords offish stocking and nofish
revealedbynettingorobservedbytorchlight-1 Possible - no evidence of fish, but local conditionssuggestthattheymaybepresent.- 0.67 Factor 3.
Permanence 1 Minor - small numbers of crucian carp, goldfish or stickleback known to be present - 0.33 Never dries = 0.9 Major - dense
populations of fish known to be present - 0.01 Rarely dries (dries nomorethantwoyears in ten or only in drought) = 1.0
Sometimesdries(driesbetweenthreeyears in ten to most years) = 0.5 Factor 8. Pond count 0.6 Dries annually - 0.1 Enter the number of ponds within
1km of site from OS maps here, exclude those behind major barriers 2 Factor 4. Water quality 0.67 Factor 9. Terrestrial habitat 0.67 GoodWatersupports anabundantand diverseinvertebratecommunity.Netting reveals handfuls of diverse invertebrates, including groups such as mayfly
larvae and water shrimps -1.0 Good - habitat that offers good opportunities for foraging and shelter (e.g. most semi-natural environments, such as
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assessment remains
the same.

rough grassland, scrub or woodland, also brownfield sites and low intensity farmland) covers more than 75% of available area - 1 Moderatemoderateinvertebratediversity0.67 Moderate habitat offers opportunities for foraging and shelter but may not be extensive (25-75%) of available
area - 0.67 Poor - low invertebrate diversity (e.g. species such as midge and mosquito larvae). Few submerged plants. - 0.33 Poor - habitat with
poor structure (e.g. amenity grassland, improved pasture and arable)that offers limited opportunities (less than 25% of available area) for foraging
and shelter - 0.33 Bad-clearlypolluted,only pollution-tolerant invertebrates (such as rat-tailed maggots), no submerged plants - 0.01 None - no
suitable habitat around pond (e.g. centreofarablefieldorlargeexpanseofbare habitat) =0.01 Page 18 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Factor 5. Shade 1 Factor
10. Macrophytes 0.35 Estimate percentage pond perimeter shaded, to at least 1m from the shore. Shading is usually from trees, but can include
buildings. Shading should not include emergent pond vegetation. The estimate shouldbemade duringtheperiod from May to the end of September.
10 Estimate the percentage of the pond surface area occupied by macrophyte cover. This includesemergents,floatingplants(excluding duckweed)
and submerged plants reaching the surface.MakeanestimatebetweenMarchand the end of September. Read off the SI value from graph 5 HSI Score
= 0.57 HSIIndex= Below average Page 19 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Appendix 3 – Legislation and planning policy
PlanningAuthoritieshavealegaldutytoconsiderbiodiversitywhenassessingplanningapplications.
Wherethereisareasonablelikelihoodthataplanningapplicationmightaffectimportantprotectedsites, species or habitats, information on the species,
habitat or site likely to be affected, together with an assessment of the impacts of the proposals, will almost certainly be required. The legal duty
for Planning Authorities to have regard to the conservation of biodiversity was introduced in the 2006 Natural Environment and Rural Communities
Act (The NERC Act). This act clarified existing commitments with regard to biodiversity, raised the profile of biodiversity and aimed to make the
consideration of biodiversity a natural and integral part of policy and decision making.
InadditiontotheNERCActthereisalsonationalandinternationalbiodiversitylegislation.Thisincludes
legislationinrelationtoprotectedspeciesandsiteswhichoperatesoutsideoftheplanningsystem.Local Authorities and developers have a duty to comply
with this legislation. National planning policy Paragraph 99 of the Government Circular 06/05: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation - Statutory
Obligations and Their Impact Within the Planning System (this document has not been revoked by the recently published National Planning Policy
Framework) states that: ‘Itisessentialthatthepresenceorotherwiseofprotectedspecies,andtheextentthattheymaybeaffected by the proposed
development, is established before the planning permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been
addressed in making the decision.’ Assuch,inlinewithnationalplanningpolicy,mostplanningauthoritieswillaskforthisinformationtobe provided before
a planning decision is made and in many cases before it is registered. Local planning policy
Inadditiontonationalplanningpolicy,mostcouncilshaveplanningpoliciestoprotectbiodiversity,andto enhance it where practicable within and adjacent
to development sites. European protected species The United Kingdom hosts a number of European Protected Species (EPS) of animals (table 1)
and plants (table 2). These species receive special protection under UK law and it is an offence under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) and the European Habitats and Species Directive (92/43/EC), enacted in the UK through The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010, to deliberately or recklessly destroy or damage their habitat, or to disturb, kill or injure the species without first having obtained
the relevant licence from Natural England. PlanningAuthoritieshaveastatutorydutyundertheseregulationstohaveregardtotherequirementsof
theHabitats Directive andneed to be satisfied that thedevelopment is likely to receive a licence from
NaturalEngland,andthereforecomplywiththeHabitatsDirective,beforegrantingplanningpermission. Page 20 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Table 1 – European
Protected Species of Animal found in the UK Common name Scientific name Bats, Horseshoe (all species) Rhinolophidae Bats, Typical (all species)
Vespertilionidae Butterfly, Large Blue MACULinea arion Cat, Wild Felis silvestris Dolphins, porpoises and whales (all species) Cetacea Dormouse
MUScardinUs avellANARIUs Frog, Pool Rana lessonae Lizard, Sand Lacerta agilis Moth, Fisher’s Estuarine Gortyna borelii lUNata Newt, Great
Crested (or Warty) TritURUS cristatUS Otter, Common LUTRA lUtra Snail, Lesser Whirlpool Ram’s-horn AnisUs vortiCUlUS Snake, Smooth Coronella
AUStriaca Sturgeon Acipenser stURIO Toad, Natterjack BUFo calamita Turtles, Marine Caretta caretta Chelonia mydas Lepidochelys kempii
Eretmochelys imbricata Dermochelys coriacea Table 2 – European Protected Species of Plant found in the UK Common name Scientific name Dock,
Shore RUMEX RUPEstris Fern, Killarney Trichomanes speciosUM Gentian, Early Gentianella anglica Lady’s-slipper CypripedIUM calceolUs
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Marshwort, Creeping ApiUM repens Naiad, Slender Najas flexilis Orchid, Fen Liparis loeselii Plantain, Floating-leaved water LURonIUM natans
Saxifrage, Yellow Marsh Saxifraga hircUlUS Nationally protected species
Manyspeciesofanimalareprotectedunderthe1981WildlifeandCountrysideAct(asamended). ‘Full
protection’appliestoEPSandsomenonEPSspeciessuchasthewatervole. Thisprohibitstheintentional
killing,injuringortaking(capture.etc);possession;intentionaldisturbancewhilstoccupyinga'placeused
forshelterorprotection'anddestructionoftheseplaces;sale,barter,exchange,transportingforsaleand advertising to sell or to buy. Many species, such
as common species of reptile and amphibian, are protected from intentional killing and injuring and trading. Birds Allwild birds
areprotectedundertheWildlife andCountrysideAct1981(asamended),whilsttheyare activelynestingorroosting.Section1ofthisActmakes
itanoffencetokill,injureortakeanywildbird,and to intentionally take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use or being
built. It is also an offence to take or destroy any wild bird eggs. Page 21 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Inaddition,birdspecies
listedunderSchedule1oftheActreceiveextraprotection.TheActstatesthat‘it
isanoffencetointentionallyorrecklesslydisturbanywildbirdlistedinSchedule1whileitisnestbuilding, or at (or near) a nest containing eggs or young, or
disturb the dependent young of such a bird’. Inpracticethismeansthatinareaswherebirdsarelikelytobenestingworksshouldnotbeundertaken
duringthenestingseason,whichisgenerallyconsideredtobeMarchtoSeptember,althoughthisvery muchdependsonweather
conditions,habitatsandthespecies involved. Ifworks cannotbeavoided thenareasshouldfirstbecheckedfornestingbirds.
Habitatslikelytohostnestingbirdsincludetrees, hedgerowsanddensescrub,buildings,reedbedsandriverinehabitatsandopenareaswithtussocky
vegetation. Page 22 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Appendix 4 –Badgers Badger ecology The European Badger (Meles meles) is one of Britain’s most well
loved and charismatic mammals. They cangrowtoametreinlength andweighupto14kilos. TheyareBritain’s largestmeateatingmammal,
havingadiverseomnivorousdietconsistingofawidevarietyoffoodstuffsfromfruitandcerealstosmall mammals and invertebrates, though the mainstay
of their diet is earthworms and insect larvae. Badgers belong to the MUstelidae family and close relatives include otters, mink, weasels and stoats.
They are found throughout Britain and historically have been persecuted by badger baiters and diggers, which is unfortunately still the case.
Badgers are creatures of habit, with most living in a social group (or family) occupying a distinct territory. Social groups are normally around 5 or 6
adults in size; however groups of more than 20 animals have been recorded, and in areas where badger numbers are low, pairs of animals or single
individuals may be encountered. Badgers are territorial and a social group’s territory is normally well defined and demarcated by dung pits.
Territory size depends on habitat quality and ranges from 25 – 150 hectares, with a typical territory being around 60 hectares.
BadgercubsarebornbetweenDecemberandJuly;themajorityinMarchandApril. Mostsocialgroups
produceonelitterperyearalthoughlargergroupsmayproducemore. Normally3-4youngarebornper litter with around 40% surviving to adulthood.
Badgers sleep and rear their young in underground complexes known as setts. Setts may be used for decades and the large piles of excavated earth
and soil can significantly alter the local landscape. Sett entrance holes are approximately 25CM in diameter and can be mistaken for holes used by
rabbits or foxes; indeed badgers will sometimes co-habit with other species. Each sett comprises tunnels and chambers and can have several
entrance holes. Badger setts can extend to 20m from the entrance holes and several metres underground. Socialgroupshave a number of
settsthroughouttheirterritory witheachsett performing adifferent function. They can be classified as follows: ▪ Mainsetts:
Thesearecontinuouslyused,wellestablishedandoftenhaveextensivepilesofspoilat their entrance. There is usually only one main sett per socialgroup,
whichtends to be located close to the centre of the group’s territory and is likely to havewell-worn paths leading to it. The
numberofentranceholescanvarybetween3and180,howeveratypicalmainsetthasbetween7 and 20 entrance holes. The majority of cubs are born in
the main sett. ▪Annexesetts:Theseareusuallylocatedwithin150mofthemainsettandlinkedbywellusedpaths.
Theyconsistofseveralholes,butarenotnecessarilyinuseallthetime. Cubsaresometimesborn and raised in these setts.
▪Subsidiarysetts:Theseusuallyhavemorethanthreeholes,areusuallyatleast50mfromamainsett, and do not have an obvious path connecting them
with another sett.They are not continuously active but are often well used. Page 23 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25
▪Outliersetts:Theseusuallyonlyhaveoneortwoholes,havenoobviouspathconnectingthemwith another sett, and are not usually in constant use.
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Thedegreeofusageofanentranceholevaries,butthefollowingclassificationhasbeenusedinthis report: ▪Well used holes: clear evidence of regular use
such as bedding material, recent excavations and/or fresh footprints
▪Partiallyusedhole:theseholesarenotinregularuseandusuallyhavesomedebrissuchastwigsor leaves in theentrance.
▪Disusedholes:theseholeswillnothavebeenusedforsometime,andpossiblyhavecollapsed entrances with significant amounts of debris covering the
hole. Forbadgers,withtheirpowerful clawsandlegs fordiggingandmovingearth,openingupnewsettsand maintainingand extending old setts is a
constant occupation,with bursts activity at certaintimes of the year. Althoughthepattern of settuseby badgers usually remains constant it canalso
change:either slowly,overaperiodofyears,orsuddenly,inresponsetochangesintheenvironmentsuchasdroughtor flood, inwhichsituation newsetts
canbe openeduprelatively quickly (sometimes in amatter of days). Legislation The legislation relating to the protection of badgers is mainly
contained within the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 ('The Act'), with some protection also given under the 1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act [as
amended]. The Act fully protects badgers and their setts and makes it an offence to kill, injure or take a badger, to cruelly ill-treat a badger or to
interfere with a badger sett (defined “any structure or place that displays signs indicating current use by a badger.”). Under The Act Natural
England has the authority to issue licences to interfere with badger setts for the following purposes: ▪For developmentpurposes;
▪Topreventseriousdamagetoland,crops,poultryoranyotherformofproperty(e.g.house,garden, road etc); ▪Any agricultural or forestry operation; ▪Any
operationto maintainorimproveany existing watercourse or drainageworks, ortoconstruct
newworksrequiredforthedrainageofland,includingworksofdefenceagainstseaortidalwater; ▪To prevent the spread of disease. Licences will only be
issued where it is demonstrated that all three of the following tests are met:
▪Alicenceisrequired(e.g.thebadgersortheirsettssubjecttotheapplicationarecausingorarelikely to cause a serious problem or are preventing
legitimate operations); ▪Thereisnoalternativetoissuingalicence(e.g.othermethodsofmanagingtheproblemorcarrying out the operation have been
shown to be ineffective or impractical and not just difficult to implement) Page 24 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 ▪The activity to be licensedis likely to
resolve orto contributeto resolving thematterforwhich it has been issued. Sett closures
UndercertaincircumstancesbadgersettsmaybeexcludedanddestroyedunderlicencefromNatural England as longas certaintests aremet(seeabove).
Sett closureinvolves fitting one-waygatesover entrance holes with galvanised wire pinned to the ground aroundthe gate, sometimes backed up by
electric fencing to stop animals entering the exclusion area. Once fitted the gate is left open to allow animals to becomeaccustomed
toitandthenclosedsothat animals canleavebut not-re-enterthesett. Afteraperiodofnoactivity (usually3weeks)thesetts arefilled in andthesett
canbeconsideredclosed. Sett closures canonlybecarriedout between 1Julyand 1December,andaperiod of 6weeks(toallow
foranyunforeseencircumstances)shouldbesetasideforsettexclusion. Incertaincircumstances(where amain,annexeorsubsidiary
settisbeingclosed)itmaybenecessarytoprovideanartificial settpriorto the sett exclusion. Page 25 o GSEcologyLtd. f 25 Appendix 4 - About GS Ecology
Established in 2009, GS Ecology is an independent ecological consultancy in Berkshire. We carry-out surveys and ecological consultancy services for
public and private sector clients including in Berkshire, Oxfordshire and Hampshire, London and the south of England. We can advise you on cost
effective sustainable solutions for your project, whether it be a bat survey to inform a planning application, the ecology chapter of an
Environmental Statement or a Woodland Management Plan.
Ourworkisundertakenbyexperiencedandqualifiedecologists,whoaremembersoftheChartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Managers. Our
services include: ▪ Ecology surveying and reporting to inform planning applications, e.g. ▪ Preliminary EcologicalAppraisal ▪ Extended Phase 1
Habitat Survey ▪ Protected species surveys, e.g. badgers, dormouse, great crested newts ▪ Bat surveys
inOxfordshire,Berkshire,Hampshire,LondonandSouthernEngland ▪ BREEAM ecology assessments – to demonstrate the sustainability of a new
building ▪ Protected species licensing such as bat and great crested newt licences for development sites after planning permission has been
obtained ▪ Providingadvicetolandmanagersandwritingecologicalmanagementplans,suchas woodland management plans and farm environmental
plans for England woodland Grant Scheme and Environmental Stewardship applications ▪ Providing ecology advice to Local Authorities and Local
Planning Authorities
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DOCS 3. Site CFS10 landowners feedback.
B1 Kidmore-End-Site-Assessment (April 2019) and B3 Housing Requirement and Allocation Paper (Jan. 2020) advice from SODC and OCC officers
concerning Site CFS10 development ‘constraints’, are comprehensibly addressed in the B5 feedback submitted to NDP@kepc.info on 13th Jan.
2021.
Please refer to:
DOCS 2. KENDP APPENDIX_B5 Facilitation Report. Feedback landowners CFS10 13.1.21 where the SODC and OCC officer’s advice has
been answered with signposts to supporting evidence.
D-1-Visual-and-Spatial-Character
Appendix D: Visual and Spatial Character D4.
Kidmore End Village
Characteristic Historic Infill Pattern
With the exception of the three cul de sacs, characteristic infill development has been in a small gap between two dwellings capable of
accommodating one or two new road facing linear arranged dwellings with their own off road parking and garden spaces. Infill is not typically
behind existing properties. Residential amenity of the neighbouring properties to the sides, opposite and otherwise adjacent has been preserved to
a significant extent. This forms the basis of the linear ribbon character of the village roads stretching from the village centre.
In the case of the three cul de sacs, the characteristics of the proximate older village properties have not been reflected in design, spacing, mass or
frontage.
The CFS10 development is located in one of the Kidmore End village ‘three cul de sacs’. Despite the characteristics of the older Kidmore End
properties ‘have not been reflected in design, spacing, mass or frontage’. It is the intention of the CFS10 owners to build four houses incorporating
a more traditional Chiltern characteristic architectural style.
Continued ..

Appendix D: Visual and Spatial Character D6. Green Spaces and Green Links Study
Appendix D:
Visual and
Spatial Character
D6. Green
Spaces and
Green Links
Study
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The open land between the end of Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard is the proposed CFS10 four detached homes site. An infill between Coopers
Pightle and Butlers Orchard properties.
In 2019, SODC and OCC officers advised there were some constraints to CFS10 development. Numerous improvements and mitigation of
constraints were carried out during 2019 and 2020.
According to the KENP definition - sites that show no or few constraints and are appropriate as site allocations – CFS10 would now qualify for
Green Rating and KENP site allocation.
CFS10 site history.
For at least one hundred and thirty years the greater c. 1.7 Ha. CFS10 site has been entirely unwooded, the peripheral woodland is not an
extension of Long Copse. O.S. maps 1896 to 2021 in CFS10 Appendix3 historical maps show this.
Site CFS10 was a hayfield the 1950s to 1970s, the last hay crop harvested by the current owners in 1978. During the past forty years it became
engulfed by invasive hawthorn, scrub, brambles and undergrowth. This was cleared and the open land restored in 2019.
The area to the south of the proposed CFS10 development site to T9 TPO Oak is open land. Vegetable plots, fruit tree planting and re-wilding will
take place, as/when the modest four home development is approved.
Plateau Chiltern grasses and wildflowers will be planted to merge into the Woodland-TPO periphery.
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Green Space. The preserved Woodland-TPO green space: K.E. Play Area, Cemetery and c. 0.2 Ha. CFS10 site.
Woodland / Trees
Advice from the Senior Tree Officer at SODC (c. Nov. 2018), states ‘the site is constrained by the tree-scape and may only accommodate a 3-4
medium sized detached dwellings.’
After the open land was restored in 2019, the site is now no longer ‘constrained by the tree-scape’.
The B5 Facilitation Report (Nov. 2020) assessor states: ‘if the proposed development is for 4 dwellings, this is likely to be acceptable given the Tree
Officer comments’.
The site’s surrounding visual amenity landscape is preserved.
The modest proposed c. 0.19 – 0.22 Ha. CFS10 development site maintains its positive sylvan features, protected by a two acres W1 WoodlandTPO. Shielding of these characteristics during construction, no-dig fencing exclusion zones and warning signage will ensure root protection areas
are safeguarded.
All trees between Coopers Pightle and Butlers Orchard have been arboriculturally surveyed. Another tree survey, by a competent consultant
arborist in accordance with BS 5837 2012, will be completed prior to planning application.
With the information collected, a tree constraints plan will be mapped. The CFS10 development will reflect the tree constraints identified. Any
impacts to be presented in an Arboricultural Impact Assessment, and details of how the trees are going to be protected in an Arboricultural
Method Statement.
• Landscape contribution to the AONB;
A W1 Woodland-TPO coppice runs between the proposed buildings and adjacent properties. The west-side coppice is thirty to thirty-five metres
depth, providing abundant screening. On the east-side the W1 Woodland-TPO coppice will be supplemented with additional saplings and bushes
planted to enhance the visual amenity screening barrier.
Since 2018, working with SODC Tree, Countryside, Conservation and Forestry Commission officers, extensive surveys of all site CFS10 landscape
qualities have been carried out. Of key importance is a two acres W1 Woodland-TPO tree protection area, ensuring the main woodland landscape
quality and features are retained.
Professional landscaping is an important aspect of the CFS10 modest development of four detached homes. Planting of saplings, shrubs and bushes
will fuse the built new builds into the sylvan setting surround.
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Green Links. Distance of 45 metres separates Play Area and Cemetery western footpath to CFS10 site.
• The ecological impact of development, including the potential for protected species to be affected.
Site CFS10 PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, April 2020, includes a habitat & protected species survey. It shows the development ‘proposals are
unlikely to adversely affect any protected species.’ Adding:
‘The survey site comprises a block of recently cleared land surrounded by young broadleaved woodland, of which only a small portion of the
cleared land will be developed. In order to minimise the risk of harm to badgers, a pre-commencement badger sett survey should be undertaken. In
accordance with paragraph 175 of the NPPF it is recommended that:
(1) New planting comprises predominantly native and wildlife-friendly species. (2) New fences include gaps at the bases to allow hedgehogs and
other mammals to pass through. (3) Ecological enhancements such as bird and bat boxes, bricks or tiles are provided on and around the new
houses.’
These ecological recommendations will be enthusiastically implemented in the CFS10 development.
•

Loss of scrub habitats which could be used by the Common Dormouse which is a species protected under both British and European
Legislation.
The site CFS10 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, April 2020, includes a habitat & protected species survey. It shows the development ‘proposals are
unlikely to adversely affect any protected species.’ The PEA adds:
‘The survey site comprises a block of recently cleared land surrounded by young broadleaved woodland, of which only a small portion of the
cleared land will be developed.
It is considered highly unlikely that the proposals will have any adverse impact upon protected species, such as badgers, bats, dormouse or reptiles
because:
(1) The areas of the site to be affected by the proposals, all of which has been cleared of vegetation, are unsuitable or sub-optimal for use by these
species. (2) No trees or structures will be affected by the proposed works. (3) No signs of badgers were observed on or adjacent to the site during
the survey.’
CFS10 Appendix2 PEA Ecological is a twenty-five pages report establishing the baseline of the ecological features, it provides an assessment of any
CFS10 development impacts.
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Draft
record
sheet open
spaces

D2-Draft-Record-Sheets-Open-Spaces
Please find below corrections/amendments to Site 3: Kidmore End Cemetery.
Including detailed information about the ‘Boundary’ individual TPO trees to the south.
Ref. to TPO trees be deleted from the ‘Wildlife qualities’ paragraph.
Ref. to adjacent wooded area be deleted from ‘Contribution to village character’ paragraph.

Boundaries Replace the top line, to read:
Mature beech hedge to south adjacent to public footpath. There are seven Individual TPO trees in the hedgerow, containing: T1 & T2 Ash trees;
T3 Beech; T5 Hornbeam; T6 & T7 Beech and T8 Horse Chestnut. Root protection areas from these TPOs extend many metres into the cemetery
proper.
Recreational qualities inc. footpaths amend to:
Informal footpath crosses western part of the site.
Contribution to village character
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Delete … ‘adjacent wooded area’.
The proposed CFS10 development site - across from the Cemetery southern boundary - has been cleared.

Comments on behalf of Real Capital Investments Ltd with regard to land off Highdown Avenue, Emmer Green (email
received 13 January 2021 14:32) Comment #10
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
Since taking ownership of the land, RCI has instructed a team of consultants including myself as town planning
consultant and Alex Scarratt of Markides Associates to provide expert advice on highways and transport
matters, with the intention of resolving the issues that led to the refusal of the previous application. That work
is ongoing and it is RCI’s intention to prepare a fresh proposal for development of the site in due course, and in
the meantime seeking to secure its allocation for development in the Neighbourhood Plan as well as a future
version of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan. RCI welcomes the opportunity to provide formal comments on the
draft NP and looks forward to further engagement with the Neighbourhood Plan’s preparation in the months
to come. Our comments are set out with reference to the policy or paragraph that they refer to.
Section 1:
This section sets out the chronology of changes in the draft Local Plan content with regards to the policy
Introduction concerning housing in the Smaller Villages including Kidmore End.
& Overview
Paragraphs
Paragraphs 1.12 and 1.13 acknowledge that at the time of publication of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan the
1.12 and
Local Plan remained in a state of flux and that updates will be needed to the document once the adopted
1.13
version of the Local Plan has been published.

Section 4

SODC has now published a substantive final version of the Local Plan on its website and this confirms that the
housing requirement for the District as a whole (and therefore for constituent parts) is a minimum figure (my
emphasis). This is important as the housing policies of this draft Neighbourhood Plan including policy HDA do
not correctly interpret Local Plan policy and should be re-cast in the way that we set out below.
As set out at Table 1 in Section 4, a total of 34 homes were or are in the process of being provided within the
parish between 2011 and 2020. This compares with the requirement in policy H8 of the Local Plan for growth
of an additional 5% - 10% of homes over and above the number that were in the village at the 2011 Census.
As also noted at paragraph 1.6 of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan this would require a minimum of 26 to 52 new
dwellings (my emphasis added) over the Plan period to 2035. Given that 34 dwellings have so far been
delivered, there is therefore a requirement to plan for an additional 18 dwellings as a minimum.
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Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response
Noted

Noted and amended

SODC Local Plan H8 – housing within village – this site is
not within a village

Section 7
Call for Sites
Process

The Site (834/CFS2) was submitted as part of your call for sites process and was ruled out at the initial desktop stage as confirmed in Table 1 of Appendix B1. The reasoning provided by AECOM behind this decision was
that the site had been subject to a refusal of planning permission and there is also reference by the author at
AECOM that a site visit was undertaken which apparently confirmed the authors in their view that the site was
unsuitable as a candidate for development in the Plan.

Noted. Aecom are independent consultants. The report is
not to be amended.

The fact that the site was refused planning permission does not in and of itself mean that it cannot be a
suitable and sustainable site for development. Rather it means that the particular proposal was deemed
inappropriate by the local planning authority. There is no reason in principle why the various reasons for
refusal on the Decision Notice could not be satisfactorily overcome via a new scheme which addressed each of
them. Indeed a policy allocating the site for development could contain criteria that require each of the issues
to be addressed as part of a compliant proposal.

Section 8:
Rationale
and
Proposal for
Housing
Allocation

Section 11:
Housing
Policy

We therefore object to the fact that site 834/CFS2 was ruled out as a candidate site and request that it be
considered afresh for inclusion in the next draft of the Neighbourhood Plan.
In line with our comments on Section 1 above, we consider that the Draft Neighbourhood Plan’s rationale for
allocating a single housing site for just 3 – 4 dwellings is unjustified and does not meet the policy expectations
and requirements within the adopted South Oxfordshire Local Plan.
The rationale set out in paragraph 8.4 appears too heavily weighted toward the views of the residents in the
Parish and does not take sufficient account of the imperative to plan for more homes in national policy as well
as in the adopted Local Plan where as previously set out above, housing requirements are expressed as
minima.

Noted

As officers explained to the Parish Council in 2018, the housing requirement for Kidmore End should be
applied across the Parish and does not simply apply to the village of Kidmore End itself. On this basis and while
it may be appropriate to allocate one or more sites in and around the village, there is no reason why sites in
other parts of the parish should not be allocated provided they could provide a sustainable form of
development.
We object to policy HDA as it does not allocate land for a sufficient number of new homes to meet the policy
requirement in policy H8 of the adopted Local Plan. For the reasons set out below we consider that the policy
should be amended to refer to an additional site allocation at Land off Highdown Avenue, Emmer Green.
Land off Highdown Avenue, Emmer Green

Noted

Site 834/CFS2 is well located on the edge of the built-up area of Emmer Green and could provide up to 40 new
homes (including affordable homes) that would benefit the Parish.
The location of the site on the southern edge of the parish would create a minimal amount of traffic heading
north on the rural lanes. This would help to minimise the issues with traffic and other impacts on the quiet
lanes that policy LCQL is intended to mitigate.
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Noted. The parish has shown small scale organic growth
since 2011.

Noted

The site is not within any village within the parish of
Kidmore End

As previously communicated to the Parish Council, RCI is undertaking work to resolve the various technical and
policy matters raised in the refusal of the previous planning application on the site and is confident that the
outcome of this work will allow it to present a development proposal that:
• Could be accessed safely from Highdown Avenue and with good pedestrian/cycle links to public transport
services within Emmer Green and beyond;
• Would sit within the landscape with planting schemes proposed to strengthen boundaries and would ensure
that development was read as part of the long-established urban edge of Emmer Green and would not
materially harm the character of the countryside or impact on the AONB some distance to the north;
• Would lead to a net gain in biodiversity in accordance with recent legislative requirements.
Were this site to be allocated along with that at CFS8 the Neighbourhood Plan would meet the Local Plan’s
requirements for housing and would be making a positive contribution to the lack of affordable as well as
‘open market’ homes to the benefit of the parish as well as the wider area.
The Site does not lie within the AONB as some of the other competing sites do and its location on the edge of
the parish means that it would have a much lower impact on the rural lanes than sites closer to the village of
Kidmore End.
For all the reasons set out above we respectfully request that the draft Neighbourhood Plan is amended to
incorporate a higher housing requirement as set out in the adopted Local Plan and that site 834/CFS2 is
allocated as part of the housing policies that can address the higher requirement.
Appendix B -Drawing of site

Perfectfield Ltd (email received 12 January 2021 16:42) Comment #11
KENDP
Comments
Ref#
Representations on the following documents and supporting information for the inclusion of Site 1017 (part)
as a potential housing site. Land East of Mapledurham Golf Course, Chazey Heath.
The Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan (KENP) is a comprehensive document based on research of several
documents relating to such matters as landscaping, housing, and character. Unfortunately, the KENP fails to
maintain a consistent approach when extrapolating the information and several contradictions arise because
of this throughout the plan.
Section 7
Call for Sites
Process
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South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) engaged consultants to identify potential housing sites for inclusion
in the HELAA. We also submitted the necessary forms when a call for sites was made by the Parish Council.
The consultants for SODC identified the site (numbered 1017) for up to 40 units and with limited constraints.
This was a far greater quantum of development than even we had envisaged. Two planning applications were
submitted P17/S2021/FUL & P17/S2003/FUL for 10 and 14 dwellings respectively. It was only when these

The site lies within the areas subject to policies LPCS and
LPLV.

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group
(NDPSG) response

Aecom consultants vis Locality an organisation that
supports neighbourhood planning groups set up by the
government was commissioned not SODC

applications were refused that the site (as a whole) was removed from AECOM’s site list. At no point was
consideration given for a much smaller scheme where the impact and other factors could have been
considered, either by AECOM or the Steering Group. We examine this later in the document. We challenge
the rationale for selecting site CFS 8 also located on Tokers Green Lane (TGL) where there is a clear conflict
with Local and National planning policies.

There is coalescence issues with this site, for the village of
Tokers Green and the urban area of Caversham as
highlighted in the inspectors report, following the
rejection of the planning applications at appeal.

We will show that contradictions are in the Housing Requirement and Allocation paper and the Visual and
Spatial Character paper. Inconsistencies arrive and that is why site CFS 8 is proposed to be allocated.
Regarding draft policies in the KENP neither the above two sites nor our site can be classified as infill so draft
policy LCI is not relevant.
However, draft policy LCQL Quiet Lanes Policy is. This policy states that the gap between Kidmore End and
Tokers Green be maintained, yet this development (site CFS 8) would extend Kidmore End in a Southerly
direction into open countryside (this will be examined in more detail later, see figure 1) making a greater
impact on the local and wider landscape than a similar size development (if permitted) on part of land at
1017. The policy goes on to say that it would not support an extended linear form of development along a
geographical feature such as a road. This is precisely what this site would do. We will show that under
Appendix D Visual and Spatial Character the character assessment of TGL is misleading.
Section 11
Housing
Allocation
Policy (HAD)
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The KENDP is clear in that it supports under this policy one suitable small scale development site of new
homes. It acknowledges that a significant area within the KENDP is within the AONB or is overlooked or is
overlooking AONB. A landscape area of the highest value in accordance with the NPPF. Para 172 of the
framework establishes that great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing the landscape and
scenic beaty in the AONB.
The steering group considered AECOM’s report along with the results of the household survey, and relevant
information from both SODC and OCC.
In para 11.15 page 39 it states that approximately half of the respondents thought there was also a need for
more houses in “other villages” other than Kidmore End. However, despite this response the only site which
was given a green rating and allocation was CFS 8, which is located on the edge of Kidmore End village within
the AONB. The KENDP puts great weight on the “Valued Landscape” which is the land outside of the
protection of the AONB. It is natural for the Parish to wish to protect this area as this is the area of greatest
threat from development as the protection afforded is less than AONB which is the most valued. However, on
page 52 the wording contained in the Valued Landscape Policy under the heading criteria it is stated that
“development should not rely on screen planting to mitigate any adverse effects” Clearly if this a
requirement under policy LPLV, then it must follow that it would also be required within the AONB. As can be
seen in figure 1, extensive planting will be required to mitigate the harm the proposed houses and garden
paraphernalia will have on the AONB. This seems to contradict the Housing Allocation Policy (HAD). This
states under point 3 that “Where there are no tree or hedgerow boundaries, landscaping consistent with
the neighbouring and opposite residential properties should be complemented and where possible copied”

The protection afforded to the setting of the AONB is
commensurate with that given to the AONB in Local Plan
Policy ENV1. The requirement for screen planting will
depend on the character and appearance of the location
of any development. This also applies in the AONB.

Noted

It is evident that locating 3-4 dwellings in this location would have an adverse impact on the AONB by
introducing residential development into what is an open field with (see figure 1) no discernible boundary or
features, where the houses are intended. The development of this site will also require a passing place to be
constructed in the Lane as stated in Appendix B3 further eroding the character of the area.
If you compare the site area of CFS 8 and replicate it on site 1017 to a proposed similar sized development for
4 dwellings, adjacent to the southern boundary, north of The Grange, the impact of the development on the
local landscape would be minimal. This can be seen in figure 2 where the site is well contained within
hedgerow and treed boundaries and for a much smaller development could utilise the existing field gate
access. It would require minimal screen planting and maintain the integrity of the gap and avoid coalescence
as confirmed by the planning inspector for 14 houses. The form of layout would also reflect the character of
TGL. These points will be examined in greater detail later.

Landscape
Policies

(photos included)
The Parish Council Steering group focused the landscape sensitivity study of the land between the AONB and
the Southern boundary of the Parish with Reading. In para 12.10 it states that the area has a high level of
inter-visibility with the AONB. This statement is inaccurate and to wide in its wording, in that site 1017 has no
views of the AONB and this paragraph should be amended and should contain the text within para 12.44
under LPLV Policy in which it states;
“The Valued Landscape Policy (LPLV) recognises that some parts of the area may not meet the settings
criteria”
It fails to say where these areas are located.
In para 12.11 it states that part of this area provides a valuable gap containing the edge of Reading. It goes on
to say in para 12.12 under the heading “The Study concluded” The landscape is of a higher sensitivity and of
higher value and therefore could not accommodate areas of new development without significant and
adverse impact on the landscape character and visual amenity.

No change to LPCS or LPLV Policies. The site was rejected
on grounds of coalescence (see Aecom Report). Any
future development proposals would need to be tested
against the current Local Plan ENV1; and policies LPLV and
LPCS as the KENDP becomes a material consideration.

(photos included)
Visual landscaped policy (LPLV) and the Local Gap policy (LPLG) seek to restrict new development in this area.
Although it fails to react to the findings that some areas covered by these policies do not meet the criteria
under them. These policies go against the Quiet Lanes Policy (LCQL) in which that states;

Local Gap
Policy
(LPLG)
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“This policy does not seek to prevent development that may otherwise be suited to an AONB or its setting,
the Local Valued Landscape or local gap, but to ensure the scale massing and height of proposals do not
result in the character of the physical and visual separation of settlements being undermined or the rural
quiet nature of the road links between settlements being diminished”

Policies LPLV. LPLG and LCQL are not in conflict. For clarity
the two parts of the Quiet Lanes policy are to be
separated. The first part will be renamed as a new policy:
Separation of Settlements; the second part will retain the
policy name Quiet Lanes.

Under this heading the KENDP refers to the planning appeals (in para 12.30) decisions on site 1017 ref
3198315 & 3198316 (for 10 and 14 houses respectively) The wording under this paragraph says that the
appeal decision highlights the vulnerability and value of the gap. They refer to certain comments made by the

Noted. The Inspector dismissed the appeal and concluded
that the appeal both would have an adverse impact on the
character and appearance of the local area, the

inspector but fail to expand or cover other comments the inspector made in respect of landscaping on both
the wider and local impacts, coalescence, and clearly the proposed size of the developments that were under
consideration.
The proposed level of development (10 & 14 units) was far greater than that planned or allocated now in the
KENDP. The site coverage would had been far greater (see figure 3) than it would be for a scheme of say 4
dwellings. The design and scale of the access and infrastructure needed for the developments would have had
more impact. The inspector did accept that even with a development of the size proposed, regarding (see
figure 3) the separation of settlements said in para 16;
“Retention of the woodland area would assist in maintaining the visual separation preventing the physical
coalescence of the settlements and reinforcing the impression of the schemes as a northern extension of
Reading”

countryside setting of Tokers Green and the sense of
separation between the settlements. The second part of
para 16 supports this.

(photo included)
The Inspector considered the schemes in respect on both the wider landscape and the local landscape
character. In para 14 he states;
“Absence of wider landscape impacts is common ground”
In other words, he accepted that the development of this site did not have an impact on distant views, or the
AONB and the site is self-contained unlike site CFS 8.
In a local context the formation of a new access in para 12 he said;
“Nevertheless, the new access design, with pavements sweeping around both junction radii would be
suburban in appearance”
This access design would not be necessary for 4 dwellings which could also utilise the existing field gate. It was
this together with views into the site from the new access road that would affect the character of the
immediate area. Clearly the scale of development had a bearing on his decision, and this can be seen in para
22 where he states;
“access to the services and facilities on foot including opportunities to use public transport would be
inadequate for the scale of development being proposed”
Questions must arise to the steering group as to why consideration was not given to this location for the
housing allocation of 3-4 houses rather than a site in the AONB. An area of the highest value in an open
location which will impact on both the wider and immediate landscape.
Para 12.33 states;
The Local Gap has been identified where development may be particularly harmful by way of causing
coalescence, the loss of key views or damage to areas of special community value as identified through
community consultations.
The Planning Inspector has already stated (on a much larger scheme as shown in figure 3) the development
would prevent the coalescence and maintain the visual separation, there would also be no loss of key views.
The community wish to maintain the gap, which a development of 3-4 houses would, as has been shown.
Para 12.34 states;
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The Valued Landscape policy is not synonymous with the
setting of an AONB and a Valued Landscape may have
other characteristics of value in their own right albeit at a
lower level in the hierarchy than a national designation
(NPPF171). The Appendix C provides the evidence to
support inclusion of the whole area into a Local Valued
Landscape.

It remains a very open landscape with distant views and provides an important green space, making a clear
demarcation between town and village. Its loss would cause coalescence between town and village.
This is of course a wide statement covering the whole area south of the AONB. We have already shown that
the Valued landscape Policy (LPLV) identified areas which did not meet the settings criteria. The Inspector as
previously mentioned stated that the proposed 14 houses on site 1017 would not result in coalescence or
affect the wider landscape.
The NPPF does not, as identified in the KENDP refer specifically to local Gap Policies. We consider that the
reference to East Hagbourne is not comparable and reference to this should be deleted. We recognise that
the separation and coalescence of town and village is important, but it is clear from the evidence that a small
development could take place on site 1017 without impacting on this policy.

Appendix
B2
Facilitation
Report &
Appendix
B5
Facilitation
Report
Updated
January
2020
Housing
requirement
and
Allocation
paper
updated
January
2020
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Noted

These documents considered local and national policies and a call for sites either through the SHELAA or the
Parish Councils Call for sites.
These documents along with other evidence was used by the steering group to allocate a site anywhere in the
Parish to support 3-4 dwellings, rather than just in Kidmore End (as this is defined as a small village) as
previous village hierarchy directed. Following extensive research by the steering group and despite the option
of choosing a site with less impact on the landscape character they allocated site CSF 8 on the edge of
Kidmore End southern boundary on Tokers Green Lane.
Site CFS 10 was considered but a number of issues remain. This site is also within the AONB and contributes to
the wooded character of the area.

Noted

This document underlines the reasoning behind the steering groups choice of site CSF 8 and refers to the
weight of the household survey mentioned previously. Extracts of the survey are shown and in particular the
following question was asked,
What level of growth do you think would be suitable in Kidmore End village between now and 2033?
Out of 511 respondents 160 said yes to size of site 0-5 dwellings. This represents 31%.
When asked,
Is there a need for more houses in other villages?
Out of 505 respondents 212 said yes. This represents 42%.
Under para 15 Site selection, the steering group state that as a result of the household survey they would be
looking for a site of 3-4 dwellings and that since 2011, development of housing had been lower in Kidmore
End than other villages indicating housing would be more desirable. Its probably fair to say at this point that
the limited number of infill opportunities and the fact the village also sits in the AONB is probably the main
factor why fewer new homes have been built in Kidmore End Village!
AECOM report gave a “green site” on site CSF 8 and say there are no objections. However, the local highway
authority has a holding objection, one reason is the site is located on a lane which has no footpath or street
lighting. The conclusions under this heading state this is the only site suitable, available and deliverable for

Noted

allocation within the KENDP. It goes on to say that it is in line with development plan policies and the output
from the household survey despite nearly half of the respondents saying housing should go in other villages..
Appendix D
1-6 Visual
and Spatial
Character
D5 Tokers
Green
Village

We query the description of Tokers Green Lane which is often repeated in the KENDP. Under the heading
within built limits the author of this documents describes Tokers Green Lane as,
“Tokers Green Lane is a narrow single lane facing south to north with dwellings on one side only in linear
form facing open farmland”
The description goes on to say,
“About halfway along Tokers Green Lane, Rokeby Drive is at right angles with dwellings both sides to the
boundary with Chazey Heath and Mapledurham Parish. Beyond Rokeby Drive Tokers Green Lane continues
with houses on one side”
And so it continues. The Planning inspector (ref 3130776) on Chippendale Lodge, Tokers Green Lane describes
the character in para 6 differently and more accurately (and this can clearly be seen on the aerial photograph
on page 19) he says,
“The residential properties in the area are arranged along Tokers Green Lane and with a continuous
succession of cul-de-sac development that run off this road for an appreciable distance north”
Rather than the general description of a “linear form” of development which as mentioned above is
referenced many times in the KENDP the Planning Inspector puts more emphasis on the cul-de-sacs and not
on the linear pattern. Cul-de-sacs are mentioned in the document but are refereed to as spurs and not until
the 5th paragraph.
The reason for referring to this is that any development on part of site 1017 would be a small cul-de-sac and
would not be in a linear form which would be in keeping with the character of Tokers Green Lane.

Noted

Allocated
site CSF 8
and site CSF
10

Allocated site CSF 8 is according to the steering group the site which is in line with SODC policies and which
meets the household survey and also the AECOM evidence and further assessments during the call for sites
process.
In the now adopted South Oxfordshire local plan AONB is covered under policy ENV1 which states,

Noted

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
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The highest level of protection will be given to the landscape and scenic beauty of the Chilterns and
North Wessex Downs Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs):
• 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; and
• 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.
We cannot see how the development of this site nor CSF 10 can be in line with SODC policies especially in
relation to the above policy ENV1 or totally reflects the household survey results. The steering group had the
option to choose a location in a less sensitive part of the Parish and reduce the harm that would occur should
either of these sites be allocated. In the Housing requirement and Allocation document (note here it is for 5
dwellings not 4) OCC make the following comments,
14.3 Advice from Highways – Oxfordshire County Council6 CFS 8 – Provision of five dwellings –
Recommendation Holding Objection, further information would be required: Please see the comments
below;
• No details supplied with regards to vehicular access, however, frontage will require improvements so as
to provided access arrangement to standards
• A speed survey will be required so as to ascertain the appropriate level of visibility splay required
Gradient issues
• No foot way opportunities within vicinity, not lit, proposal is considered unsustainable in terms of
transport
• Improvements to existing passing opportunities required, passing opportunity within the vicinity of site to
be provided
• Turning area will need to be provided and vehicular tracking
Clearly there is still a great deal of work to be undertaken to establish if this is acceptable. But the question is
that the development and infrastructure will neither enhance or conserve the AONB.
The development of this site in linear form will create up to 4/5 individual points of access each requiring their
own visibility splays meaning the removal of a large section of hedgerow. The development will also require
the construction of a passing place in the lane.
These works will result in a change to the character by creating additional driveways and the construction of
houses in what is an open field with no definable boundaries where the development is planned. It will
without doubt change the character and is contrary to the proposed KENDP Quite Lanes Policy (LCQL).
It is accepted in the KENDP that not all areas within the valued landscape meet the criteria covered by policy
LVLP.
The steering group had the opportunity to choose a site location anywhere within the Parish.
The household survey supported locating houses in villages other than Kidmore End.
It has already been established by a planning Inspector that development on site 1017 would maintain the
physical separation, preventing the coalescence of the settlements and reinforcing the impression of the
scheme as a northern extension of Reading. This was for a much larger form of development, so it must follow
that for a site of say 4 dwellings there would be even far less impact.
Site 1017 is self-contained, and it is already agreed that development would not have any effect on the wider
landscape. The effect on the immediate locality would be limited as it would not need the formation of a new
access nor pavements etc as required for the larger schemes.
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Not correct. The KENDP states that all areas of the LPLV
may not covered by LPCS. The setting of the AONB is
determined by criteria (see CCB's Position Statement on
Setting).
Otherwise noted.

The character of Tokers Green Lane is a succession of cul-de-sacs and the development of this site would
maintain that character.
The site is not within the AONB nor would it have any impact on the AONB or wider landscape.
Traffic surveys, ecological reports, ground investigations all establish that this site is suitable for development.
Tokers Green Lane was found to be safe with no accidents recorded in the last (para 18 of Appeal decision
3198315/16) 15 years.
The development would not rely on screen planting to mitigate any adverse effects.
Quite simply the development of this site would follow and strengthen the desires of the KENDP whilst
respecting the AONB. It is the most logical location for any small development in the Parish of Kidmore End
and we respectfully request that the Steering committee revisit the allocation of Site CFS 8 and consider the
comments made above in respect of this representation.
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