Revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan  publicity period
Response 1
Respondent Details
Information

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
I have no comment or objection as the correspondence between all parties reflects detailed and rigorous considered views that
should be upheld.

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
No, I do not request a public examination

Your details and future contact preferences

Response 2
Respondent Details
Information

Contact Details
Name

Mr & Mrs Leeke

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
1. Kidmore End Parish Council’s revised version of ‘Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan’ does
nothing to address OCC Highways’ recommended Holding Objection; the Parish Council has merely acknowledged their comments.
2. Therefore to go ahead with approving the KENDP would be putting the cart before the horse, as no robust solutions have been
provided to any of Highways’ concerns: in particular, a speed survey to ascertain whether the visibility splays are at all feasible, which
is most unl kely given the limitations at that point in the lane; and a drainage survey to ensure the carriageway would not be flooded.
3. So all our previous comments submitted to SODC regarding the unsuitability of site CFS8 for 4 dwellings on Highways grounds
remains valid, i.e:
• The width of the lane at the proposed point(s) of access for the proposed dwellings is just 3.5m; Highways policies stipulate that the
road must be at least 4 metres wide at access points to allow for 2 vehicles to pass.
• The lane narrows to just 2.2m a few metres north of the access point(s). Highways does not accept developments where significant
sections of the carriageway do not allow 2 vehicles to pass, as in this case.
• The vis bility splay is extremely limited in both directions at just a few metres and the lane very twisty, and this is further exacerbated
by the mature hedges in both directions. Highways couldn’t possibly accept any development that would be impacted by such lack of
visibility on entering and exiting the lane at the access point, as this would be a significant danger to users of the carriageway. Their
policies would require an access width of 4.8m, which would be very difficult to achieve.
• With the proposed linear configuration of the dwellings, the turning area within the site would appear to be constrained and difficult
to negotiate, so there would be a danger of vehicles reversing onto the lane.
• The access point is in close proximity to the access point for Butlers Orchard and the narrow lane could not accommodate the
resulting extra traffic generated by this site.
• There is no pavement to the village centre, nor any possibility of constructing one given the narrowness of the lane, particularly at its
narrowest point of 2.2m, and the fact that the lane cannot be widened. So pedestrian access to the village school (@ a 6minute wa k;
some 0.4kms away) and other facilities would be extremely dangerous.
• Highways would also have significant issues with gradient at this proposed site.

Response 3
Respondent Details
Information

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
Ref. Revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan
The comments follow APPENDIX D v1.2, Points 1 to 10, also with reference to corresponding Basic Conditions statements.
APPENDIX D7 introduction:
"This site specific Design Code is supplementary to Policy HDA and allocates the 0.2 hectare site for for up to 4 smaller dwellings. As
well as local character and landscape policies, it is intended to illustrate the expected layout, scale, landscaping and access for the
site."
 Separation of Settlements Policy (LCSS).
If CFS8 development proceeds, then LCSS policy will be countermanded: 'Neighbourhood Development Plan to identify a series of
locations where settlements are vulnerable to coalescence and where it will be important to maintain their separate physical and
visual identities.'
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 117119 (making effective use of land), 122123 (density), 124131 (design),
170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity). NPPG Paragraphs 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design), 803620190721 to 8042
20190721
(landscape), 6600420190722 to 6600520190722 (density), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity).
 CFS8 is situated on the southern edge of Kidmore End village and its development will be another step in extending the village in
the direction of Tokers Green village and coalescence with the greater Caversham/Reading conurbation.
 CFS8 development will add to KEPC settlement coalescence, contrary to the 'basic conditions' statement.
APPX. D7, Point 1.
"Access will be taken from Tokers Green Lane via one or two (maximum) access points contained by hedgerow planning. The
requirement for visibility splays should not lead to an open frontage onto Tokers Green Lane."
 Safety for All Road Users Policy (LTSRU).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways) 124131 (design). NPPG Paragraphs 42013
20140306 to
4201520140306 (transport) and 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design).
Under 'Comment for Conformity', the following statement is made:
"The criteria contained in this policy echo the national policy objectives for road safety at paragraphs 102110 of the NPPF, whilst also
referencing good practice in designing for rural locations. Both elements of the policy are in general conformity with national planning
policy and guidance."
 However, on the contrary, there are serious omissions and deviances from LTSRU 'good practice' in the CFS8 development, such
as:
NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development),
102, 108109 (traffic / highways).
 No Transport Statement has been provided in the proposed CFS8 development. This is a serious omission and wholly
compromises the scheme, as no traffic / highways safety and/or access analysis has been undertaken.
 There is no traffic / highways safety evidence provided.
NPPF 124131 (design).

 OCC Highways mapping is unavailable for the Tokers Green Lane southern edge of Kidmore End village.
 Highways access and roadway design for traffic entering and exiting the proposed CFS8 development is absent from the proposal.
This is a serious omission
 ENTRANCE / EXIT ROADWAY DESIGN WITH FULL CALCULATION MEASUREMENTS OF SPLAY LINES AND CFS8 VISIBILITY
EVIDENCE IS REQUIRED.
 NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY UNDERTAKEN FOR ACCURATE DISTANCE AND TERRAIN DATA INFORMATION. A FUNDAMENTAL
OMISSION.
 NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION. NO PLANS DRAWN OF THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS,
NO ONTHEGROUND EVIDENCE OF POTENTIAL ACCESS DRIVEWAYS ON/OFF TOKERS GREEN LANE.
 Quiet Lanes Policy (LCQL).
Tokers Green Lane identifies as a 'Quiet Lane'. Development of site CFS8 conflicts with NPPF paragraphs 8 170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity).
In recent years, KEPC has worked hard to adopt aspects of the 'Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and home zones and
rural road speed limits Section 268'.
Specifically by Kidmore End village speed limit reduction to 20 m.p.h., development of CFS8 on Tokers Green Lane will countermand
the excellent work by KEPC and create conflict with Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and home zones and rural road
speed limits Section 268, as stated:
'(2) The appropriate national authority may make regulations authorising local traffic authorities who have designated roads as quiet
lanes or home zones to make use orders and speed orders of such descriptions as are prescribed by the regulations in relation to
any roads designated by them as quiet lanes or home zones.'
APPX. D7, Point 2.
"A welldefined defensible boundary must be provided to the west and south of the allocation as shown on Appx. D7 with a minimum
width of 3m native
hedgerow and shrub planning, widening as shown in the plan to reflect the typical village boundary treatment here, and interspersed
with trees, to
soften the edge of the settlement."
 Local Gap Policy (LPLG).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 117119 (making effective use of land), 122123 (density), 124131 (design),
170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity). NPPG Paragraphs 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design), 803620190721 to 8042
20190721 (landscape), 6600420190722 to 6600520190722 (density), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity)
LPLG states: "This policy draws on comprehensive landscape and village character evidence in appendices C, D and E to the
Neighbourhood Development Plan to prevent coalescence between Caversham and Tokers Green and to protect a narrow gap of
vulnerable open land and rural setting next to the urban area of Reading."
The development of site CFS8 therefore clearly conflicts with the Local Gap Policy. Development of CFS8 would clearly create further
coalescence between Kidmore End village and Tokers Green and by association on to Caversham.
THE CFS8 DEVELOPMENT WILL CREATE FURTHER COALESCENCE BETWEEN KIDMORE END VILLAGE AND CAVERSHAM.
APPX. D7, Point 3.
"Appropriate frontage planning could include a double row of beech hedges or other native hedgerow species to help screen the
development. This could be combined with a low garden wall potentially in brick and flint to match those found in the area."
The D7 sketched map is not based on any survey or Topographically accurate measurements.
 D7 Point 3 vaguely refers to ".. could include"; ".. could be combined" etc. The Appx. D7 provides a rough illustration of where
hedgerows COULD be planted, where an approximate building line .. COULD be situated. Which COULD be combined with a low
garden wall POTENTIALLY in brick ... etc.
Point 3 does not show where the ONE or TWO ACCESS POINTS (read driveways) will be situated.
All in all, Point 3 fails to provide a plan upon which the basic conditions can be properly judged.
APPX. D7, Point 4.
"Building heights should be limited to 2 storeys to limit adverse impact. Building footprints should reflect typical local patterns for
smaller dwellings and be no more than 2 to 3 bedrooms. These should meet the Technical Housing Standards¹ with the minimal
gross internal area required and be in the region of between 79  102 sq m."
 General Design Principles Policy (LCDPG).
Ref. Schedule of Modifications Page 2, Number 4; 'Building heights should be limited to 2 storeys to limit adverse impact. Building
footprints should reflect typical local patterns for smaller dwellings and be no more than 2 to 3 bedrooms. These should meet the
Technical Housing Standards1 with the minimal gross internal area required and be in the region of between 79 – 102 sq m.'
2 storey houses will fail to 'limit adverse impact' upon local amenity. The proposed CFS8 development will be visible from hundreds
of metres away across the Curtis Farm fields. Amenity landscape views from Highland Wood and Tankers Table Woods will be
adversely affected and AONB amenity compromised.
Current expansive AONB landscape amenity views from Tokers Green Lane at the Village edge will be lost by the CFS8 housing
construction.
Local Kidmore End Village residents of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, Clive Cottage, Arenal and Struanhill will all have their amenity
comprised if not destroyed by development of CFS8. A row of 'up to four' dwellings build on that part of the village will have a
deleterious effect upon LCDPG principles.
The proposed smaller CFS8 dwellings will be out of keeping in size with the surrounding properties and will look totally out of place
in that part of the village. Thereby adversely affecting the visual amenity of the southern Kidmore End village aspect.
Development of CFS8 will conflict with a wide range of LCDPG Policy guidance as stated in the Table 1: Conformity of Neighbourhood
Plan Policies to National Policy and Advice: 'a range of development management matters from design to climate change, heritage,
biodiversity, density, amenity, landscape and light pollution that is in conformity with the relevant sections of the NPPF and NPPG
resources.'
NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN OR PROVIDED AS EVIDENCE OF TRUE DISTANCE AND TERRAIN.
APPX. D7, Points 5 to 7,
"Pt. 5. Buildings should be sited/ oriented to prevent overlooking of neighbouring properties.

 Despite the absence of architectural plans and without knowing if there will be two, three or four new builds. It is still apparent from
the sketched location of the 'Approximate Building Line', that the CFS8 development will overlook the immediate neighbouring
properties of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, Clive Cottage, Arenal and Struanhill.
Pt. 6. "The properties are expected to conform to an informal linear or staggered layout which respects the existing building line as
shown."
 The sketch plan shows the proposed CFS8 building line DOES NOT respect the existing St. Fillans and Stuanhill building line.
Pt. 7. Gardens should be a minimum of 15m in depth in line with SODC design guide"
IN THE ABSENCE OF PLANS, SITE DRAWINGS AND ARCHITECURAL LAYOUTS, THE REVISED APPX D7 LACKS EVIDENCE
BASED SUBSTANCE.
 Housing Allocation Policy (HDA).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways)
OCC Oxfordshire County Council Highways Dept. have raised serious ongoing concerns to the increase in traffic which will be
created by CFS8 development. The width of Tokers Green Lane at that point is extremely narrow. As part of the Consultation 14,
ample evidence of vehicular incursion upon the highway verges has been provided by local Tokers Green Lane householders. Giving
evidence on how vehicular traffic has eaten away at property frontages along Tokers Green Lane, in some instances up to one metre
of roadside verge has been lost. Which shows the severe strain already existing on Tokers Green Lane prior to the addition of 'up to
four' dwellings at the village periphery.
APPX D7 IS WITHOUT SUBSTANCE , PRIOR TO A FULL HIGHWAYS ACCESS AND SAFETY REPORT PROVIDED AS PART OF A
CFS8 SUBMISSION.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect the AONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
WITH NO CLARITY AS TO WHETHER CFS8 WILL BE TWO, THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS, THE DENSITY DEBATE IS LEFT OPEN
TO CONJECTURE.
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
An alternative site CFS10 has provided a full BNG biodiversity net gain report as part of its submission.
A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT SHOULD BE REQUIRED OF THE CFS8 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.
APPX. D7, Point 8,
"Bat and bird boxes should be integrated into buildings with hedgehog access provided under any garden fences."
 IN THE ABSENCE OF A PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL APPRAISAL (PHASE ONE) OR A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT, THERE
IS NO EVIDENCE WITHIN APPX. D7 OF OBJECTIVE, MEANINGFUL, ECOLOGICAL OR BIODIVERSITY MITIGATION DATA
SUPPORTED INFORMATION.
 Chilterns AONB and its Setting Policy (LPCS).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 124131 (design), 170and 172 (AONBs and landscape), 127, 180 (amenity etc),
180(d) (dark landscapes), 184202 (heritage) and 170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure).NPPG Paragraphs 26
00120191001 to 2602320191001 (design), 803620190721 to 804220190721 (landscape), 3100120191101 to 31007
20191101 (light pollution), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity / daylight), 18a00120190723 to 18a06320190723 and
18a03920190723 to 18a04120190723 (heritage), 3700420140306 (rights of way) and 800420190721 to 803520190721
(biodiversity / Net Gain and green infrastructure)
In their response to the Examiner's Second Clarification note, the Chilterns Conservation Board (CCB) states: "it is useful to point out
that the anticipated review of the AONB boundary, following the findings of the Glover Review and the Government’s January 2022
response, will potentially review areas such as this." It is therefore presumptive of KENDPSG to allocate CFS8 as their preferred site
whilst there is an important AONB boundary review in progress.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect the AONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
WITH NO CLARITY AS TO WHETHER CFS8 WILL BE TWO, THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS, THE DENSITY DEBATE IS LEFT OPEN
TO CONJECTURE.
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
An alternative site CFS10 has provided a full BNG biodiversity net gain report as part of its submission.
A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT SHOULD BE REQUIRED OF THE CFS8 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.
 Preservation of Footpaths, Bridleways and Tracks Policy (LTPFBT).

Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 84 (rural economy), 91 (healthy communities), 102104 and 108110 (transport),
127 (design).
NPPG paragraphs 3700420140306 (rights of way) and 4201320140306 to 4201520140306 (transport)
Under 'Comment for Conformity', the following statement is made:
"ensure that development is sustainably located and that proposals for new development protect existing cycle and pedestrian routes
and provide enhancement where possible. This is consistent with the approach to the promotion of sustainable modes of
transportation as set out in detail in the NPPF and, to a lesser degree, in the NPPG."
However, Tokers Green Lane is very narrow and fails to meet adequate Highways standards. The proposed CFS8 development
provides no plans for a pedestrian route from the development into Kidmore End village.
NO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS OR PLANS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED FOR THE CFS8 DEVELOPMENT. IT IS STILL UNKNOWN
WHETHER THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT WILL BE TWO, THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS.
The footpath from the Butlers Orchard / Tokers Green Lane junction to Highland Wood and Tankers Table Woods will be
compromised and the amenity views from the footpath will be severely adversely affected by the CFS8 development. The existing
rural landscape amenity will be replaced by views of a development of smaller dwelling new builds, together with the concomitant
noise and visual amenity degradation.
APPX. D7, Point 9.
"Parking to be accommodated to the front of the dwellings with sufficient on plot parking (including visitor parking) to ensure no
parking on the restricted Tokers Green Lane"
APPX. D7. PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION. THERE ARE NO PLANS DRAWN OF
THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS, NO ONTHEGROUND EVIDENCE GIVEN.
IT IS STILL UNKNOWN HOW MANY 'SMALLER' DWELLINGS ARE TO BE BUILT .. APPENDIX D7 MERELY PREDICTS "UP TO FOUR".
 Safe Access and Parking Policy (LTSAP).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 105111 (traffic / highways); Ministerial statement on Parking 20152
NPPG Paragraphs 4201320140306 to 4201520140306 (transport).
There is no CFS8 site plan showing the actual dwellings in situ.
Rather APPX. D7. merely provides a rough draft "to illustrate the expected layout, scale, landscaping and access for the site". As such,
LTSAP issues are thoroughly vague. With no site plans of where and how many dwellings are to be accommodated on the 0.2 Ha.
site, it is impossible to gauge the true access and parking aspects.
APPX. D7. states: "Access will be taken from Tokers Green Lane via one or two (maximum) access points contained by hedgerow
planting. The requirement for visibility splays should not lead to an open frontage onto Tokers Green Lane."
CFS8 therefore might have one access, or it might have two access points?
The 'requirement for visibility splays' is mentioned, however in the absence of any sort of Transport Statement or Highways consultant
report, there is no evidence to show CFS8 will provide for safe access or adequate parking provision.
APPX D7 PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION.
However, in the absence of CFS8 architectural layouts, plans and/or site drawings, it remains impossible to make informed
comments on the actual proposed dwellings and their dimensions and how they lay within their environment.

Q4. If appropriate, you can set out below what change(s) you consider necessary to make the plan able to proceed. It
would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any text. Please be as precise as
possible.If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your comments, please
attach these to your response.
CFS8 should not proceed.

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
Yes, I request a public examination

Public examination

Response 4
Respondent Details
Information

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
APPENDIX D7 v1.2, Points 1 to 10, references to corresponding Basic Conditions statements are attached.
APPENDIX D7 introduction:
"This site specific Design Code is supplementary to Policy HDA and allocates the 0.2 hectare site for for up to 4 smaller dwellings. As
well as local character and landscape policies, it is intended to illustrate the expected layout, scale, landscaping and access for the
site."
 CFS8 is situated on the southern edge of Kidmore End village and its development will be another step in extending the village in
the direction of Tokers Green village and coalescence with the greater Caversham/Reading conurbation.
 CFS8 development will add to KEPC settlement coalescence, contrary to the 'basic conditions' statement.
APPX. D7, Point 1.
"Access will be taken from Tokers Green Lane via one or two (maximum) access points contained by hedgerow planning. The
requirement for visibility splays should not lead to an open frontage onto Tokers Green Lane."
Under 'Comment for Conformity', the following statement is made:
"The criteria contained in this policy echo the national policy objectives for road safety at paragraphs 102110 of the NPPF, whilst also
referencing good practice in designing for rural locations. Both elements of the policy are in general conformity with national planning
policy and guidance."
 However, on the contrary, there are serious omissions and deviances from LTSRU 'good practice' in the CFS8 development, such
as:
NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development),
102, 108109 (traffic / highways).
 No Transport Statement has been provided in the proposed CFS8 development. This is a serious omission and wholly
compromises the scheme, as no traffic / highways safety and/or access analysis has been undertaken.
 There is no traffic / highways safety evidence provided.
NPPF 124131 (design).
 OCC Highways mapping is unavailable for the Tokers Green Lane southern edge of Kidmore End village.
 Highways access and roadway design for traffic entering and exiting the proposed CFS8 development is absent from the proposal.
This is a serious omission
 ENTRANCE / EXIT ROADWAY DESIGN WITH FULL CALCULATION MEASUREMENTS OF SPLAY LINES AND CFS8 VISIBILITY
EVIDENCE IS REQUIRED.
 NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY UNDERTAKEN FOR ACCURATE DISTANCE AND TERRAIN DATA INFORMATION. A FUNDAMENTAL
OMISSION.
 NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION. NO PLANS DRAWN OF THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS,
NO ONTHEGROUND EVIDENCE OF POTENTIAL ACCESS DRIVEWAYS ON/OFF TOKERS GREEN LANE.
In recent years, KEPC has worked hard to adopt aspects of the 'Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and home zones and
rural road speed limits Section 268'.
Specifically by Kidmore End village speed limit reduction to 20 m.p.h., development of CFS8 on Tokers Green Lane will countermand

the excellent work by KEPC and create conflict with Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and home zones and rural road
speed limits Section 268, as stated:

APPX. D7, Point 2.
"A welldefined defensible boundary must be provided to the west and south of the allocation as shown on Appx. D7 with a minimum
width of 3m native
hedgerow and shrub planning, widening as shown in the plan to reflect the typical village boundary treatment here, and interspersed
with trees, to
soften the edge of the settlement."
 Local Gap Policy (LPLG).
LPLG states: "This policy draws on comprehensive landscape and village character evidence in appendices C, D and E to the
Neighbourhood Development Plan to prevent coalescence between Caversham and Tokers Green and to protect a narrow gap of
vulnerable open land and rural setting next to the urban area of Reading."
The development of site CFS8 therefore clearly conflicts with the Local Gap Policy. Development of CFS8 would clearly create further
coalescence between Kidmore End village and Tokers Green and by association on to Caversham.
THE CFS8 DEVELOPMENT WILL CREATE FURTHER COALESCENCE BETWEEN KIDMORE END VILLAGE AND CAVERSHAM.
APPX. D7, Point 3.
"Appropriate frontage planning could include a double row of beech hedges or other native hedgerow species to help screen the
development. This could be combined with a low garden wall potentially in brick and flint to match those found in the area."
The D7 sketched map is not based on any survey or Topographically accurate measurements.
 D7 Point 3 vaguely refers to ".. could include"; ".. could be combined" etc. The Appx. D7 provides a rough illustration of where
hedgerows COULD be planted, where an approximate building line .. COULD be situated. Which COULD be combined with a low
garden wall POTENTIALLY in brick ... etc.
Point 3 does not show where the ONE or TWO ACCESS POINTS (read driveways) will be situated.
All in all, Point 3 fails to provide a plan upon which the basic conditions can be properly judged.
APPX. D7, Point 4.
"Building heights should be limited to 2 storeys to limit adverse impact. Building footprints should reflect typical local patterns for
smaller dwellings and be no more than 2 to 3 bedrooms. These should meet the Technical Housing Standards¹ with the minimal
gross internal area required and be in the region of between 79  102 sq m."
 General Design Principles Policy (LCDPG).
2 storey houses will fail to 'limit adverse impact' upon local amenity.
The proposed CFS8 development will be visible from hundreds of metres away across the Curtis Farm fields.
Amenity landscape views from Highland Wood and Tankers Table Woods will be adversely affected and AONB amenity
compromised.
Current expansive AONB landscape amenity views from Tokers Green Lane at the Village edge will be lost by the CFS8 housing
construction.
Local Kidmore End Village residents of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, Clive Cottage, Arenal and Struanhill will have amenity
comprised by CFS8 new builds.
A row of 'up to four' dwellings build on that part of the village will have an adverse effect upon LCDPG principles.
The proposed smaller CFS8 dwellings will be out of keeping in size with the surrounding properties and will look totally out of place
in that part of the village. Thereby adversely affecting the visual amenity of the southern Kidmore End village aspect.
CFS8 Development will conflict with a wide range of LCDPG Policy guidance as stated in the Table 1: Conformity of Neighbourhood
Plan Policies to National Policy and Advice: 'a range of development management matters from design to climate change, heritage,
biodiversity, density, amenity, landscape and light pollution that is in conformity with the relevant sections of the NPPF and NPPG
resources.'
NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN OR PROVIDED AS EVIDENCE OF TRUE DISTANCE AND TERRAIN.
APPX. D7, Points 5 to 7,
"Pt. 5. Buildings should be sited/ oriented to prevent overlooking of neighbouring properties.
 Despite the absence of architectural plans and without knowing if there will be two, three or four new builds. It is still apparent from
the sketched location of the 'Approximate Building Line', that the CFS8 development will overlook the immediate neighbouring
properties of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, Clive Cottage, Arenal and Struanhill.
Pt. 6. "The properties are expected to conform to an informal linear or staggered layout which respects the existing building line as
shown."
 The sketch plan shows the proposed CFS8 building line DOES NOT respect the existing St. Fillans and Stuanhill building line.
Pt. 7. Gardens should be a minimum of 15m in depth in line with SODC design guide"
IN THE ABSENCE OF PLANS, SITE DRAWINGS AND ARCHITECURAL LAYOUTS, THE REVISED APPX D7 LACKS EVIDENCE
BASED SUBSTANCE.
 Housing Allocation Policy (HDA).
OCC Oxfordshire County Council Highways Dept. have raised serious ongoing concerns to the increase in traffic which will be
created by CFS8 development.
The width of Tokers Green Lane at that point is extremely narrow.
As part of the Consultation 14, ample evidence of vehicular incursion upon the highway verges has been provided by local Tokers
Green Lane householders.
Local evidence exists as to how vehicular traffic has eaten away at property frontages along Tokers Green Lane, in some instances
up to one metre of roadside verge lost. Proving traffic congestion exists on Tokers Green Lane prior to an addition of 'up to four'

dwellings at the village periphery.
PRIOR TO A FULL HIGHWAYS ACCESS AND SAFETY REPORT PROVIDED AS PART OF A CFS8 SUBMISSION, THERE IS LITTLE
SUBSTANTIVE EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THE CFS8 DEVELOPMENT.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect the AONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
AS IT IS YET TO BE DECIDED IF CFS8 WILL BE TWO, THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS, THERE CANNOT AS YET BE A PROPER
DENSITY DEBATE.
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
An alternative site CFS10 has provided a full BNG biodiversity net gain report as part of its submission.
A ECOLOGICAL PHASE ONE AND BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT ARE REQUIRED EVIDENCE TO PROVE THE SUITABILITY OF
THE CFS8 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.
APPX. D7, Point 8,
"Bat and bird boxes should be integrated into buildings with hedgehog access provided under any garden fences."
 IN THE ABSENCE OF A PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL APPRAISAL (PHASE ONE) OR A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT, THERE
IS NO EVIDENCE WITHIN APPX. D7 OF OBJECTIVE, MEANINGFUL, ECOLOGICAL OR BIODIVERSITY MITIGATION DATA
SUPPORTED INFORMATION.
 Chilterns AONB and its Setting Policy (LPCS).
In their response to the Examiner's Second Clarification note, the Chilterns Conservation Board (CCB) states: "it is useful to point out
that the anticipated review of the AONB boundary, following the findings of the Glover Review and the Government’s January 2022
response, will potentially review areas such as this." It is therefore presumptive of KENDPSG to allocate CFS8 as their preferred site
whilst there is an important AONB boundary review in progress.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect the AONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
 Preservation of Footpaths, Bridleways and Tracks Policy (LTPFBT).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 84 (rural economy), 91 (healthy communities), 102104 and 108110 (transport),
127 (design).
NPPG paragraphs 3700420140306 (rights of way) and 4201320140306 to 4201520140306 (transport)
Under 'Comment for Conformity', the following statement is made:
"ensure that development is sustainably located and that proposals for new development protect existing cycle and pedestrian routes
and provide enhancement where possible. This is consistent with the approach to the promotion of sustainable modes of
transportation as set out in detail in the NPPF and, to a lesser degree, in the NPPG."
However, Tokers Green Lane is very narrow and fails to meet adequate Highways standards. The proposed CFS8 development
provides no plans for a pedestrian route from the development into Kidmore End village.
NO ARCHITECTURAL PLANS ARE PROVIDED FOR CFS8. IT IS UNKNOWN IF THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT WILL BE TWO, THREE
OR FOUR DWELLINGS.
The footpath from the Butlers Orchard / Tokers Green Lane junction to Highland Wood and Tankers Table Woods will be
compromised and the amenity views from the footpath will be severely adversely affected by the CFS8 development. The existing
rural landscape amenity will be replaced by views of a development of smaller dwelling new builds, together with noise and visual
amenity degradation.
APPX. D7, Point 9.
"Parking to be accommodated to the front of the dwellings with sufficient on plot parking (including visitor parking) to ensure no
parking on the restricted Tokers Green Lane"
PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION. NO PLANS OF THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS,
NO ONTHEGROUND EVIDENCE.

UNKNOWN HOW MANY 'SMALLER' DWELLINGS ARE TO BE BUILT. APPX D7 PREDICTS "UP TO FOUR".
 Safe Access and Parking Policy (LTSAP).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 105111 (traffic / highways); Ministerial statement on Parking 20152
NPPG Paragraphs 4201320140306 to 4201520140306 (transport).
There is no CFS8 site plan showing the actual dwellings in situ.
Rather APPX. D7. merely provides a rough draft "to illustrate the expected layout, scale, landscaping and access for the site". As such,
LTSAP issues are thoroughly vague. With no site plans of where and how many dwellings are to be accommodated on the 0.2 Ha.
site, it is impossible to gauge the true access and parking aspects.
APPX. D7. states: "Access will be taken from Tokers Green Lane via one or two (maximum) access points contained by hedgerow
planting. The requirement for visibility splays should not lead to an open frontage onto Tokers Green Lane."
CFS8 therefore might have one access, or it might have two access points?
The 'requirement for visibility splays' is mentioned, however in the absence of any sort of Transport Statement or Highways consultant
report, there is no evidence to show CFS8 will provide for safe access or adequate parking provision.
APPX D7 PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING.
APPX. D7, Point 10.
‘Open views across the AONB open fields south of CFS8 to be retained from Butlers Orchard and Tokers Green Lane’. This
statement is disingenuous, because in the absence of Site Layout Plans with distance measurements and in the absence of a Site
Aerial and Internal Views Plan, it is not possible to gauge the extent to which views from Butlers Orchard and Tokers Green Lane will
be compromised.

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE:
 Separation of Settlements Policy (LCSS).
If CFS8 development proceeds, then LCSS policy will be countermanded: 'Neighbourhood Development Plan to identify a series of
locations where settlements are vulnerable to coalescence and where it will be important to maintain their separate physical and
visual identities.'
NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 117119 (making effective use of land), 122123 (density), 124131 (design), 170,
172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity). NPPG Paragraphs 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design), 803620190721 to 8042
20190721
(landscape), 6600420190722 to 6600520190722 (density), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity).
APPX. D7, Point 1.
 Safety for All Road Users Policy (LTSRU).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways) 124131 (design). NPPG Paragraphs 42013
20140306 to
4201520140306 (transport) and 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design).
 Quiet Lanes Policy (LCQL).
Tokers Green Lane identifies as a 'Quiet Lane'. Development of site CFS8 conflicts with NPPF paragraphs 8 170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity).
In recent years, KEPC has worked hard to adopt aspects of the 'Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and home zones and
rural road speed limits Section 268'.
'(2) The appropriate national authority may make regulations authorising local traffic authorities who have designated roads as quiet
lanes or home zones to make use orders and speed orders of such descriptions as are prescribed by the regulations in relation to
any roads designated by them as quiet lanes or home zones.'
APPX. D7, Point 2.
 Local Gap Policy (LPLG).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 117119 (making effective use of land), 122123 (density), 124131 (design),
170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity). NPPG Paragraphs 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design), 803620190721 to 8042
20190721 (landscape), 6600420190722 to 6600520190722 (density), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity)
APPX. D7, Point 4.
 General Design Principles Policy (LCDPG).
Ref. Schedule of Modifications Page 2, Number 4; 'Building heights should be limited to 2 storeys to limit adverse impact. Building
footprints should reflect typical local patterns for smaller dwellings and be no more than 2 to 3 bedrooms. These should meet the
Technical Housing Standards1 with the minimal gross internal area required and be in the region of between 79 – 102 sq m.'
APPX. D7, Points 7
 Housing Allocation Policy (HDA).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways)
117119 (making effective use of land).
122123 (density).

148153 (climate change).
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape).
 Chilterns AONB and its Setting Policy (LPCS).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 124131 (design), 170and 172 (AONBs and landscape), 127, 180 (amenity etc),
180(d) (dark landscapes), 184202 (heritage) and 170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure).NPPG Paragraphs 26
00120191001 to 2602320191001 (design), 803620190721 to 804220190721 (landscape), 3100120191101 to 31007
20191101 (light pollution), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity / daylight), 18a00120190723 to 18a#06320190723 and
18a03920190723 to 18a04120190723 (heritage), 3700420140306 (rights of way) and 800420190721 to 803520190721
(biodiversity / Net Gain and green infrastructure)

Q4. If appropriate, you can set out below what change(s) you consider necessary to make the plan able to proceed. It
would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any text. Please be as precise as
possible.If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your comments, please
attach these to your response.
The current KENDP plan should not proceed as it is seriously flawed, reports are missing regarding the site's Architectural Layout,
Ecology, Biodiversity, Highways, Traffic, Flooding, Drainage, Landscape, Amenity, Topography etc.
An alternative less sensitive site CFS10, has already been submitted for planning approval, with four dwellings to be designed
according to the Chilterns Building Design Guide, with the future owners members of the SODC Custom Build Plot Register 'Kidmore
End SelfCustom Build group'.

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
Yes, I request a public examination

Public examination
Q7. Please state your specific reasons for requesting a public hearing below:
Site CFS8 fails to address many of the necessary NPPF criteria and therefore does not meet Basic Conditions.
The Appx. D7 has omitted ARCHITECTURAL, HIGHWAYS, BIODIVERSITY, ECOLOGICAL, AMENITY OR ROAD SAFETY EVIDENCE for
site CFS8.

Your details and future contact preferences

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Valie Madejska

Job title (if relevant)



Organisation (if relevant)



Organisation representing (if relevant)



A serious omission.
 ENTRANCE / EXIT ROADWAY DESIGN WITH FULL CALCULATION MEASUREMENTS OF SPLAYLINES AND CFS8 VISIBILITY
EVIDENCE IS REQUIRED.
 NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY UNDERTAKEN FOR ACCURATE DISTANCE AND TERRAIN DATAINFORMATION. A FUNDAMENTAL
OMISSION.
 NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION. NO PLANS DRAWN OFTHE PROPOSED DWELLINGS,
LACKS EVIDENCE OF POTENTIAL ACCESS POINT LOCATIONS.
DRIVEWAYS ON/OFF TOKERS GREEN LANE.
 Quiet Lanes Policy (LCQL).
Tokers Green Lane identifies as a 'Quiet Lane'. Development of site CFS8 conflicts with NPPF paragraphs 8 170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity).
In recent years, KEPC has worked hard to adopt aspects of the 'Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and home zones and
rural road speed limits Section 268'. Specifically by Kidmore End village speed limit reduction to 20 m.p.h., development of CFS8 on
Tokers Green Lane will countermand the excellent work by KEPC and create conflict with Transport Act 2000 Chapter 38 Quiet lanes
and home zones and rural road speed limits Section 268, as stated:
APPX. D7, Point 2.
"A welldefined defensible boundary must be provided to the west and south of the allocation as shown on Appx. D7 with a minimum
width of 3m native
hedgerow and shrub planning, widening as shown in the plan to reflect the typical village boundary treatment here, and interspersed
with trees, to
soften the edge of the settlement."
 Local Gap Policy (LPLG).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 117119 (making effective use of land), 122123(density), 124131 (design),
170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity). NPPG Paragraphs 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design),803620190721 to 8042
20190721 (landscape), 6600420190722 to 6600520190722 (density), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity)
LPLG states: "This policy draws on comprehensive landscape and village character evidence in appendices C, D and E to the
Neighbourhood Development Plan to prevent coalescence between Caversham and Tokers Green and to protect a narrow gap of
vulnerable open land and rural setting next to the urban area of Reading."
The development of site CFS8 therefore clearly conflicts with the Local Gap Policy. Development ofCFS8 would clearly create further
coalescence between Kidmore End village and Tokers Green and by association on to Caversham.
THE CFS8 DEVELOPMENT WILL CREATE FURTHER COALESCENCE BETWEEN KIDMORE END VILLAGE AND CAVERSHAM.
APPX. D7, Point 3.
"Appropriate frontage planning could include a double row of beech hedges or other native hedgerow species to help screen the
development. This could be combined with a low garden wall potentially in brick and flint to match those found in the area."
The D7 sketched map is not based on any survey or Topographically accurate measurements.
 D7 Point 3 vaguely refers to ".. could include"; ".. could be combined" etc. The Appx. D7 provides a rough illustration of where
hedgerows COULD be planted, where an approximate building line .. COULD be situated. Which COULD be combined with a low
garden wall POTENTIALLY in brick ... etc.
Point 3 does not show where the ONE or TWO ACCESS POINTS (read driveways) will be situated.
All in all, Point 3 fails to provide a plan upon which the basic conditions can be properly judged.
APPX. D7, Point 4.
"Building heights should be limited to 2 storeys to limit adverse impact. Building footprints should reflect typical local patterns for
smaller dwellings and be no more than 2 to 3 bedrooms. These should meet the Technical Housing Standards¹ with the minimal
gross internal area required and be in the region of between 79  102 sq m."
 General Design Principles Policy (LCDPG).
Ref. Schedule of Modifications Page 2, Number 4; 'Building heights should be limited to 2 storeys to limit adverse impact. Building
footprints should reflect typical local patterns for smaller dwellings and be no more than 2 to 3 bedrooms. These should meet the
Technical Housing Standards1 with the minimal gross internal area required and be in the region of between 79 – 102 sq m.'
Construction of doublestorey houses will fail to 'limit adverse impact' upon local amenity. The proposed CFS8 development will be
visible from hundreds of metres away across the Curtis Farm fields. Amenity landscape views from Highland Wood and Tankers
Table Woods will be adversely affected and AONB amenity compromised.
Current expansive AONB landscape amenity views from Tokers Green Lane at the Village edge will be lost by the CFS8 housing
construction.
Local Kidmore End Village residents of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, Clive Cottage, Arenal and Struanhill will all have their amenity
severely comprised by development of CFS8. A row of 'up to four' dwellings build on that part of the village will have a deleterious
effect upon LCDPG principles.
The proposed smaller CFS8 dwellings will be out of keeping in size with the surrounding properties and will look totally out of place
in that part of the village. Thereby adversely affecting the visual amenity of the southern Kidmore End village aspect.
Development of CFS8 will conflict with a wide range of LCDPG Policy guidance as stated in the Table 1:Conformity of Neighbourhood
Plan Policies to National Policy and Advice: 'a range of development management matters from design to climate change, heritage,
biodiversity, density, amenity, landscape and light pollution that is in conformity with the relevant sections of the NPPF and NPPG
resources.'
NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN OR PROVIDED AS EVIDENCE OF TRUEDISTANCE AND TERRAIN.
APPX. D7, Points 5 to 7,
"Pt. 5. Buildings should be sited/ oriented to prevent overlooking of neighbouring properties.
 Despite the absence of architectural plans and without knowing if there will be two, three or four newbuilds. It is still apparent from
the sketched location of the 'Approximate Building Line', that the CFS8development will overlook the immediate neighbouring

properties of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, CliveCottage, Arenal and Struanhill.
Pt. 6. "The properties are expected to conform to an informal linear or staggered layout which respects the existing building line as
shown."
 The sketch plan shows the proposed CFS8 building line DOES NOT respect the existing St. Fillans andStuanhill building line.
Pt. 7. Gardens should be a minimum of 15m in depth in line with SODC design guide"
IN THE ABSENCE OF PLANS, SITE DRAWINGS AND ARCHITECURAL LAYOUTS, THE REVISEDAPPX D7 LACKS EVIDENCE BASED
SUBSTANCE.
 Housing Allocation Policy (HDA).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways)
OCC Oxfordshire County Council Highways Dept. have raised serious ongoing concerns to the increase in traffic which will be
created by CFS8 development. The width of Tokers Green Lane at that point is extremely narrow. As part of the Consultation 14,
ample evidence of vehicular incursion upon the highway verges has been provided by local Tokers Green Lane householders. Giving
evidence on how vehicular traffic has eaten away at property frontages along Tokers Green Lane, in some instances up to one metre
of roadside verge has been lost. Which shows the severe strain already existing on Tokers Green Lane prior to the addition of 'up to
four' dwellings at the village periphery.
In the absence of a Transport consultancy full highways safety and access report, the Appx.D7 layout lacks evidence to support its
findings.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect theAONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
THE DENSITY DEBATE IS LEFT OPEN TO CONJECTURE AS THERE'S NO CLARITY AS TO CFS8 BEING TWO, THREE OR FOUR
DWELLINGS?
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
An alternative site CFS10 has provided a full BNG biodiversity net gain report as part of its submission.
A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT SHOULD BE REQUIRED OF THE CFS8 PROPOSEDDEVELOPMENT.
APPX. D7, Point 8,
"Bat and bird boxes should be integrated into buildings with hedgehog access provided under any garden fences."
 IN THE ABSENCE OF A PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL APPRAISAL (PHASE ONE) OR ABIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT, THERE
IS NO EVIDENCE WITHIN APPX. D7 OF OBJECTIVE,MEANINGFUL, ECOLOGICAL OR BIODIVERSITY MITIGATION DATA
SUPPORTED INFORMATION.
 Chilterns AONB and its Setting Policy (LPCS).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 124131 (design), 170and 172 (AONBs and landscape), 127, 180 (amenity etc),
180(d) (dark landscapes), 184202 (heritage) and 170, 174177(biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure).NPPG Paragraphs 26
00120191001 to 2602320191001(design), 803620190721 to 804220190721 (landscape), 3100120191101 to 31007
20191101 (lightpollution), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity / daylight), 18a00120190723 to 18a 06320190723 and
18a03920190723 to 18a04120190723 (heritage), 3700420140306 (rights of way) and800420190721 to 803520190721
(biodiversity / Net Gain and green infrastructure)
In their response to the Examiner's Second Clarification note, the Chilterns Conservation Board (CCB)states: "it is useful to point out
that the anticipated review of the AONB boundary, following the findings ofthe Glover Review and the Government’s January 2022
response, will potentially review areas such as this." It is therefore presumptive of KENDPSG to allocate CFS8 as their preferred site
whilst there is an important AONB boundary review in progress.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect the AONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
WITH NO CLARITY AS TO WHETHER CFS8 WILL BE TWO, THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS, THEDENSITY DEBATE IS LEFT OPEN
TO CONJECTURE.
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
An alternative site CFS10 has provided a full BNG biodiversity net gain report as part of its submission.

A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT SHOULD BE REQUIRED OF THE CFS8 PROPOSEDDEVELOPMENT.
 Preservation of Footpaths, Bridleways and Tracks Policy (LTPFBT).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 84 (rural economy), 91 (healthy communities), 102104 and 108110 (transport),
127 (design).
Tokers Green Lane is very narrow and fails to meet adequate Highways standards. The proposed CFS8 development provides no
plans for a pedestrian route from the development into Kidmore End village.
NO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS OR PLANS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED FOR THE CFS8DEVELOPMENT. IT IS STILL UNKNOWN
WHETHER THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT WILL BE TWO,THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS.
The footpath from the Butlers Orchard / Tokers Green Lane junction to Highland Wood and Tankers Table Woods will be
compromised and the amenity views from the footpath will be severely adversely affected by the CFS8 development. The existing
rural landscape amenity will be replaced by views of a development of smaller dwelling new builds, together with the concomitant
noise and visual amenity degradation.
APPX. D7, Point 9.
"Parking to be accommodated to the front of the dwellings with sufficient on plot parking (including visitor parking) to ensure no
parking on the restricted Tokers Green Lane"
APPX. D7. PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION.THERE ARE NO PLANS DRAWN OF
THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS, NO ONTHEGROUNDEVIDENCE GIVEN.
IT IS STILL UNKNOWN HOW MANY 'SMALLER' DWELLINGS ARE TO BE BUILT .. APPENDIX D7MERELY PREDICTS "UP TO FOUR".
 Safe Access and Parking Policy (LTSAP).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 105111 (traffic / highways); Ministerial statement on Parking 20152
NPPG Paragraphs 4201320140306 to 4201520140306 (transport).
There is no CFS8 site plan showing the actual dwellings in situ.
Rather APPX. D7. merely provides a rough draft "to illustrate the expected layout, scale, landscaping and access for the site". As such,
LTSAP issues are thoroughly vague. With no site plans of where and how many dwellings are to be accommodated on the 0.2 Ha.
site, it is impossible to gauge the true access nd parking aspects.
APPX. D7. states: "Access will be taken from Tokers Green Lane via one or two (maximum) access points contained by hedgerow
planting. The requirement for visibility splays should not lead to an open frontage onto Tokers Green Lane."
CFS8 therefore might have one access, or it might have two access points?
The 'requirement for visibility splays' is mentioned, however in the absence of any sort of Transport Statement or Highways consultant
report, there is no evidence to show CFS8 will provide for safe accessor adequate parking provision.
APPX D7 PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION.
in the absence of CFS8 architectural layouts, plans and/or site drawings, it remains impossible to make informed comments on the
actual proposed two to four dwellings, or their dimensions and how they will lie in the locale itself.

Q4. If appropriate, you can set out below what change(s) you consider necessary to make the plan able to proceed. It
would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any text. Please be as precise as
possible.If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your comments, please
attach these to your response.
The CFS8 D7 plan should not proceed.
The Appendix D7 plan, despite the additional 'Schedule of Modifications', remains intrinsically flawed.
There is no site plan of the actual houses in situ and no indication on a plan as to the physical shape of the houses to be built.
As the CFS8 part of Tokers Green Lane is affected by flooding, access points are an important part of the project to help decide
whether it should proceed, yet the one or two access driveways are not indicated on the D7 plan.
The absence of any consultancy reports pertaining to ecology, biodiversity, highways, flooding, landscape and amenity, topography
means the impact of the CFS8 development cannot be gauged.

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
Yes, I request a public examination

Public examination

Policy and Programmes
HEAD OF SERVICE: HARRY BARRINGTONMOUNTFORD

Contact Officer: Robyn Tobutt

Robyn.Tobutt@southandvale.gov.uk
Tel: 01235 422600

24 March 2022
Kidmore End Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan: Consultation on the
revised Appendix D7 – Housing Allocation
The council supports the revisions proposed to Appendix D7 – Housing Allocation
(CFS8 Design Code). The Parish Council proposed these revisions in response to
the examiner’s second clarification note. The council considers that the proposed
modifications refine the proposed allocation and enhances the quality of the scheme.

Robyn Tobutt
Senior Planning Policy Officer (Neighbourhood)

South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk

Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways) 124131 (design).NPPG Paragraphs 42013
20140306 to
4201520140306 (transport) and 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design).
here are serious omissions and deviances from LTSRU 'good practice' in theCFS8 development, such as: NPPF paragraphs 8
(sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways).
 No Transport Statement has been provided in the proposed CFS8 development. This is a serious omission and compromises the
scheme, as no traffic / highways safety and/or access analysis has been undertaken.
 There is no traffic / highways safety evidence provided.
NPPF 124131 (design).
 OCC Highways mapping is unavailable for the Tokers Green Lane southern edge of Kidmore End village.
 Highways access and roadway design for traffic entering and exiting the proposed CFS8 development is absent from the proposal.
A serious omission.
 ENTRANCE / EXIT ROADWAY DESIGN WITH FULL CALCULATION MEASUREMENTS OF SPLAYLINES AND CFS8 VISIBILITY
EVIDENCE IS REQUIRED.
 NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY UNDERTAKEN FOR ACCURATE DISTANCE AND TERRAIN DATAINFORMATION. A FUNDAMENTAL
OMISSION.
 NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION. NO PLANS DRAWN OFTHE PROPOSED DWELLINGS,
NO ONTHEGROUND EVIDENCE OF POTENTIAL ACCESS
DRIVEWAYS ON/OFF TOKERS GREEN LANE.
 Quiet Lanes Policy (LCQL).
Tokers Green Lane identifies as a 'Quiet Lane'. Development of site CFS8 conflicts with NPPF paragraphs 8 170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity).
In recent years, KEPC has worked hard to adopt aspects of the 'Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and home zones and
rural road speed limits Section 268'. Ref. Kidmore End village speed limit reduction to 20 m.p.h., development of CFS8 on Tokers
Green Lane will countermand the excellent work by KEPC and create conflict with Transport Act 2000  Chapter 38 Quiet lanes and
home zones and rural road speed limits Section 268.
APPX. D7, Point 2.
"A welldefined defensible boundary must be provided to the west and south of the allocation as shown on Appx. D7 with a minimum
width of 3m native
hedgerow and shrub planning, widening as shown in the plan to reflect the typical village boundary treatment here, and interspersed
with trees, to
soften the edge of the settlement."
 Local Gap Policy (LPLG).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 117119 (making effective use of land), 122123(density), 124131 (design),
170, 172 (AONBs and
landscape), 127 and 180 (amenity). NPPG Paragraphs 2600120191001 to 2602320191001 (design),803620190721 to 8042
20190721 (landscape), 6600420190722 to 6600520190722 (density), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity)
LPLG states: "This policy draws on comprehensive landscape and village character evidence in appendices C, D and E to the
Neighbourhood Development Plan to prevent coalescence between Caversham and Tokers Green and to protect a narrow gap of
vulnerable open land and rural setting next to the urban area of Reading."
The development of site CFS8 therefore clearly conflicts with the Local Gap Policy. Development ofCFS8 would clearly create further
coalescence between Kidmore End village and Tokers Green and by association on to Caversham.
THE CFS8 DEVELOPMENT WILL CREATE FURTHER COALESCENCE BETWEEN KIDMORE END VILLAGE AND CAVERSHAM.
APPX. D7, Point 3.
The D7 plan has not been prepared with survey or Topographically accurate measurements, there is no scale provided.
 D7 Point 3 vaguely refers to ".. could include"; ".. could be combined" etc. The Appx. D7 provides a rough illustration of where
hedgerows COULD be planted, where an approximate building line .. COULD be situated. Which COULD be combined with a low
garden wall POTENTIALLY in brick ... etc.
Point 3 does not show where the ONE or TWO ACCESS POINTS (read driveways) will be situated. Point 3 fails to provide a plan upon
which the basic conditions can be properly judged.
APPX. D7, Point 4.
 General Design Principles Policy (LCDPG).
Ref. Schedule of Modifications Page 2, Number 4; 'Building heights should be limited to 2 storeys to limit adverse impact. Building
footprints should reflect typical local patterns for smaller dwellings and be no more than 2 to 3 bedrooms. These should meet the
Technical Housing Standards1 with the minimal gross internal area required and be in the region of between 79 – 102 sq m.' 2
storey houses will fail to 'limit adverse impact' upon local amenity. The proposed CFS8 development will be visible from hundreds of
metres away across the Curtis Farm fields.
Amenity landscape views from Highland Wood and Tankers Table Woods will be adversely affected and AONB amenity
compromised.
Current expansive AONB landscape amenity views from Tokers Green Lane at the Village edge will be lost by the CFS8 housing
construction.
Local Kidmore End Village residents of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, Clive Cottage, Arenal and Struanhill will all have their amenity
comprised if not destroyed by development of CFS8. A row of 'up to four' dwellings build on that part of the village will have a
deleterious effect upon LCDPG principles.
The proposed smaller CFS8 dwellings will be out of keeping in size with the surrounding properties and look out of place in that part
of the village. Thereby adversely affecting the visual amenity of the southern Kidmore End village aspect.
Development of CFS8 will conflict with a wide range of LCDPG Policy guidance as stated in the Table 1:Conformity of Neighbourhood
Plan Policies to National Policy and Advice: 'a range of development management matters from design to climate change, heritage,
biodiversity, density, amenity, landscape and light pollution that is in conformity with the relevant sections of the NPPF and NPPG
resources.'
NO TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN OR PROVIDED AS EVIDENCE OF TRUEDISTANCE AND TERRAIN.

APPX. D7, Points 5 to 7,
"Pt. 5. Buildings should be sited/ oriented to prevent overlooking of neighbouring properties.
 In the absence of any measurements and/or scale to the Appx D7 plan. Whilst the four dwellings are absent from the plan, it
remains impossible to properly consider the ramifications and the extent to which neighbouring properties will be overlooked.
However, despite the absence of architectural plans and without confirmation if there will be two, three or four newbuilds, it is still
apparent from the sketched location of the 'Approximate Building Line', the CFS8 development will overlook the immediate
neighbouring properties of St. Fillans, Greenwich Cottage, Clive Cottage, Arenal and Struanhill.
Point. 6. "The properties are expected to conform to an informal linear or staggered layout which respects the existing building line as
shown."
 The sketch plan shows the proposed CFS8 building line DOES NOT respect the existing St. Fillans and Stuanhill building line.
Point. 7. Gardens should be a minimum of 15m in depth in line with SODC design guide"
IN THE ABSENCE OF PLANS, SITE DRAWINGS AND ARCHITECURAL LAYOUTS, THE REVISEDAPPX D7 LACKS EVIDENCE BASED
SUBSTANCE.
 Housing Allocation Policy (HDA).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 108109 (traffic / highways)
OCC Oxfordshire County Council Highways Dept. have raised serious ongoing concerns to the increase in traffic which will be
created by CFS8 development. The width of Tokers Green Lane at that point is extremely narrow. As part of the Consultation 14,
ample evidence of vehicular incursion upon the highway verges has been provided by local Tokers Green Lane householders. Giving
evidence on how vehicular traffic has eaten away at property frontages along Tokers Green Lane, in some instances up to one metre
of roadside verge has been lost. Which shows the severe strain already existing on Tokers Green Lane prior to the addition of 'up to
four' dwellings at the village periphery.
IN THE ABSENCE OF A HIGHWAYS ACCESS SAFETY REPORT CFS8 AND THE APPX.D7 LACKS OBJECTIVE ROAD SAFETY
EVIDENCE.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect the AONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
WITH NO CLARITY WHETHER CFS8 WILL BE TWO, THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS, ONTHEGROUND DENSITY IS LEFT TO
CONJECTURE.
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT SHOULD BE REQUIRED OF THE CFS8 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.
APPX. D7, Point 8,
"Bat and bird boxes should be integrated into buildings with hedgehog access provided under any garden fences."
 IN THE ABSENCE OF A PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL APPRAISAL (PHASE ONE) OR A BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN REPORT, THERE
IS NO APPX.D7 EVIDENCE OF OBJECTIVE AND MEANINGFUL, ECOLOGICAL OR BIODIVERSITY MITIGATION DATA.
 Chilterns AONB and its Setting Policy (LPCS).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 124131 (design), 170and 172 (AONBs and landscape), 127, 180 (amenity etc),
180(d) (dark landscapes), 184202 (heritage) and 170, 174177(biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). NPPG Paragraphs 26
00120191001 to 2602320191001(design), 803620190721 to 804220190721 (landscape), 3100120191101 to 31007
20191101 (light pollution), 6600620190722 to 6600720190722 (amenity / daylight), 18a00120190723 to 18a 06320190723 and
18a03920190723 to 18a04120190723 (heritage), 3700420140306 (rights of way) and800420190721 to 803520190721
(biodiversity / Net Gain and green infrastructure)
In their response to the Examiner's Second Clarification note, the Chilterns Conservation Board (CCB)states: "it is useful to point out
that the anticipated review of the AONB boundary, following the findings of the Glover Review and the Government’s January 2022
response, will potentially review areas such as this." It is therefore presumptive of KENDPSG to allocate CFS8 as their preferred site
whilst there is an important AONB boundary review in progress.
117119 (making effective use of land). The CFS8 land is currently rich productive agricultural and will be permanently lost to food
production by the proposed development.
122123 (density). The density of "up to four" CFS8 smaller dwellings will create a housing density in the southern edge of Kidmore
End Village which is totally out of kilter with that of the surrounding housing along Tokers Green Lane and Butlers Orchard.
148153 (climate change). The destruction of productive agricultural land will fail to help climate change initiatives.
170, 172 (AONBs and landscape). The current site of the proposed CFS8 development is a rural landscape typical of Chilterns AONB
agricultural land, development of CFS8 will adversely affect the AONB and surrounding landscape for several hundred metres to the
northwest, due west and southwest of Kidmore End village.
127, 180 (amenity etc). Visual amenity across open fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods will be compromised.
180(d) (dark landscapes). Two or three new dwellings will emit light into the night sky, this will adversely affect the dark landscape
which currently exists across the Curtis Farm fields stretching hundreds of metres into Highland Woods.
170, 174177 (biodiversity / Net Gain / green infrastructure). No BNG analysis has been carried out to show the real costs of CFS8
development to the biodiversity and green infrastructure.
 Preservation of Footpaths, Bridleways and Tracks Policy (LTPFBT).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 84 (rural economy), 91 (healthy communities), 102104 and 108110 (transport),
127 (design).

Tokers Green Lane is very narrow and fails to meet adequate Highways standards. The proposed CFS8 development provides no
plans for a pedestrian route from the development into Kidmore End village.
NO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS OR PLANS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED FOR THE CFS8DEVELOPMENT. IT IS STILL UNKNOWN
WHETHER THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT WILL BE TWO,THREE OR FOUR DWELLINGS.
The footpath from the Butlers Orchard / Tokers Green Lane junction to Highland Wood and Tankers Table Woods will be
compromised and the amenity views from the footpath will be severely adversely affected by the CFS8 development. The existing
rural landscape amenity will be replaced by views of a development of smaller dwelling new builds, together with the concomitant
noise and visual amenity degradation.
Point 9.
"Parking to be accommodated to the front of the dwellings with sufficient on plot parking (including visitor parking) to ensure no
parking on the restricted Tokers Green Lane"
APPX. D7. PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION.THERE ARE NO PLANS DRAWN OF
THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS, NO ONTHEGROUNDEVIDENCE GIVEN.
IT IS STILL UNKNOWN HOW MANY 'SMALLER' DWELLINGS ARE TO BE BUILT .. APPENDIX D7 PREDICTS "UP TO FOUR".
Four dwellings or even three dwellings will be a very tight fit onto a 0.2 hectare site area.
Three or four dwellings squeezed together will be totally at odds with the surrounding existing housing stock. The nearby houses are
detached and substantial in size, varying from three to six bedroomed homes.
CFS8 with its far smaller two or three bed dwellings, will be a development totally out of kilter with the surrounding Tokers Green Lane
community.
IN ACCORDANCE WITH O.C.C. PLANNING REGULATIONS A TOTAL OF TEN PARKING SPACES WILL BE REQUIRED .
Parking for four dwellings will require eight parking spaces according to the highways requirements of planning application
requirements, i.e. two per dwelling. EIGHT PARKING SPACES will be very difficult to accommodate on a 0.2 hectare site.
In addition, planning application requirements insist on an extra TWO VISITOR PARKING spaces.
 Safe Access and Parking Policy (LTSAP).
Ref. NPPF paragraphs 8 (sustainable development), 102, 105111 (traffic / highways); Ministerial statement on Parking 20152
NPPG Paragraphs 4201320140306 to 4201520140306 (transport). There is no CFS8 site plan showing the actual dwellings in
situ.
APPX. D7. merely provides a roughdraft plan "to illustrate the expected layout, scale, landscaping and access for the site". As such,
LTSAP issues are remain vague. With no site plans of where and how many dwellings are to be accommodated on the 0.2 Ha. site, it
is impossible to gauge the true access and parking outcomes.
"Access will be taken from Tokers Green Lane via one or two (maximum) access points contained by hedgerow planting. The
requirement for visibility splays should not lead to an open frontage onto Tokers Green Lane." CFS8 might therefore have one
access, or it might have two access points?
The 'requirement for visibility splays' is mentioned, however in the absence of any sort of Transport Statement or Highways consultant
report, there is no evidence to show CFS8 will provide for safe accessor adequate parking provision.
APPX D7 PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE OF SAFE ACCESS OR ADEQUATE PARKING PROVISION.
It is very likely the Tokers Green Lane road way will need substantial improvement to accommodate the required ten parking spaces,
also to raise the roadway so as to avoid the known flooding risk. The road width will need widening, which has also yet to be
addressed in Appx D7.
Point10. "Open views across the AONB open fields south of CFS8 to be retained from Butlers Orchard and Tokers Green Lane".
Unfortunately, the developers have not instructed LVIA Landscape and Visual Amenity consultants to produce the necessary detailed
report, which would address whether existing open views across the AONB will in fact be retained, compromised or lost. This is a
serious omission.
Finally, in the continued absence of CFS8 architectural layouts, plans and/or site drawings, it remains impossible to make informed
comments on the actual proposed dwellings, their dimensions in the AONB.

Q4. If appropriate, you can set out below what change(s) you consider necessary to make the plan able to proceed. It
would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any text. Please be as precise as
possible.If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your comments, please
attach these to your response.
For the plan to get closer to where it is able to proceed, the following consultant reports are necessary to ensure the current site
CFS8 assumptions are scientifically proven/supported.
An onus is on the developers to provide truly objective data, informing the Kidmore End community and general public to the benefits
of building on the pristine CFS8 agricultural open AONB landscape.
The following consultant reports need to be provided (listed in alpha order):
1. Arboricultural & Planning Integration Report.
2. Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) assessment with appropriate Defra Metric habitat definitions assigned.
3. Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment report.
4. Planning Design & Access Statement.
5. Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (comprising an Extended Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Scoping Survey).
6. Proposed Site Aerial & Internal Site Views.
7. Topographical survey.
8. Transport Statement.
9. Tree Protection Plan.
The information and results of these consultancy reports will need to be considered as part of the public hearing.

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
Yes, I request a public examination

Public examination
Q7. Please state your specific reasons for requesting a public hearing below:
 It is apparent the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan has been a fraught process. The chosen 'preferred' CFS8 site, has attracted
considerable opposition from many local residents and the wider community. Because of this discontent many people have already
at Reg. 14 requested a public hearing.
 In the rush, within months of the KENP Sept. 2018 launch to give CFS8 a RAG Green rating , less environmentally sensitive sites
have been sidelined.
 Quality of life for those householders near and around the CFS8 site will be seriously compromised by the development.
 Cramming up to four houses on the 0.2 hectare CFS8 site, will be at odds with the surrounding housing stock. The Appx D7 plan
envisages each of the four CFS8 dwellings being similar in size to neighbouring St. Fillan's garage! From a rural planning
perspective this is unacceptable.
 Eight significant Oxfordshire County Council highways objections to CFS8 access, road and safety aspects have yet to be resolved.
 A public hearing will provide an opportunity to question motives of the KENDP steering committee as to why they have been
adamant to solely add their voice to promote CFS8.

Your details and future contact preferences

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Chris Gaskell

Job title (if relevant)

Network Connections Planning Engineer

Organisation (if relevant)

Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks

Organisation representing (if relevant)



Address line 1

1 Woodstock Road

Address line 2

Yarnton

Address line 3



Postal town

Kidlington

Postcode

OX5 1NY

Telephone number



Email address

chris.gaskell@sse.com

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Vicki Enston

Job title (if relevant)

Land Use Planning

Organisation (if relevant)

Office for Nuclear Regulation

Organisation representing (if relevant)



Address line 1

Building 4, Redgrave Court

Address line 2

Merton Road

Address line 3



Postal town

Bootle

Postcode

L20 7HS

Telephone number



Email address

ONRLand.Useplanning@onr.gov.uk

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Isabella Jack

Job title (if relevant)

Sustainable Development Lead Adviser

Organisation (if relevant)

Natural England

Organisation representing (if relevant)



Address line 1

Foss House

Address line 2

Kings Pool

Address line 3

12 Peasholme Green

Postal town

York

Postcode

YO1 7PX

Telephone number



Email address

isabella.jack@naturalengland.org.uk

Response 11
Respondent Details
Information

Contact Details
Name

Mr Mcaslan

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments

Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: Consultation on revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan
Thank you for your email of 3 March 2022 inviting me to comment on the revised Appendix D7 of the Kidmore End Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP).
I note the revised Appendix D7 alters the shape of the CFS8 site from a rectangle to an (almost) triangle which now includes “…. a
welldefined defensible boundary …. provided to the west and south of the allocation as shown on D7 with a minimum width of 3m
native hedgerow and shrub planning, widening as shown in the plan to reflect the typical village boundary treatment here, and
interspersed with trees, to soften the edge of the settlement.” [Extract from the notes at Appendix D7.]
I welcome the reduced frontage of the site and triangular shape which now provides an open view of the field from Butlers Orchard
and the field gate on Tokers Green Lane. The proposed minimum 3m deep boundary on the south and west of the site would indeed
be consistent with a typical village boundary of Kidmore End village.
My main concern with the proposed change is the lack of space in the site for 34 houses of 23 bedrooms. I have redrawn the plan
on an Ordnance Survey map taken from an SODC website; see attached CFS8 site layout document. The notes in Appendix D7 state
that the houses should be positioned behind the building line as shown on the site plan. With a 3m hedgerow around the perimeter
of the site, the amount of land available for 34 houses and gardens would be reduced to just 1.3ha of the total 2.0ha site. If three
houses were built this would allow 0.42ha per house and back garden, each with a frontage of 10.7m. If four houses were built this
would allow just 0.33ha per house with a frontage of just 8.0m. I assume that the area in front of the building line will be used for
access, parking, sceptic tanks and perhaps small front gardens.
I have prepared a summary of the dimensions of houses and gardens, and the width of gardens at the building line for all the
properties on Tokers Green Lane within Kidmore End; see attached. As you can see, the average width of a garden at the building
line on the west side of Tokers Green Lane is 31.3m and the average area of the houses and back gardens is 1.36ha. On the east
side of Tokers Green Lane, the averages are 20.1m and 0.76ha.
In summary, the width of each garden on the proposed CFS8 site would be just 43% of the average width of existing gardens in
Tokers Green Lane if three houses are built, and just 32% if four houses are built. Indeed, the total area of land available for 34
houses on the site is less than for each of the single properties of St Fillans, or Strathfillan, or Curtis Farm – the first three properties
neighbouring the CFS8 site. The proposed development of 34 houses would therefore be very different in both scale and layout to
the existing houses on Tokers Green Lane. Such incompatibility is inconsistent with the requirements of Policy HDA in the Kidmore
End NDP.
Your letter states that I may request the need for a public hearing. In my earlier comments on the Regulation 16 draft I emphasised
the unwillingness of the Kidmore End Parish and its NDP Steering Group to engage with residents most impacted by the proposed
development. A public hearing would provide us with the opportunity to highlight a number of serious failings in the way the NDP has
been developed and decisions taken, not least the absence of an objectively assessed need for more houses within the Parish and
the decision to offer land for development on productive agricultural land within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. A
public hearing would add rigour to the process of open public engagement – something which has not been possible over the past
two years due to Covid.
Kind regards,
Alastair McAslan OBE

Q3. You can upload supporting evidence here.
File: CFS8 site layout.pdf 
File: Summary of width & areas in Tokers Green Lane.pdf 

Public examination

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Alastair McAslan OBE

Job title (if relevant)



Organisation (if relevant)



Organisation representing (if relevant)



Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Caroline McAslan

Job title (if relevant)



Organisation (if relevant)



Organisation representing (if relevant)



Response 14
Respondent Details
Information

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Organisation

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
Response received via email from Historic England. Please see attachment.

Q3. You can upload supporting evidence here.
File: 20220~4.PDF 

Your details and future contact preferences

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Charlotte Cartwright

Job title (if relevant)

Business Officer

Organisation (if relevant)

Historic England

Organisation representing (if relevant)

Historic England

Address line 1

Canon Bridge House

Address line 2

25 Dowgate Hill

Address line 3



Postal town

London

Postcode

EC4R 2YA

Telephone number



Email address

eseast@historicengland.org.uk

Dear Ms Whiteley,
RE: Consultation on revised Appendix D7 - Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End Neighbourhood
Plan
Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment on the above neighbourhood plan. On the basis of the
information currently available, we do not wish to offer any detailed comments at this stage.
We would refer you to our general advice on successfully incorporating historic environment considerations
into your neighbourhood plan, which can be found here:
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/.
For further specific advice regarding the historic environment and how to integrate it into your
neighbourhood plan, we recommend that you consult your local planning authority conservation officer.
We may wish to make specific comments on proposals later in the planning process.

Yours faithfully
Charlotte Cartwright
Business Officer
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Comments on Revised Appendix D7-Housing Allocation of The Kidmore
End Neighbourhood Plan.
Appendix 1 Planning Officers Report Application ref P17/S0947/O plus plan
Appendix 2 Planning Officers Report Application ref P16/S1371/O plus plan
We have also considered in our response to the examiner the “Schedule of modifications” and
“Response of Kidmore End Parish Council” to second clarification note.
Housing Allocation Appendix D7
The Parish Council (PC) in proposing site CFS8 listed 10 design guidelines in support of the
development of this site. The PC reviewed these 10 points after the second clarification by the
examiner. 6 of these remain unchanged.
The 4 points that were modified and highlighted in the Schedule of Modifications are examined
below.
Section: Page 2 number 2
The first change (numbered 2) relates to the boundary treatment, due to the existing site being part
of an open field with extensive views with no existing discernible boundaries and located within the
AONB. They have changed the wording so that any new boundary hedging will be a minimum of 3m
deep.
At this point I would like to reference two sites that were refused permission. The first for 3 houses
(Appendix 1 planning application officers report extract P17/S0947/O) on 0.1ha in the AONB and
within the village conversation area. The site formed part of an open field and the comments made
by the planning officer in the officer’s report under the heading “Impact on the character of the
area and the Chilterns AONB” in para 6.21 (Appendix 1) the officer states;
“It is accepted that suitable landscaping could be used to soften the development or indeed
obscure it from view. However, officers do not consider it reasonable to artificially bolster the
boundaries with vegetation just to ensure the development is not visible from its wider
surroundings. It would in the officer’s view, be a contrived way of ensuring the development is
hidden”
We consider that the proposed screening for this site can be viewed in similar way. The screening
would also not prevent the houses or any additional paraphernalia being glimpsed through the
vegetation which would take several years to mature.
In para 6.18 the officer states that the development of 3 houses would;
“Result in the permanent loss of open and rural land which surrounds the village”
The land proposed under Housing Allocation D7 is open and rural with a strong hedgerow boundary
to Tokers Green Lane.
The second site (Appendix 2 planning application officers report extract P16/S1371/O) proposed a
single dwelling on 0.2ha of land in the neighbouring village of Gallowstree Common. Subject to
similar AONB policies the officers considered the site unsuitable and refused the application.

In the officers report under the heading on page 2 “Principle of the Development” the officer refers
to the impact of the dwelling on the AONB. It is worth mentioning that at the time of the planning
application, SODC did not have a 5 year housing land supply. In para 6.8 the officer refers to the lack
of the 5y HLS and states;
“As the site is located within the AONB great weight must be given to the conservation of the
AONB and in this regard I do not consider the lack of a 5 year housing land supply provides
sufficient weight to override the impact on the AONB, particularly given that the addition of a
single dwelling would have an limited impact on a temporary deficit housing supply, compared
with the permanent harm that would be caused to the Chilterns AONB”
No such deficit now exists, so the allocation of site CFS8 within the AONB whilst alternative sites
outside of the AONB exist is difficult to justify, considering past comments and decisions made by
SODC officers.
The application was refused and the reason for refusal stated;
“The application site comprises an area of undeveloped land forming part of a larger agricultural
field within the Chilterns AONB” It goes on to say “The proposal would detract from the
undeveloped rural character and appearance of the site and its surroundings and would fail to
conserve the landscape setting of Gallowstree Common or the landscape qualities of the AONB”
This reason for refusal just strengthens the case of how protected the AONB is in the Parish by SODC
officers. It must follow that any development proposed on this housing allocation site is not
acceptable.
The changes made under point 2 fail to alter the impact of any proposed development on the
Chilterns AONB. This is even more highlighted in the NPPF para 176 in that it fails to neither
conserve or enhance the AONB. The changes proposed to the landscaping fail to conserve the
character of Tokers Green Lane (TGL). The photograph below shows the existing hedgerow at the
front of the site. This will need to be removed to achieve the necessary visibility splays required for
the points of access. TGL at this point is only wide enough for one car with no pavements.

We challenge the statement made in point 1 that the access points “should” not lead to an open
frontage. No site survey or splays have been plotted to prove this.
Section: Page 2 number 4
The second modification changes point 4 by adding minimum sizes but does not fix the mix of units
e.g., by stating 3no 3 Bedroom houses and 1no 2 bedroom dwelling. It simply says the houses should
comprise of 2 or 3 bedroom dwellings but not the number of each.
Within the Neighbourhood Plan supporting documents Appendix D1-6 for each area it contains a
density and plot sizes assessment. This is particularly useful in comparing the character of the
villages. In a direct comparison between Kidmore End and Tokers Green, 9 individual areas were
considered in each village.
In Kidmore End out of the 9 areas calculated, the highest density being 14 dph. 2 areas are 10 dph
with the remaining areas between 4 and 9dph.
Compare this to Tokers Green where out of the 9 areas, where 4 areas had a density greater than 20
dph with the highest being 23 dph. The remaining areas were 3-16 dph.
What this shows is that any allocation of 4 small dwellings at a density of 20 dph is much more
suited to Tokers Green character than Kidmore Ends character. The development of 4 dwellings at
site CSF8 would be out of character with the surrounding area.
Section: Page 2 number 6
The third modification under point 6 now adds the option of staggering the houses although the line
on the plan shown is straight.
Section: Page 2 number 10 plus image
The fourth modification refers to views and it is worth noting that contained within the
Neighbourhood Plan supporting documents, Appendix D1-6 Visual and Spatial Character under D1.

Kidmore End important view 7 has now been “relocated” further south on the modified Housing
Allocation D7 document.
This is of course because of the impact the development would have on the views identified within
the Visual and Spatial Character Document. The Neighbourhood Plan should be consistent and as
shown in our previous representations fails to maintain consistency through its policies. These
important view positions should not be moved as justification of allocating CSF8. The views from
view 7 as shown in the Visual and Spatial Character would include (because of the angle of sight) the
proposed development. The image below shows site CFS8 from opposite Butlers Orchard and
emphasises the openness of the field with the existing strong boundary treatment along the rear
gardens of houses fronting TGL and the dense hedgerow fronting TGL. The contribution the site
makes to the character of the area and of the special qualities of the AONB.

The modifications proposed still fail to justify the land as a site which is appropriate for the location
for 4 houses in the Chiltern AONB when other opportunities exist outside of the AONB.
SODC carried out a review of the South Oxfordshire Landscape character assessment in 2017. On
page 178 under the heading Amenity Landscape they identify the key characteristics, because in the
south of the district a number of golf courses are located in the Chiltern Hills and near Caversham.
The four key characteristics are;
Typical golf course landscapes of greens, fairways, roughs and bunkers, with associated buildings
and parking.
Intensively managed and somewhat sub urban character.
Use of exotic tree species out of character with locality.

Rural, often well wooded-setting with moderate to low intervisibility.
The reason we refer to this, is that site 1017 backs onto a golf course which reflets the above
characteristics of the landscape which has a managed and sub urban character and therefore has far
less impact on the surrounding wider landscape character of the area outside of the AONB than site
CSF8.
Comments on Response of Kidmore End Parish Council to the Examiners 2nd clarification note.
Policy LCLG
The PC state that the same pressures apply when they don’t. The Local plan is now adopted and the
policies carry greater weight. The revised NPPF increased the protection of areas such as AONB
together with the NP which when adopted will provide the necessary level of protection. What is
evident in their response is they still incorrectly put greater weight on this policy than the AONB. A
development of 4 houses in TGL on the boundary with Caversham would maintain the gap as
confirmed by the planning inspector for a much larger scheme of 14 dwellings.
Policy HDA
The Parish Council put great weight on the Aecom site assessment work which unfortunately in the
case of site 1017 only considered the site as a whole and based their findings on a much larger
scheme. They should have considered the site in all contexts not just as a large site.
The PC therefore discounted a site which could provide a more suitable location for 4 dwellings
outside of the AONB and less impact on the wider landscape. It would be more in character to the
surrounding densities as evidenced above.
They state that the allocation has been informed by the findings of the household survey. Whilst the
mix and size of the proposed houses have been, the actual allocation of site CSF 8 was not. In fact
many objected to the allocation and nearly half of the respondents said houses should go in other
villages. The site is not an infill site “within the village” it is an edge of village site located in the
AONB.
Major Development
The PC state that it does not consider this allocation as major development in the AONB.
As a comparable, the adjoining Parish of Woodcote examined “what constitutes Major
Development in the AONB”. When undertaking their NP. An extract from this document is shown
below.

4 Assessing the Potential Impact
The conclusion from the above legal opinion and appeal decisions is that ‘major development’
cannot be determined by scale alone but requires an assessment rooted in the local context. To
provide this context the Woodcote Neighbourhood Plan considers the factors listed below to
identify ‘major development’:

4.3 Location
The location of the development relative to the built-up area is critical in assessing whether an
application is major. If the site is enclosed within the built area, it is unlikely to have a significant
impact on the AONB. A development that extends the boundary of a settlement (such as backland
development) is more likely to have an impact on the AONB. Between these extremes, development

that fills a gap in the built frontage but does not extend beyond the rear of the curtilages of adjacent
properties is less likely to have an impact on the AONB unless it is a large development.

4.4 Visibility
The visibility of a development in the AONB, particularly from public rights of way, suggests that the
development has a potential impact on the AONB. Similarly, if views from the settlement into the
AONB would be affected, this would also imply that there is a potential impact on the AONB. Note
that mitigation measures to hide the view into a development may resolve the visibility issue but do
not change the fact that landscape in the AONB has been lost.

4.5 Landscape character
If the landscape in the immediate vicinity of the settlement is typical of the landscape character in
the AONB then even small developments will potentially have a significant impact on the AONB
causing loss of typical landscape character.
What this shows is a detailed assessment of what constitutes major development and it is not simply
scale but the local context of the proposed development and its impact on the AONB that should
also form part of that judgement. We consider that Kidmore End PC have not fully justified the
reasoning for allocating the site in the AONB whilst areas outside of the AONB are available within
the parish that could accommodate small scale development. The allocation of site CFS 8 is against
policy ENV1 of the adopted South Oxfordshire Local Plan.
Conclusions
The amendments made under Appendix D-7 fail to justify the inclusion of site CSF8 in the KENP. The
PC has sort by simply changing the shape and depth of planting along the south and west boundary
that this development would not damage the AONB.
Evidence has been provided that shows other sites in SODC and indeed in the Parish that small scale
housing was not permitted due to the impact on the AONB.
The PC have failed to provide evidence that the introduction of points of access would not create an
open frontage. The existing vegetation along TGL is on the edge of the highway. Vision splays and
radii would require most of the hedge to be removed.
The PC have stated that the household survey supports this site. That might be true that the survey
showed a need for smaller dwellings but it did not fully support the location.
Whilst many Parishes in South Oxfordshire are completely washed over with AONB or Green Belt
policies and do not have a choice on where to allocate sites, KEPC has land outside of these highly
protected areas and therefore should consider land in the least sensitive areas first.
The site chosen is in a low density housing area with properties fronting TGL in large plots and
having individual driveways. The form of layout would be out of character with the prevailing
pattern of development.
Site (part of) 1017 is the logical location for a small development, outside of the AONB backing onto
a golf course. The density of Tokers Green is higher than Kidmore End and the pattern of
development in the form of cul-de-sacs would be maintained. The access would utilise the existing
field gate.
Ecology, tree, landscaping and ground surveys have all been found to show that the site is suitable
for development without any adverse impacts. Tokers Green Lane is wider at this point than outside
site CSF8.

The main reason we see that the PC are against choosing this site is Aecom discounted it. This was
because the site was dismissed at appeal for 14 and 20 dwellings. Previously the site was considered
suitable. They also consider it would be against policy LCLG despite the Planning Inspector stating
that the gap would be maintained even on a much larger scheme.
We therefore respectively ask the examiner to consider the inclusion of (part of) site 1017 within
the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan for the development of 4 small dwellings.

Mike Waller
Director
Perfectfield Limited

Response 16
Respondent Details
Information

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
Response received via email. Please see attachment.

Q3. You can upload supporting evidence here.
File: 20220323 B Knapp.pdf 

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
Yes, I request a public examination

Public examination
Q7. Please state your specific reasons for requesting a public hearing below:
Please see email attachment.

Your details and future contact preferences

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title

Dr

Name

Brian Knapp

Job title (if relevant)



Organisation (if relevant)



Organisation representing (if relevant)



Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title

Dr

Name

Kristian Hamer

Job title (if relevant)



Organisation (if relevant)



Organisation representing (if relevant)



Response 18
Respondent Details
Information

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
Response received via email. Please see attachment.

Q3. You can upload supporting evidence here.
File: 2067F0~1.PDF 

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
Yes, I request a public examination

Public examination
Q7. Please state your specific reasons for requesting a public hearing below:
Please see email attachment.

Your details and future contact preferences

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Sarah Wilkinson

Job title (if relevant)



Organisation (if relevant)



Organisation representing (if relevant)



Alternative Provision
In the event that SODC grants planning permission to additional housing within the Parish of Kidmore End that fulfils
the (unsubstantiated and unnecessary) demand claimed in the NDP, such as the request for development adjacent
to Kano, the development of new housing on the Reformation Pub or adjacent grounds, or the CFS10 site adjacent
to Cooper's Pightle, then logic dictates that the totally unnecessary promotion and destruction of CFS8 should be
avoided by a provision to adapt the NDP to any new approved developments.
The revised appendix D7 does nothing to address these fundamental objections. The plan review process has failed
to fulfill its remit in this regard.

B) Are the Appendix D7 revisions compatible with policy requirements?
I note the revised Appendix D7 alters the shape of the CFS8 site from a rectangle to an (almost) triangle which now
includes “…. a well‐defined defensible boundary …. provided to the west and south of the allocation as shown on D7
with a minimum width of 3m native hedgerow and shrub planning, widening as shown in the plan to reflect the
typical village boundary treatment here, and interspersed with trees, to soften the edge of the settlement.” [Extract
from the notes at Appendix D7.]
I welcome the reduced frontage of the site and triangular shape which now provides an open view of the field from
Butlers Orchard and the field gate on Tokers Green Lane. The proposed minimum 3m deep boundary on the south
and west of the site would indeed be consistent with a typical village boundary of Kidmore End village.
The proposed development of 3‐4 houses would therefore be very different in both scale and layout to the existing
houses on Tokers Green Lane. Such incompatibility is inconsistent with the requirements of Policy HDA in the
Kidmore End NDP.
This emphasises the unsuitability of this particular site, and the proposal to sacrifice green field land in general.

C) Do the Appendix D7 revisions address group concerns already raised?
This response is also made in the light of and to continue the points made by the Keep Kidmore End Green group
during the Post Submission publicity period of the NDP which I provide as an attachment hereto for ease of
reference.
I emphasize that none of the sections of this communication have been adequately addressed in revision D7 and
this, once again, is evidence of the failure of the NDP Steering Group, the Parish Council and now the SODC
examiner to adequately engage, respond and to take into account the views of the community. Specifically:

Section 1: Introduction (Basic Conditions Statement)
The revised appendix D7 does nothing to address these fundamental objections. The plan review process has failed
to fulfill its remit in this regard.
Furthermore recent planning applications that have received approval or have been built such as the Reformation
Inn location in Gallowstree Common and the development of 5‐6 properties at the Fox Inn location at Cane End have
substantially over achieved the housing allocation requirement upon which the NDP rests. Neither of these sites
were included in the call for sites process.
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It follows that any need addressed by the Kidmore End NDP has already been filled and there is no longer any
requirement (if there ever was) to sacrifice a green field of productive agricultural land at CSF8.
Therefore, I hereby request that the NDP be withdrawn immediately and the SODC review process reject the NDP
submission.

Section 2: Legal requirements
The revised appendix D7 does nothing to address these fundamental objections. The plan review process has failed
to fulfill its remit in this regard. This failure to meet the legal requirements has not been addressed.

Section 3: Conformity with national policy / advice
The revised appendix does nothing to address these fundamental objections. The plan review process has failed to
fulfill its remit in this regard. This failure to conform with the national policy has not been addressed.

Section 4: Contribution to sustainable development
The revised appendix does nothing to address these fundamental objections. The plan review process has failed to
fulfill its remit in this regard. This failure to conform with the contribution to sustainable development has not been
addressed.

Section 5: Conformity with strategic policies
I repeat this section of the attachment (italics) to hopefully remind the planners and examiners of their core duty:

SODC’s ENV1 policy (Landscape and Countryside) 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; and

•
is appropriate to the economic and environmental wellbeing of the area or promotes understanding or
enjoyment of the AONB.”
The draft NDP offers only one site for housing development – a site on productive agricultural land in the Chilterns
AONB. The Plan makes no attempt to explain how such a development will conserve and where possible enhance the
character and natural beauty of the AONB. Nor does it explain how such a development will promote understanding
or enjoyment of the AONB. Furthermore, by proposing to build on a site which is currently productive agricultural
land, the Plan will result in an economic loss, not an economic benefit to the Parish.
Indeed, the primary argument in the Plan for offering land for development, despite there being no requirement or
objectively assessed need, is to demonstrate a positive approach to growth. It makes no attempt to demonstrate
that such a development is consistent with SODC’s ENV1 policy.
3

group to attend NDP meetings, the Chair of the Steering Group said the attendance of the public would
not be allowed. Copies of correspondence can be provided if requested by the External Examiner.
• 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 have been considered null and void.
The Basic Conditions Statement states that Kidmore End NDP contains policies which relate to the
development or use of land and are therefore appropriate for inclusion within a Neighbourhood Plan.
However, the Plan does not include a policy on the economic needs of the Parish and its communities.
The absence of a policy on economic needs was raised recently (12 July 2021) by the Principal
Economic Development Lead SODC when commenting on a planning application for the re-purposing of
the Reformation Pub in Gallowstree Common to become a veterinary practice. A policy on economic
needs would also have assisted in assessing the suitability of the conversion of a former and disused
farm in the village of Kidmore End to become artists‘ studios. Indeed, a policy on economic needs would
help clarify the economic component of sustainable development within the Parish.
Section 3: Conformity with national policy / advice
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that “…... a qualifying body should be inclusive
and open in the preparation of its neighbourhood plan or Order and ensure that the wider community
(inter alia): is kept fully informed of what is being proposed; is able to make their views known throughout
the process; has opportunities to be actively involved in shaping the emerging neighbourhood plan or
Order; and is made aware of how their views have informed the draft neighbourhood plan or Order.” The
following issues should be noted:
• Residents were first informed of the NDP Steering Group’s decision to offer land for housing
development at a ‘community event’ in September 2019. The event was run as a briefing session rather
than as a discussion of the options. Prior to the event the NDP Steering Group made no attempt to seek
the views, either formally or informally, of the residents who were most likely to be affected by the
proposed housing development. We consider this lack of engagement to be inconsistent with Paragraph
47 of Guidance on Neighbourhood Planning published by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and
Local Government.
• Following a meeting of the Parish Council, the Keep Kidmore End Green (KKEG) group wrote to the
Chair of the Steering Group on 25 November 2019 requesting that residents be allowed to attend
Steering Group meetings as observers and ideally be given the opportunity to make statements. This
would be consistent with Objective 4 of the draft Plan as set out in the Housing Requirement and
Allocation paper “…. 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.” On 11 December 2019, the Chair responded stating that
members of the KKEG group would not be allowed to attend meetings of the Steering Groups as “....
members with an interest on a particular site are excluded from discussions/considerations relating to
that site.”
• On 6 January 2020, the KKEG group wrote again to the Chair of the Steering group with four specific
questions regarding the methodology adopted by AECOM to assess the suitability of each site for
development, and in particular the availability of community facilities and services. On 20 January 2020,
the Chair informed the residents that the Steering Group “. ... do not intend to engage in further exchange
of correspondence with you or any other groups.” The position adopted by the NDP Steering Group was
clearly inconsistent with NPPG guidance to be inclusive and open in the preparation of its Plan.
• On 11 June 2020, the KKEG group submitted a 27 page critique of the Kidmore End NDP planning
process and Plan to the Chairman of the Parish Council. A copy of the critique is enclosed with this letter.
On 23 July 2020, the Chair of the NDP Steering Group responded by saying that “…. the local community
will be formally consulted on the draft proposals in the emerging neighbourhood plan before the plan is
submitted to the district council. If any party feels their concerns have not been addressed throughout the
preparation of the plan, they will have an opportunity to raise their concerns again before the plan is
independently examined.”
The NPPG states that “… ...a qualifying body must consult any of the consultation bodies whose interest it

considers may be affected by the draft neighbourhood plan or Order proposal. The consultation bodies
are set out in Schedule 1 to the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended).
Other public bodies, landowners and the development industry should, as necessary and appropriate be
involved in preparing a draft neighbourhood plan or Order. By doing this qualifying bodies will be better
placed to produce plans that provide for sustainable development which benefits the local community.”
The following issues should be noted:
• The NDP Steering Group failed to contact the Diocese of Oxford during the call for sites process in 2019
despite the Diocese owning 2.8 ha of unused land in the Parish which has the potential for housing
development and/or agricultural use. Indeed, David Mason (Director of Glebe & Buildings, Diocese of
Oxford) stated at a meeting on 21 May 2021 that he has only recently been made aware of the draft
Kidmore End NDP.
• The NDP Steering Group failed to contact the Primary School in Kidmore End during the call for sites
process in 2019 despite the school being the largest employer in the Parish.
Prior to submitting the Regulation 16 draft NDP to SODC, the Kidmore End Parish Council reviewed the
draft at an extraordinary meeting on 1 July 2021. Clause 7.6 of Arnold-Baker on Local Council
Administration, Twelfth Edition states that “…. a meeting of a local council must be open to the public and
the press.” Consequens est, the facilities provided at the meeting should enable the public and the press
to be able to hear the discussions and the reasons behind any decisions taken. However, members of the
public were instructed to stand outside the room where the meeting was held. A door was left open, but it
was impossible for the twenty or so members of the public to hear the councillors or the Clerk speak.
Although the room has a public address system it was not used during the meeting, nor was any attempt
made to establish a hybrid approach which would have allowed members of the public to hear the
discussions and the reasons behind any decisions taken.
Section 4: Contribution to sustainable development
The Basic Conditions Statement states in Paragraph 4.1 that “…. there are three over-arching objectives
to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. The three objectives are mutually
dependent. In addressing the above basic conditions, the NDP pays particular regard to NPPF,
Paragraph 9, which requires that: planning policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding
development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into account,
to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area.”
We challenge this conclusion as the economic component of sustainable development is inadequately
addressed in the Regulation 16 draft of the NDP. As stated earlier in this letter, the draft NDP does not
include an objective or a policy which addresses the economic needs of the Parish.
Section 5: Conformity with strategic policies
SODC’s ENV1 policy (Landscape and Countryside) 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; and
• is appropriate to the economic and environmental wellbeing of the area or promotes understanding or
enjoyment of the AONB.”
The draft NDP offers only one site for housing development – a site on productive agricultural land in the
Chilterns AONB. The Plan makes no attempt to explain how such a development will conserve and
where possible enhance the character and natural beauty of the AONB. Nor does it explain how such a
development will promote understanding or enjoyment of the AONB. Furthermore, by proposing to build
on a site which is currently productive agricultural land, the Plan will result in an economic loss, not an
economic benefit to the Parish.
Indeed, the primary argument in the Plan for offering land for development, despite there being no
requirement or objectively assessed need, is to demonstrate a positive approach to growth. It makes no
attempt to demonstrate that such a development is consistent with SODC’s ENV1 policy.
We therefore challenge the conclusion in Table 3 of the Basic Conditions Statement that the Chilterns
AONB and its Setting policy (LPCS) policy is in general conformity with the strategic policies and nonstrategic polices of the NDP, including the Housing Allocation Policy (HDA).
Section 6: Compatibility with EU obligations / prescribed conditions
We have no comments on the compatibility of the NDP with EU obligations and/or prescribed conditions.
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Respondent Details
Information

Q1. Are you completing this form as an:
Individual

Your comments
Q2. You can provide your comments on the revised version of Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan below. When commenting, you should bear in mind that the examiner will mainly assess the plan
against the 'basic conditions', which are set out in the Basic Conditions Statement, one of the supporting documents to
the Neighbourhood Plan. Please only comment on the revised Appendix D7  Housing Allocation of the Kidmore End
Neighbourhood Plan. After this publicity period consultation, the opportunity for further comments will be only at the
request of the examiner. If you wish to provide evidence and any supporting documents to support or justify your
comments, please attach these to your response.
Response received via email. Please see attachment.

Q3. You can upload supporting evidence here.
File: 20F6F5~1.PDF 

Public examination
Q6. Most neighbourhood plans are examined without the need for a public hearing. If you think the neighbourhood
plan requires a public hearing, you can state this below, but the examiner will make the final decision. Please indicate
below whether you think there should be a public hearing on the Kidmore End Neighbourhood Plan:
Yes, I request a public examination

Public examination
Q7. Please state your specific reasons for requesting a public hearing below:
Please see email attachment.

Your details and future contact preferences

Q8. After the publicity period ends, your comments, name, email (if applicable) and postal address will be sent to an
independent examiner to consider. The opportunity for further comments at this stage would only be at the specific
request of the examiner. All personal data will be held securely by the council and examiner in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018. Comments submitted by individuals will be published on our website alongside their name. No
other contact details will be published. Comments submitted by businesses or organisations will be published in full,
including contact details. Further information on how we store personal data is provided in our privacy statement.
Title



Name

Nicola and Andy Watts

Job title (if relevant)



Organisation (if relevant)



Organisation representing (if relevant)



