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This report is public 
 
 

Purpose of report 
 
This report aims to keep members informed upon applications which have been 
determined by the Council, where new appeals have been lodged. Public 
Inquiries/hearings scheduled or appeal results achieved. 
  

 
1.0 Recommendations 
              

The meeting is recommended: 
 
1.1 To accept the position statement.  

  
 

2.0 Report Details 
 
New Appeals 
 

2.1 15/01104/F – St Pauls Church, Warwick Road, Banbury, OX16 2AN. Appeal by 
Mr P Elliott against the refusal of planning permission for demolition of existing hall 
and parts of existing church, erection of replacement new hall and ancillary 
accommodation providing a direct link between church and new building.  Minor 
alterations to landscaping and relocation of entrance gate. 

 
 15/01827/Q56 – Grain Silos, Godington Hall, Godington, OX27 9AE. Appeal by 

Mr J Kevill against the non-determination of conversion of 2 agricultural grain silos 
to 2 single storey residential properties. 

 
 15/02074/OUT – Former Lear Corporation, Bessemer Close, Bicester. Appeal 

by Vanderbilt Homes & International Wood Agency Ltd, against the refusal of 
planning permission for demolition of existing industrial buildings and erection of 21 
affordable dwellings and 49 open market dwellings, with associated new access, 
open space and landscaping. 

 
 15/02084/F – 13 The Glebe, Hook Norton, Banbury, OX15 5LD. Appeal by Paul 

Allen against the refusal of planning permission for proposed two bedroom 
detached dwelling - Re-submission of 15/01416/F. 



 
 15/02313/F – 4 Warborough Court, Mill End, Kidlington, OX5 2EG. Appeal by Mr 

S Nicholls against the refusal of planning permission for proposed extension and 
alterations to dwelling. 

 
 16/00089/F – 24A Fergusson Road, Banbury, OX16 3HQ. Appeal By Mr T 

Beckett against the refusal of planning permission for the erection of a single storey 
dwelling. 

 
 16/00092/F – Land adjacent to 2 Ardley Road, Fewcott. Appeal by Mr J Smith 

against the refusal of planning permission for the erection of three dwellings and 
associated works. 

 
 16/00349/F – 28 Grange Park, Steeple Aston, Bicester, OX25 4SR. Appeal by Mr 

and Mrs Smith against the refusal of a rear extension, part single and part two 
storey extension (revised scheme of 15/01958/F). 

 
2.2 Forthcoming Public Inquires and Hearings between May 19th and June 9th 

2016. 
 
 None. 
 
2.3 Results  

 
Inspectors appointed by the Secretary of State have: 
 
1) Dismissed the appeal by Mr G Noquet against the removal of conditions 3 

and 4 of planning permission 13/00781/F to allow occupation of holiday let 
cottage as a separate dwelling. Bishops End, Burdrop, Banbury, OX15 
5RQ. 15/01103/F - (Delegated). 

 
The appeal relates to an application (15/01103/F) under Section 73, which 
sought planning permission for the conversion of the ‘bottle store’ into a one 
bedroom and bathroom self-contained holiday letting cottage without complying 
with conditions 3 and 4 attached to 13/00781/F.  
 
Conditions 3 seeks to ensure the ‘building is used for holiday lets only and 
remain ancillary to the property ‘Bishop Blaize’  
 
Condition 4 seeks to ensure the unit is ‘not let or occupied for a period 
exceeding eight weeks in any calendar year’ 
 
The Inspector identified the following as the main issues: 
1. Whether future occupants would be provided with acceptable living 
conditions, having particular regard to noise, smell and amenity provision; 
 
2. The effect of the proposal on the trading potential/viability of the public house 
 
In relation to acceptable living conditions the inspector concluded that the 
occupation of the building on a permanent basis would be inappropriate having 
regard to the living conditions that would prevail for future residents, based on 
the small amount of living space available internally and externally and the 
intimate relationship with the large car park to the rear, the parking at the front 
and the pub itself.  



 
In relation to the effect of a separate dwelling on the viability of the public house 
the Inspector concluded that this would have implications for the running of the 
public house and thus its viability. The Inspector makes reference to para. 123 
of the Framework which recognises that development will often create some 
noise and that existing businesses wanting to develop in continuance of their 
business should not have unreasonable restrictions put on them because of 
changes in nearby land uses. Were the appeal building to be occupied as a 
separate dwelling, the intimate relationship of the two uses would have the 
potential to result in conflict of interests at times. In turn that could have 
implications for the trading practices of the public house and its on-going viability 
contrary to one of the main thrusts of the Framework, namely that of supporting 
a prosperous rural economy. Also potential conflict with saved Policy S29 of the 
CLP1996. 
 

2) Dismissed the appeal by Mr Justin Grainger against the refusal of listed 
building consent for internal alterations, external alterations (including 
insertion of six rooflights), demolition of attached outbuildings and 
erection of single storey extension. Chancel Cottage, Fir Lane, Steeple 
Aston, Bicester, OX25 4SF. 14/01601/LB. – (Delegated). 

 
The appeal relates only to the listed building application which was refused. The 
appeal was dismissed.  
 
The proposed development included - internal alterations, external alterations 
(including the insertion of six roof lights), demolition of attached outbuildings and 
erection of a single storey extension to the rear. 
 
Key issues identified by the inspector: 

 Effect of the works on any features of special architectural or historic 
interest of the Grade II listed building, Chancel Cottage, its setting and 
the setting of the surrounding listed buildings, including the grade II* St 
Peter’s and St Paul’s Church. 

 
Inspector’s Conclusions:  

 The cottage has a simple vernacular and simple 18th Century single pile 
plan. The cottage and other buildings in the street provide a sense of 
enclosure to the street with an open church yard opposite. The 
substantial footprint, bulk and mass of the proposed extension added to 
the turn in position in relation to the rear range which changes the 
experience and form of the building. It is not simply a matter of depth, 
projecting past the flank wall of the front range, but the bulk, scale and 
mass and positioning of the extension that contributes to the effect it has 
on the listed building. Creating a more complex footprint and plan form 
that obscures the original vernacular. 

 Rooflights  – this would result in the loss of historic fabric and result in a 
greater domestic appearance of this part of the building, which once 
included a stable block. The skylights would be visible from the street and 
church yard. Their number and regimented layout would be considered to 
harm the appearance and therefore significance of the listed building.  

 Setting – The proposed extension would be seen within the complex of 
buildings that form the village and would be seen in glimpses as one 
passes along Fir Lane and various locations within the church yard but 
not be prominent from these viewpoints. It would however, be visible from 



the allotments and public access thereto. From here the extension would 
be a significant feature in the clos views of the building and would 
adversely affect the setting.  

 Harm caused is less than substantial. In the context of paragraph 134 of 
the NPPF the public benefits identified do not outweigh the totality of the 
harm to the significance, to which he gave great weight and importance. 
The Inspector went on further to say ‘A less ambitious scheme which 
addresses the poor condition of the property and addresses the main 
issues could enable the use of the building for residential purposes’. 

 
3) Dismissed the appeals by Mr J Kent-Baguley against the refusal of 

planning permission for alterations and erection of second floor extension 
above first floor and rear two storey extension (Dual Application). 12 and 
12a South Street, Banbury, OX16 3LB. 15/01741/F + 15/01742/F. – 
(Delegated). 
 
The appeals related to two similar proposals for extensions to adjoining 
properties, including two storey rear extensions and second floor extensions 
above the existing first floor. The Inspector identifies the main issues as being 
the effect on the character and appearance of the Grimsbury Conservation Area, 
and the effect of the extensions on the living conditions of the occupiers of the 
neighbouring properties.  
 
On the first issue, the Inspector noted that “one of the main features (of the 
Conservation Area) is the eclectic mix of architectural styles and variations in the 
number of floors in neighbouring properties. These are a reflection of the first 
owners developing their plots on the basis of their financial capability, which 
gives the area its distinctive character. It is the survival of a group of streets of 
diverse scale, mass and architectural detailing, all related to historical 
importance, that is the principal characteristic of the CA”. The Inspector 
concluded that the proposed second floor extensions would cause harm to this 
distinctive character, and in particular the historic roof form and rhythm of the 
buildings. The Inspector considered that whilst incremental changes to the roof 
pitch and height may appear minor, incremental changes can have a significant 
effect on the significance of a heritage asset. The Inspector also noted the 
similar materials and traditional building techniques proposed may prove difficult 
to acquire, leaving the extension to stand out as an incongruous addition. There 
were no public benefits sufficient to outweigh this harm.  
 
The Inspector also considered that the granting of these appeals would make it 
more difficult to resist similar proposals in future further eroding the historic 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  
 
On the second issue relation to the two storey rear extensions, the inspector 
states that both proposals, due to height, length, mass and proximity to the 
shared boundary and neighbouring windows, would have a significant over 
dominating and over bearing effect, unacceptably reducing light and outlook for 
the occupiers of No 11 in respect of No 12a and of No 12a in respect of No 12. 
 
The inspector concludes that the proposed developments conflict with Policy 
ESD15 of the CLP2031 and Saved Policies C28 and C30 of the CLP1996and 
concludes that they would not be in conformity with the development plan as a 
whole. 

 



4) Dismissed the appeal by Mr & Mrs R Needle against the refusal of outline 
planning permission for the erection of a single storey dwelling. Le 
Wannik, Harrisville, Steeple Aston, Bicester, OX25 4RP. 15/01289/OUT. 
(Delegated) 
 
The Inspector concluded that the main issue in the appeal was the effect of the 
proposed development on highway safety with regard to visibility and the 
geometry of the junction of Harrisville and South Side.  
 
The Inspector noted that the junction with South Side was insufficient for two 
vehicles to pass and any vehicle wishing to turn into Harrisville would have to 
wait on South Side whilst others emerge. The Inspector also highlighted that the 
presence of on street parking on South Side to the east of the junction with 
Harrisville has the effect of narrowing the carriageway so that two vehicles 
would be unable to pass. In addition, the Inspector stated that at the junction of 
Harrisville with South Side there is a parking bay immediately to the east and an 
area of tarmac filled with refuse bins and the Inspector considered that any car 
in the parking bay would significantly impair visibility for vehicles leaving 
Harrisville, as would refuse bins. Additionally, the Inspector noted that these 
features would also obstruct forward visibility to the Harrisville junction for 
vehicles travelling westbound along South Side. Furthermore, the Inspector 
stated that the lack of a footway on the Harrisville side of South Side and the 
narrow footway on the opposite side of the road creates a potential for conflict 
between vehicles and pedestrians. 
 
Accident records were provided by the appellant and these did not reveal any 
incidents at the junction in the last 10 years, but the Inspector stated that this 
does not mean that a material increase in traffic would not lead to increased 
highway danger.  
 
Taking all of these factors into consideration, the Inspector concluded that the 
addition of one dwelling would materially increase the level of traffic using the 
junction and that the proposal would give rise to a significant harm to highway 
safety, contrary to Policy ESD15 of the CLP2031 and Government guidance 
contained within the National Planning Policy Framework which seeks to ensure 
that developments have a safe and suitable access for all people. This decision 
endorses the application of the first bullet point of Policy ESD15 to the 
consideration of highway safety in assessing development proposals. 
 

 

3.0 Consultation 
 

None 
 

 

4.0 Alternative Options and Reasons for Rejection 
 
4.1 The following alternative options have been identified and rejected for the reasons 

as set out below.  
 

Option 1: To accept the position statement.   
 
Option 2: Not to accept the position statement. This is not recommended as the 
report is submitted for Members’ information only.  

 



5.0 Implications 
 
 Financial and Resource Implications 
 
5.1 The cost of defending appeals can normally be met from within existing budgets. 

Where this is not possible a separate report is made to the Executive to consider 
the need for a supplementary estimate. 

 
 Comments checked by: 

Denise Taylor, Group Accountant, 01295 221982, 
Denise.Taylor@cherwellandsouthnorthants.gov.uk  

 
 
Legal Implications 

 
5.2 There are no additional legal implications arising for the Council from accepting this 

recommendation as this is a monitoring report.  
 
 Comments checked by: 

Nigel Bell, Team Leader – Planning, Law and Governance, 01295 221687, 
nigel.bell@cherwellandsouthnorthants.gov.uk  

 
Risk Management  

  
5.3 This is a monitoring report where no additional action is proposed. As such there 

are no risks arising from accepting the recommendation.  
 

 
Comments checked by: 
Nigel Bell, Team Leader – Planning, Law and Governance, 01295 221687, 
nigel.bell@cherwellandsouthnorthants.gov.uk 

 
 

6.0 Decision Information 
 
Wards Affected 

 
All 
 
Links to Corporate Plan and Policy Framework 

 
A district of opportunity 

  
 
Lead Councillor 

 
None 
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Document Information 
 

Appendix No Title 

None  

Background Papers 

None 

Report Author Tom Plant, Appeals Administrator, Development Directorate 
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Information 

01295 221811 

tom.plant@cherwell-dc.gov.uk  
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