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1. APPLICATION SITE AND LOCALITY  
 

1.1. The land subject of this application is approximately 3.2 hectares in size and an 
open green field site located to the east of the former RAF/USAF Upper Heyford 
base on the north side of Camp Road. Its actual western boundary is a track that 
leads to a group of residential buildings to the north of the site that are collectively 
known as Letchmere Farm. On the other side of the track is a strong green 
boundary of trees and hedging. This forms the eastern edge of the former Heyford 
base. This area consists of a mix of former officer’s housing built of red brick in an 
arts and crafts style with large gardens accessed off Larsen Road that leads on to 
Trenchard Circle and a group of more American style bungalows. 

1.2. The land slopes down to its eastern boundary to Sor Brook and hedging. Beyond 
that are a small group of ponds and beyond that another open field. There is a 
hedge to the front of the site with a track behind that also leads to the Letchmere 
Farm buildings. On the south side of Camp Road is the Duvall Mobile Home Park. 

1.3. In terms of the uses on the adjacent former military site, that use ceased in 1994. 
Since 1998 the site has accommodated a number of uses in existing buildings, first 
under temporary planning permissions and latterly under a permanent permission 
granted on appeal and by subsequent applications. 

1.4. The adjacent land to the west of the application site and to the north of Letchmere 
Farm was designated a conservation area in 2006, its primary architectural and 
social historic interest being its role during the Cold War. The nature of the military 
site is defined by the historic landscape character of the distinct zones within the 
base. The designation also acknowledges the special architectural interest, and as a 
conservation area, the character of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance and 
provides the context and framework to ensure the setting and appearance of 
sections of the Cold War landscape are preserved. The base was divided into three 
main functional character areas: Flying Field, Technical and Settlement. The land on 
the far side of the track is classified as RAF officer’s married residential area with 
Trenchard Circle being Airmen’s housing and bungalows. 



 

1.5. No buildings in the vicinity of the application site are either scheduled ancient 
monuments or statutorily listed buildings although the Officer’s housing to the west 
are listed as being of local importance. 

1.6. Over the last 20 years numerous applications have been made seeking permission 
to either develop the whole base or large parts of it and numerous of them have 
gone to appeal. The most significant was application ref 08/00716/OUT. Following a 
major public inquiry that commenced in September 2008 the Council received the 
appeal decision in January 2010 that allowed “A new settlement of 1075 dwellings, 
together with associated works and facilities including employment uses, community 
uses, school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure (as amended 
by plans and information received 26.06.08).” This permission included the flying 
field and the uses and development permitted upon it at the appeal have been 
implemented under the appeal permission. 

1.7. The development of the settlement and technical areas was delayed as the site was 
acquired by new owners who decided to refine the approved scheme. As a result, a 
new masterplan was drawn up which, whilst similar to the one considered at appeal, 
was modified. The main reason for a fresh application arose from the desire of the 
new owner at that time to retain more buildings on site. The retention of these 
buildings at their existing low density meant the masterplan expanded the 
development area west on to the former sports field. 

1.8. The revised masterplan was submitted as part of the outline application for 
“Proposed new settlement for 1075 dwellings, together with associated works and 
facilities, including employment uses, a school, playing fields and other physical and 
social infrastructure” and was granted permission on 22nd December 2011 (ref 
10/01642/OUT). The planning permission included a number of plans with which 
compliance was required including a masterplan, a retained buildings plans and 
other plans showing layouts all of which included the demolition of some buildings 
on the site. A number of reserved matters have been submitted, approved and 
implemented for permission 10/01642/OUT. As a result, Heyford Park is starting to 
take shape to the west of the application site. 

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

2.1. The application now seeks approval for 79 dwellings a schedule for which is set out 
below: 

It will be noted the wide range in size and variety of accommodation. The dwellings 



 

are predominantly 2-storey houses although in the North West corner are 3 
bungalows. 

2.2. Of the 77 dwellings 28 will be affordable with the following mix: 

 

2.3. The main access is direct to Camp Road with a long, straight, tree lined avenue 
although there are 2 secondary accesses for the houses fronting Camp Road. A 
series of short roads serving the majority of the houses come off the spine road 
providing a fairly rigid layout. These all show the potential to connect either to the 
existing settlement to the west or to future development plots to the north and east. 
At the heart of the new development will be an area of open space on which will be 
a play area. This will be fronted by a more informal grouping of larger houses. The 
eastern boundary also has a less formal layout with a strong landscaped buffer 
proposed to the rural edge. 

2.4. The scheme was subject of substantial informal pre-application discussions which 
took place with regard to this proposal even before the site was allocated for 
development in the Local Plan. In fact when the application was submitted it was 
almost simultaneously with the Local Plan’s adoption in July 2015. In the intervening 
period the application has been held in abeyance pending discussions on a new 
masterplan for Heyford seeking a development that would accord with the site 
specific Local Plan policy for the former RAF Upper Heyford, Policy Villages 5. 
Furthermore, during processing of the application the scheme has been modified in 
a number of ways as part of a positive engagement between applicant and Local 
Planning Authority including changes to the design of the houses to improve their 
appearance and to aid natural surveillance, improvements to boundary treatment, 
layouts have been modified, more parking created and to add further trees. Further 
information has been provided to support, justify and reinforce the applicant’s case 
as to why this development should be permitted.  

2.5. The designs of the buildings are reflective of the style of military housing on the 
base with a much pared down aesthetic. The main facing material is a red facing 
brick as used elsewhere although it is contrasted by elements of render, for example 
with the bungalows, which is reflective of the refurbished style in Trenchard Circle. 
All building’s roofs are slated. Bay windows and simple porches are used as a 
design feature and to give the street a greater feeling of surveillance. 

2.6. The application has been supported by a considerable amount of documentation 
including: 

 Flood Risk Assessment 

 Foul Drainage Assessment 

 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (and addendum) 

 Transport Assessment 

 Heritage Statement 

 Ecological report 

 Design and Access Statement (and addendum) 

 Geophysical Survey 



 

 Planning Statement (and addendum) 

 Statement of Community Engagement 
 
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
3.1. There is no planning history on the site but the following applications on the adjacent 

military base are considered relevant to the current proposal: 

 

08/00716/OUT OUTLINE application for new settlement of 

1075 dwellings, together with associated 

works and facilities including employment 

uses, community uses, school, playing fields 

and other physical and social infrastructure 

(as amended by plans and information 

received 26.06.08). 

Permitted at 

appeal 

10/01642/OUT Outline - Proposed new settlement of 1075 

dwellings including the retention and  change 

of use of 267 existing military dwellings to 

residential use Class C3 and the change of 

use  of other specified buildings, together 

with associated works and facilities, including 

employment uses, a school, playing fields 

and other physical and social infrastructure 

PER 

 

4. PRE-APPLICATION DISCUSSIONS 
 
4.1. Pre application discussions took place before adoption of the Local Plan when the 

Authority had a 5 year land supply; the site was seen as greenfield and outside the 
settlement envelope and therefore unsuitable for development. Its subsequent 
allocation as part of Policy Village 5 resulted in a more positive approach to its 
proposed development. 

5. RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
5.1. This application has been publicised by way of a site notice displayed near the site, 

by advertisement in the local newspaper, and by letters sent to all properties 
immediately adjoining the application site that the Council has been able to identify 
from its records. The final date for comments (on the revised plans) was 20.06.2017, 
although comments received after this date and before finalising this report have 
also been taken into account. 

5.2. The comments raised by third parties are summarised as follows: 

5.3. Dorchester Group (on original submission): 

In summary an objection is made to the proposed development as it represents an 
opportunistic development that has insufficient regard to Policy Villages 5 which 
clearly sets out in policy terms that the growth to be provided within the Former RAF 
Upper Heyford defined development area will be delivered through a 
"comprehensive integrated" approach. Furthermore, the proposals are inconsistent 



 

with the clear emphasis in the Local Plan Policy BSC 2 which establishes as a policy 
objective the need to secure the redevelopment of major brownfield sites within the 
District, including the Former RAF Upper Herford site. In addition, the proposals fail 
to give proper regard to the commitment of the District Council, established in the 
signed Statement of Common Ground (paragraph 7) which states that there should 
be a sequential approach to development in order to ensure the effective use of 
brownfield land within the existing site. Such an approach is entirely consistent with 
paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

A key component of this process is the preparation of a comprehensive masterplan 
for the site as required in both the local plan and the Statement of Common Ground. 
This masterplan-led approach is required to ensure that a lasting solution can be 
achieved, one that delivers a sustainable pattern of development, supported by 
appropriate infrastructure improvements, in order to meet the quantitative provisions 
of the recently adopted Cherwell Local Plan, specifically Policy Villages 5, and the 
wider objectives of facilitating improved public access to, and greater understanding 
of, the heritage interest on the site. 

The pre-emption of allowing a comprehensive masterplan-led approach to proceed 
will result in piecemeal development and risks undermining the creation of an 
integrated and properly delivered sustainable community. 

The masterplanning approach is appropriate as it will: 

• Create a comprehensively planned and integrated development. 

• Identify and guide the vision for the future development of the site and deliver the 
type of community and settlement identified through the overarching vision. 

• Provide for the proper integration of consented (under construction) development 
with the additional housing to be delivered in accordance with Policy Villages 5. 

• Identify transport issues associated with the scale of growth set out in Policy 
Villages 5, and then address mitigation and improvements to be delivered and 
funded by all new development within the defined development area to both public 
transport improvements and off-site highway works. 

• Provide an opportunity to refine and update the conservation issues/objectives and 
strategies associated with the site. 

• Determine how development should be phased across the site and deliver the 
objectives of the NPPF and the Statement of Common Ground commitment to adopt 
a brownfield first approach. 

• Ensure overarching infrastructure is delivered including education, community 
buildings and facilities, public realm, sports pitches etc, with land allocated across 
the masterplan area. 

• Put in place an agreed planning framework within which development of Former 
RAF Upper Heyford will take place throughout the plan period. 

To allow the release of greenfield sites in advance of this Wider, comprehensive 
process will undermine and jeopardise the ability to deliver the sound planning 
objectives set out above, objectives which can only realistically be achieved through 
a comprehensive masterplanning approach. 



 

The delivery of infrastructure improvements is inextricably linked to the successful 
delivery of the Former RAF Upper Heyford site. If development proposals on 
greenfield parcels are considered in isolation, and in advance of the comprehensive 
masterplanning approach, it will result in recent infrastructure improvements and 
those committed to be funded by existing consented development, being exploited 
by such opportunistic development proposals with no regard to the wider 
infrastructure strategy necessary to support development set out in Policy Villages 
5. Paragraph C.292 of the adopted Local Plan clearly requires that "infrastructure 
contributions will be expected for the wider scheme" from all new development. This 
relates to community infrastructure required to support a vibrant and sustainable 
new community as well as physical infrastructure including off-site highway works 
and upgrades to the existing sewage works. 

The submission of this planning application demonstrates the risks to the 
masterplanning process as a result the identification of greenfield sites as part of the 
expanded Policy Villages 5 allocation. The District Council clearly recognises the 
imperative for a masterplanning process in order to deliver the comprehensive 
integrated approach to future additional development at this site. This is an adopted 
Development Plan policy. 

The District Council signed up to a Statement of Common Ground with the 
Dorchester Group (December 2014) as part of the Examination process in to the 
Local Plan. Paragraph 5.24 of the submitted Planning Statement concludes that the 
Statement of Common Ground is "not implementable without the support of the 
Development Plan, which makes no reference to upfront brownfield development or 
the need for an overriding masterplan for the allocation.”This statement is manifestly 
incorrect and underlines that the proposals subject to this planning application are 
opportunistic and deliberately timed so as to attempt to circumvent a comprehensive 
approach. In this regard it should be noted that in addition to the specific reference 
within adopted Policy Villages 5 that a "comprehensive integrated" approach will be 
expected, the Local Plan (C.292) also states that: 

"A comprehensive approach will be required and it will be necessary to demonstrate 
how the additional land identified can be satisfactorily integrated with the approved 
development. The additional land will not be permitted to be developed 
independently of the main development and infrastructure contributions will be 
expected for the wider scheme. " 

The assertions put forward on behalf of Pye Homes within the Planning Statement 
are therefore factually incorrect and are incorrectly dismissive of the District 
Council's specific commitment (see paragraph 6 of the SoCG) to undertake a 
comprehensive review of the site, a review that considers the important heritage 
landscape setting of the site and how additional development can be successfully 
integrated with existing consented development. Policy Villages 5 also requires that 
the release of greenfield land within the defined development area will not be 
allowed to compromise the necessary environmental improvements and 
conservation of heritage interests of the wider site. This can only be achieved and 
appropriately demonstrated through the comprehensive masterplanning process. 
The early release of greenfield sites is clearly contrary to this process and 
undermines the ability to achieve the overriding objectives of Policy Villages 5. 

Further, Policy Villages 5 should not be read in isolation of other policies contained 
within the recently adopted Cherwell Local Plan. In this context Policy BSC2 (The 
Effective and Efficient Use of Land) identifies the strategic priority within the Local 
Plan that future development is accommodated in locations that maximises 
development opportunities provided by brownfield land. The Local Plan (B.101) 
specifically refers to a number of major previously developed sites where the Plan 



 

seeks to secure their redevelopment. This includes the Former RAF Upper Heyford 
site. In this context the Local Plan (B.101) states: “... although the Plan allocates 
large areas of greenfield land to meet the District's development needs, the Council 
will strive to ensure that these important brownfield schemes are delivered". Such 
an approach is entirely consistent with the NPPF which, as a Core Planning 
Principle, confirms that planning should "encourage the effective use of land by 
reusing land that has been previously development (brownfield land), provided that it 
is not of high environmental value". 

In the context of this Core Planning Principle, it is precisely the role and purpose of 
the masterplanning process to ensure that there is a proper understanding of the 
scope and capacity of appropriate brownfield land within the defined Policy Villages 
5 development area, with such land identified and brought forward for development, 
and that this must be in advance of the release of greenfield sites. The application's 
failure to properly consider how the greenfield land parcel can be fully integrated into 
the new settlement and contribute towards the wide range of physical, social and 
environmental infrastructure that will be required to deliver a genuinely sustainable 
development and new community at Heyford Park, means that it cannot be regarded 
as a "sustainable development" in the context of the NPPF, specifically paragraph 
14. The consented development has an established strategy for the delivery of, and 
access to community infrastructure, ensuring that new and existing residents are 
able to access such improvements, thereby delivering sustainable and vibrant 
communities. The wider comprehensive planning of additional development is 
necessary to ensure this approach is maintained to allow all residents to share the 
community infrastructure improvements necessary to support a sustainable pattern 
of development. Piecemeal development that is outside of the comprehensive and 
integrated approach will undermine this objective. Unless and until a comprehensive 
approach is devised, addressing the need for all development to contribute towards 
infrastructure delivery at the Heyford Park site (a process which the Council's joint 
Masterplan approach is designed to address), this opportunistic planning application 
is not only premature, but will fail to deliver a sustainable form of development in 
contravention of the NPPF and the Development Plan. In summary, we object to the 
proposals subject to this planning application. The proposals are considered to be 
inconsistent with the objectives of Policy Villages 5 which, if approved, will result in 
piecemeal development which attempts to circumvent the holistic planning approach 
to additional development at this site, through the release of greenfield land in 
advance of brownfield land to be identified and delivered through a comprehensive 
and integrated approach. 

And, following receipt of amended plans, a further letter from Dorchester group: 

Further to Pye’s revised submission (ref 15/01357/F), we are very concerned to 
ensure that that this planning application comprehensively addresses and 
contributes towards the overall mitigation of impacts associated with the delivery of 
the 1600 additional houses and 1500 additional jobs allocated under Cherwell Local 
Plan Part 1 Policy Villages 5.  This development plan policy, which carries full 
statutory weight, expressly identifies 6 critical ‘infrastructure needs’ all of which are 
required to be addressed:- 

Education 

Dorchester are in detailed discussions with OCC as Local Education Authority to 
agree a strategy to increase provision of school places at Heyford Free School, and 
also providing additional primary school place provision.  Given the 77 new 
dwellings proposed by Pye will increase the pressure for school places, the overall 
strategy for increased provision needs to be properly considered prior to the 
application being determined in order to ensure that education needs can be 



 

properly met.  Unless and until that education strategy is determined, to ensure that 
it can be accommodated in the correct spatial location on the site, and that the 
funding is in place to facilitate the increase in capacity, it is premature for these 
houses to be determined.  To seek approval in advance of this approach being 
agreed could result in development which is prejudicial to accommodating future 
educational needs (for example school built facilities or school outdoor facilities such 
as playing fields) were this land be identified as the most appropriate location to site 
additional educational facilities, and/or the pupil needs are unable to be met, which 
would result in development being consented which is not sustainable. 

Health 

Dorchester are in detailed discussions with the Oxfordshire Clinical Commissioning 
Group with regard to additional health care provision on the masterplan site.  Again, 
until the extent of health care provision required for the allocation as a whole is 
agreed, it is premature to consider a release of this site for housing, until the 
masterplan land uses are agreed as to a suitable location for the additional 
healthcare facilities and the financial mechanisms to support the required increase 
in health care provision are costed and agreed. 

Open Space  

Dorchester are in detailed discussion with Cherwell DC with regard to both the 
quantum and location of sports pitches, sports pavilion, play areas, and also with 
Sport England with regard to indoor sport provision.  Again, unless and until the 
location and quantum of these facilities is agreed on a comprehensive basis for the 
full allocation, to ensure that these facilities are being planned to be sited in the most 
appropriate location, and that their delivery is costed, phased and funded on a 
reasonable and proportionate basis by all parties, determining this application is 
premature pending the outcome of those discussions. 

Community Facilities    

Dorchester are also in detailed discussion with Cherwell DC with regard to both the 
quantum and location of a nursery, community hall, local centre/hotel and a 
neighbourhood police facility.  Again, unless and until the location and size of these 
facilities is agreed on a comprehensive basis for the full allocation, to ensure that 
these facilities are being planned to be sited in the most appropriate location, and 
that their delivery is costed, phased and funded on a reasonable and proportionate 
basis by all parties, determining this application is premature pending the outcome 
of those discussions. 

Access & Movement 

Dorchester as the principal landowner and developer have been engaging in detail 
with both OCC (as the local highways authority) and Highways England (with regard 
to the strategic highway network) in order to model the transport impacts associated 
with the full Policy Villages 5 allocation so as to be able to assess the mitigation in 
terms of highway junctions and public transport improvements that will be necessary 
in order for a comprehensive and integrated approach to be delivered.  Only by first 
understanding this overall package of mitigation measures necessary for the full 
allocation to be developed, will it then be possible to phase the improvements to 
development milestones when these improvements are triggered, and to understand 
the overall cost of the full mitigation package which all landowners/developers will 
need to contribute towards on a shared, proportionate and equitable basis.  Without 
this comprehensive approach being investigated and a delivery plan adopted (as 



 

Policy Village 5 explicitly requires), the development of 77 houses will fail to be able 
to adequately mitigate its transport impacts. 

Utilities 

Policy Villages 5 also refers to the need to ensure that contamination remediation, 
improvements to the water supply and sewerage network, as well as other utilities 
may be required.  Again, Dorchester are advanced in designing a comprehensive 
site wide surface water drainage strategy and are also reviewing the operation and 
upgrades necessary for the privately owned sewerage treatment works located 
nearby. 

In addition, there are other obligations embedded within Policy Villages 5 which 
require a comprehensive approach beyond infrastructure per se, for instance such 
as the various policy requirements for: 

o the demonstration that the conservation of heritage resources, 
landscape, restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other 
environmental improvements will be achieved across the whole of the 
site identified as Policy Villages 5; 

o the conservation and enhancement of the ecological interest on the 
flying field;  

o visitor access, controlled where necessary, to (and providing for 
interpretation of) the historic and ecological assets of the site; and  

o demonstrating an overall management approach for the whole site. 
 

In summary, a determination of this planning application is therefore premature at 
the current time.  As explained above, Dorchester are well advanced in preparing a 
comprehensive overall masterplan and have in fact already met with Pye Homes to 
discuss progressing an overall integrated approach towards securing the delivery of 
infrastructure and other policy-related obligations.   

We note that Pye Homes ‘are willing to pay contributions for this application, but 
subject to method to be agreed with the Council’ (agent email 12th June 2017).  
Whilst Dorchester welcome the principle of this constructive approach to work 
towards agreeing a method to derive the nature, amount and timing of payment of 
contributions, unless and until an overall masterplan and mitigation package is 
further progressed, this planning application taken on its own without full and proper 
regard to overall mitigation and infrastructure work which is still ongoing, will fail to 
meet the Policy Villages 5 requirement and therefore conflicts with an up-to-date 
and relevant development plan policy.  Further, without proper and full regard to how 
the required mitigation across all these key infrastructure matters is actually to be 
delivered, the proposals cannot be held to represent sustainable development. The 
proposals therefore, at the present time, do not accord with the requirements of the 
development plan or the NPPF, and therefore planning permission should be 
withheld until such time as a comprehensive infrastructure delivery package is at a 
more advanced stage. 

5.4 Before this report was completed, a further letter was received on behalf of the 
Dorchester Group objecting to the proposal and its consideration by Committee 
before, not only the production of a comprehensive masterplan, but also in advance 
of associated transport modelling work. This follows meetings with Highways 
England and the Local Transport Authority at which significant concerns were raised 
about mitigation of traffic and transport, in particular at Middleton Stoney. The 
County Council stated “It is clear that there will be a trigger point at which no further 
development can take place at Upper Heyford until a major scheme is in place to 
overcome the impact at the junction (at Middleton Stoney). (Further work is required) 



 

…to determine what level of development can take place before a major 
infrastructure solution is required to mitigate the severe impact at Middleton Stoney.” 

Dorchester state “This is a significant development for 2 reasons. First, it explicitly 
requires further modelling to be undertaken to establish what level of development 
may be possible before a major infrastructure solution is required to mitigate 
Middleton Stony and that there is a need to jointly identify the best long term 
solution.  Secondly, it states it is ‘clear’ that there will be a trigger point beyond 
which no further development could take place at Upper Heyford. 

Therefore it is premature to be considering further development within Policy 
Villages 5 unless and until: 

1. A transport modelling exercise is undertaken to establish how much 
development may be permissible before a major infrastructure 
solution is required at Middleton Stony; 

2. There then needs to be a phasing exercise undertaken on a 
comprehensive basis across Policy Villages 5 with regard to:  

a. which parcels of land and which development land uses (to 
not only include housing but also employment and social 
infrastructure uses) it is appropriate to release before any 
Middleton Stony trigger point is reached;  

b. taking into full account the requirements of the adopted 
Development Plan policy with full force of Section 38(6) weight 
behind it that there needs to be a ‘comprehensive integrated 
approach’ to this allocation; 

c. the need for the Council to take into account the joint 
commitment given in the signed Statement of Common 
Ground at the Local Plan Examination of 8th December 2014 
that ‘there should be a sequential approach to development 
which should not otherwise be delayed in order to ensure the 
effective use of brownfield land within the existing airbase.  
The identified greenfield land outside of the airbase should not 
be brought forward until a comprehensive scheme and 
delivery plan for the entire Local plan allocation has been 
secured’; and 

d. the emerging Mid Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan (Pre-
Submission version, August 2017) which has as one of its 
Development Policies objectives ‘to strongly encourage the 
use of brownfield sites before any development is considered 
on greenfield sites, unless specifically allocated within the 
Neighbourhood Plan’. 

e. The above material considerations point to a need for a 
comprehensive approach, and one which prioritises brownfield 
land release over greenfield land such as the Pye allocation. 

3. A longer term solution is identified for the Middleton Stony junction. 

5.5 (Same letter) from two residents at Letchmere Farm: 
 



 

Before commenting on the specific application we wish to state a general 
objection to the premature and potentially unnecessary incursion onto 
greenfield agricultural land when there is more than enough designated 
brownfield land available to be developed on the old Upper Heyford airbase 
without the need to lose this greenfield land, the Heyford Park development 
should be completed before any further greenfield land is considered for 
development. 
Completing the Heyford Park development first enables the Cherwell 
District Council to assess:  

o its impact on the local area and in particular its traffic, 
ecological and environmental impacts.  

o the need and requirement for further development within the 
area, which currently cannot be accurately predicted until 
Heyford Park is completed. For example, Bovis are already 
struggling to sell properties in Heyford Park and this questions 
the need for additional housing. 

It may well be that use of any surrounding greenfield land is not be required 
to satisfy the requirements of the wider Cherwell Local Plan. If this 
application is approved at this early stage of the plan for Upper Heyford the 
potential to save this greenfield land is lost.  
The Mid Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan advocates the use of brownfield 
land first to meet the Local Plan targets and we expect this commitment to 
be upheld. 
 
In addition to the above we have the following specific objections:  

1. Dangerous Proposed Entrance: the proposed main entrance is in 
a dip on Camp Road, which will be very dangerous given its 
proximity to the other junctions in the immediate vicinity. This 
coupled with the addition of another major exit onto Camp Road will 
have a big impact on traffic flows to the eastern side of Heyford 
Park, as well as this traffic integrating with the already considerable 
traffic from Heyford Park. The potential for accidents on the eastern 
side of Heyford Park (along Camp Road from Larsen Road to 
Chilgrove Drive) is significant. The application does not satisfactorily 
address these concerns. 
2. Increased traffic: The density of the housing proposed will lead to 
a massive increase in traffic in the area. As stated above, merging 
this traffic with the already heavy traffic flows along Camp Road will 
cause significant congestion issues and increase the potential for 
accidents. Again, the application does not satisfactorily address 
these concerns.  
3. Density of housing: 77 houses on such a small area of land is 
completely out of keeping with the housing stock in the immediate 
surroundings. For example in the Larsen Road and Soden Road 
approximately only 20 houses are found in a similar area to the 
proposed application site. In particular the very high density of 
housing along the western boundary of the site is completely out of 
balance and disproportionate to the surrounding properties 
4. Lack of integration with Heyford Park Development: One of the 
key outcomes of the Heyford Park development is to reduce the 
reliance on cars by promoting walking, cycling and use of buses. 
This proposed application contradicts this outcome. It is clear that 
such outcome would be better served by developing more of the 
brownfield site near the new village centre of Heyford Park rather 
than greenfield land around its periphery. The application does not 
satisfactorily address these concerns and furthermore, any street 
connection or other pedestrian access across the western boundary 



 

into Larsen Road will have a significant adverse impact and 
damage to the dwellings at Letchmere Farm. Any impact or change 
to our right of access requires our consent.  
5. No Visual assessment for northern boundary: No visual 
assessment has been submitted in relation to the dwellings at 
Letchmere Farm to the north of the site. This application will have a 
detrimental effect on these residential dwellings and as stated 
above, any pedestrian or other access across the driveway running 
along the western boundary will have a significant adverse impact 
to the dwellings at Letchmere Farm. As stated above, any change 
to our right of access requires our consent.  
6. No archaeology survey: It is noted that no such survey has been 
completed notwithstanding the close proximity of this site to sites of 
archaeological interest.  
7.  Insufficient boundaries to site: the proposed application focuses 
on the requirements to create a soft edge to the eastern boundary 
only. Nothing is mentioned or considered in relation to the western 
and northern boundaries. An amenity/wildlife corridor should exist 
around the whole development to soften each edge given that this 
land is currently greenfield agricultural land. This should be 
achieved by mandating that mature hedgerows and woodlands 
must be created and protected on each boundary of the site. 
Cherwell District Council should consider looking at a birds eye view 
of the number of trees, wooded areas and size of gardens of the 
houses in Larsen Road and Soden Road as an example of type and 
size of the boundaries and vegetation that is lacking from this 
proposal. 
 

Without prejudice to our objection to the development we wish to raise some 
matters, which need to be addressed should approval be contemplated:  
 

(A) Revising the density of housing: Approval should only be 
considered with a greatly reduced density of housing (and, we 
suggest a maximum of 30) as the current proposed density is out of 
keeping with the surrounding area as stated above.  
(B) Revised entrance and access: An alternative access to the site 
is required for the objections stated above.  
(C) Revising the type and style of housing: Any development should 
be of a similar type of property to the site’s immediate surroundings’ 
such as the properties along Larsen Road, the dwellings at 
Letchmere Farm or the properties build by Dorchester Living to the 
eastern end of Camp Road. 
(D) Improved visual amenity along Camp Road: As stated above 
any houses on this development should be similar in style to those 
already built at the eastern end of Camp Road. If approved, these 
houses will be highly visible from Camp Road and will form the first 
impression of the new village. Therefore the visual amenity that has 
already been created along Camp Road by Dorchester Living 
needs to be continued into any development on this site. If this 
doesn’t happen this development will feel isolated from the rest of 
Heyford Park and not in keeping with its surrounding area. If this 
happens this will harm the visual amenity of Heyford Park and 
defeat the whole design purpose of Heyford Park. We appreciate 
each planning application is considered on its own merits, but if this 
development is granted the whole character of Heyford Park will be 
harmed and we would invite the planning officers to visit Camp 



 

Road to appreciate the character and visual amenity created by 
Dorchester Living.  
(D) Improved and protected hedgerows and woodland boundaries: 
Any approval should contain specific requirements to include a 
sufficient area of land along each boundary (not just the eastern 
boundary) to enable mature hedgerows, trees and woodland areas 
to be planted. In particular such an amenity/wildlife corridor should 
be included between the access road to Letchmere Farm and the 
proposed development, especially given the density of the housing 
proposed along the western boundary of the site.  
 

This will ensure the wonderful variety of wildlife in the area continues to be 
supported and maintained. Such hedgerows, trees and wooded areas 
should be maintained in perpetuity.  The deeds of sale for each property 
should expressly state that such hedgerows, mature trees and woodlands 
should be maintained in perpetuity to ensure that the development 
continues to be screened from the surrounding area. This will enable the 
development to blend with the woods to the east and the mature 
hedgerows and mature trees of the surrounding area.  

 
5.6. Letters from two residents of Duvall Park Home 

 The existing construction of housing in Upper Heyford by Dorchester and 
Bovis homes is sufficient for the area. Any further construction would have a 
detrimental effect on Upper Heyford.    

 Disruption the building works will cause to us living right opposite the 
proposed site with excess noise, mess, dust and continual construction 
traffic. 

 The traffic along Camp Road has already increased and with the proposed 
77 homes with an average of two cars per home this would have a dramatic 
effect on the access road proposed. 

 We appreciate that new houses are needed, but with the 3.500 plus homes 
already proposed in Upper Heyford we feel this enough and realistic in 
reclaiming a disused air base. 

 The proposed site is a field which is a haven of wild life. 
 

5.7 The comments received can be viewed in full on the Council’s website, via the 
online Planning Register  

 

6.  RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION 
 

6.1. Below is a summary of the consultation responses received at the time of writing this 
report. Responses are available to view in full on the Council’s website, via the 
online Planning Register. 

PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL AND NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUMS 

6.2. Upper Heyford Parish Council: Maintain their original objection 

 The Council strongly feels that designated brownfield land should be 
developed before greenfield agricultural sites are developed. The pattern of 
the growth in housing stock within Cherwell cannot be accurately predicted 
at this time and it may well be that use of greenfield in this area may not be 
required to satisfy the requirements of the Cherwell Local Plan. However, if 
this application is approved at this early stage of the plan, the potential to 
save the greenfield land is lost.  



 

 The emerging Mid Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan will also advocate the use 
of brownfield land first to meet the Local Plan targets. 

 We are unconvinced by the Pye consultant’s analysis of the traffic 
implications of the development. The addition of another major exit onto 
Camp Road will have a big impact on traffic flows to the East from Heyford 
Park, as well as merging with industrial traffic from Heyford Park. The 
potential for traffic jams in the area around the junction of Chilgrove Drive 
and Camp Road is significant.  It is also unrealistic in our view that bus 
services can sufficiently mitigate the problems.  

 In the context of no need to develop this land at this point, the environmental, 
archaeological and ecological constraints at this site should be given 
considerable weight. The Pye application dismisses the archaeological 
indications, and offers schemes to minimise both the threat of flooding and 
ecological issues, the effectiveness of which are unproven. 

 In summary the Upper Heyford Parish Council advocates refusal of this 
application as being an unnecessary incursion onto greenfield agricultural 
land and being unsound in its consideration of traffic, archaeological, 
environmental and ecological issues.   
 

6.3. Middleton Stoney Parish Council object: 

 It is our understanding that a ‘masterplan’ for the former RAF Upper Heyford 
site will not now be produced. In its stead there is to be a full planning 
application. Until such a planning application is produced and available for 
consultation then it is not possible to assess how the requirements of Policy 
Villages 5 within the adopted Cherwell Local Plan are to be met and thus this 
application is premature and opportunistic. 

 It is assumed that the number of homes stated within this application form a 
part of the number prescribed under Policy Villages 5. However, it remains our 
firm view that the level of housing proposed under the policy should be 
contained within the current boundary of the airfield thus obviating the need to 
use greenfield land when, in our view, there is more than sufficient brownfield 
land available within the airfield boundary. The argument that developing such 
areas of brownfield land would damage valuable cold war heritage sites is very 
questionable.  This case has already been made by Dorchester Group and is 
supported by the emerging Mid Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan. This parish 
council also supports the Dorchester Group view. 

 We are also aware that the Partial Review of the Local Plan relating to Oxford’s  
unmet housing need is also still in embryo stage and will not even be submitted 
until July and is not likely to be adopted until April 2018 at the earliest. If 
therefore Pye Homes wishes its application to be considered as a part of this 
process then again it is opportunistic and premature. 
 

6.4. Ardley with Fewcott Parish Council: Object  

 The proposed development is on a green field site, it would be preferable in 
the view of Ardley with Fewcott Parish Council and the MCNP that 
developments use Brown field sites before Green field sites. Also, being at 
the edge of the existing it will decrease the green buffer between settlements 
in the MCNP area. 

 The additional traffic impact to the local area does not appear to be realistic 
and there is no plan for dealing with the additional traffic. In addition the 
entrance onto Camp Road has some potential safety issues. 

 It is not clear how this application forms part of the development at Heyford 
Park? It appears to be a separate development with its own sewage 
treatment facilities not connected to the mains. There doesn't appear to be 



 

any connectivity to the rest of the development and it appears to be an ill 
thought out development. 

 
6.5. Somerton Parish Council:  

 Object to this application on the grounds that it is on a green field site. In the 
event of this application getting approval Somerton Parish Council seek to 
gain funding through S106 for traffic mitigation and Bus services. 

6.6. Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan Forum: 

 The Forum is keenly looking forward to the submission by Dorchester and its 
consultants of an overarching outline planning application covering the 
remaining development that is planned at Heyford Park. We acknowledge 
that this application is on additional land identified within the strategic 
development site, but we object on the basis that an overall scheme dealing 
with the infrastructure required for the whole strategic site of Heyford Park 
should be agreed before applications for additional development are 
determined, with clarity as to how its various components interact, 
particularly with regard to traffic volumes and movement.  

 We have previously expressed our opposition to a piecemeal approach to 
planning applications at Heyford Park, and we believe that the application is 
contrary to Policy Villages 5 which requires a comprehensive integrated 
approach.  

 We remain very concerned about this unsatisfactory approach to planning 
applications for major elements of Heyford Park. This is not good planning 
for a site of strategic importance, and for that reason we ask that CDC defer 
consideration of this application until we and others have had an opportunity 
to inspect and comment on the forthcoming outline scheme for the 
completed Heyford Park strategic site. 

STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

6.7. Historic England 

 Development on this site would have a minimal impact on the significance or 
setting of the Flying Field, which forms the core of the heritage interest at 
Upper Heyford and is of outstanding importance. The current Cherwell Local 
Plan includes an ambitious target in terms of numbers of units for housing on 
the site as a whole. If this target cannot be met on the sites allocated our 
view is that development of this site would be far less harmful to the 
significance of the Conservation Area than development on any part of the 
Flying Field itself. 

 
6.8. Environment Agency: We have no objection to the proposed amendments. 

 The application continues to propose the use of an on-site sewage treatment 
plant. New development should be connected to the public mains (with the 
prior written approval of the statutory undertaker) where possible. 
Proliferation of individual treatment plants can cause deterioration in local 
water quality (ground and surface water). This would be contrary to the 
principles of the EU Water Framework Directive1. 

6.9. Thames Water Utilities: 

 The existing water supply infrastructure has insufficient capacity to meet the 
additional demands for the proposed development. Thames Water therefore 



 

recommend the following condition be imposed: Development should not be 
commenced until: Impact studies of the existing water supply infrastructure 
have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning 
authority (in consultation with Thames Water). The studies should determine 
the magnitude of any new additional capacity required in the system and a 
suitable connection point. Reason: To ensure that the water supply 
infrastructure has sufficient capacity to cope with the/this additional demand. 

 Thames Water has reviewed the drainage strategy provided for foul and 
surface water run-off from the development and advise that we have no 
comments as there is no interaction between drainage (Foul and Surface 
Water) from this site and Thames Water assets. Foul water is to be managed 
by Private Package Treatment plant and surface water run-off to be 
managed by onsite infiltration. 

CHERWELL DISTRICT COUNCIL CONSULTEES 
 

CDC-Conservation Officer (on the revised plans): 

 The proposal is for the development of a plot of land outside the boundary of 
the former RAF Upper Heyford base but adjacent to the RAF officer housing 
located within the SE corner of the conservation area and to the west of this 
site. 

 The proposed housing – with the exception of the H house type – is 
reminiscent of the married crew housing. An opportunity for slightly higher 
house density should be taken.  

 The American bungalows are a self-contained group of dwellings 
constructed at a different time to the RAF housing. It is my view that this 
special differentiation between types and eras of housing should be retained 
– as this helps understand the history of the site and therefore I would 
recommend that the bungalows (House types S and T) are deleted from this 
scheme and replaced with other house types. 

 Connectivity to adjacent areas of the site is non-existent. 

 Houses fronting open areas require greater regimentation to better reflect the 
military history of the site. 

 On individual detail: 

 The design of the H type house lacks cohesion. The asymmetry of the first 
floor windows over the garage leads to an unwelcome dominance of the front 
elevation by the garage. 

 The front porch of the W house type is also too obtrusive. 
 

CDC- Head of Strategic Planning and the Economy: 
No objection subject to the following detailed considerations being satisfactorily 
resolved: 

 

 The proposed development falls within the land allocated for development 
under Policy Villages 5 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031  

 From the policies map for Policy Villages 5 it can be seen that the application 
site falls within an area of land identified as having potential for additional 
development  

 The application site comprises greenfield land  

 Policy Villages 5 provides for the development of settlement of approximately 
1,600 dwellings (in addition to 761 dwellings (net) already permitted and 
associated, specified development  



 

 The policy requires development to enable environmental improvements and 
the heritage interest of the site to be conserved, compatible with achieving a 
satisfactory living environment.  

 The policy states that a comprehensive, integrated approach will be expected. 
Paragraph C.292 of the Plan states, “…it will be necessary to demonstrate how 
the additional land identified can be satisfactorily integrated with the approved 
development. The additional land will not be permitted to be developed 
independently of the main development and infrastructure contributions will be 
expected for the wider scheme” 

 The policy describes the infrastructure needs and the key site specific design 
and place shaping principles for the development of the new settlement. The 
latter include: 

 the release of greenfield land within the allocated site will not be 
allowed to compromise the necessary environmental improvements 
and conservation of heritage interest of the wider site 

 the settlement should be designed to encourage walking, cycling 
and use of public transport rather than travel by private car, with the 
provision of footpaths and cycleways that link to existing networks 

 layouts should enable a high degree of integration with 
development areas within the allocation and with connectivity 
between new and existing communities 

 development on greenfield land should provide for a well-designed, 
‘soft’ approach to the urban edge with appropriate boundary 
treatments 

 The policy requires at least 30% of the housing to be affordable housing 

 The policy requires the provision of extra care housing and the opportunity for 
self-build affordable housing 

 The delivery of the housing provided for by Policy Villages 5 presently 
contributes to meeting the district’s five year land supply requirements 
(presently 5.6 years) 

 The application site adjoins the RAF Upper Heyford Conservation Area 

 The principle of the construction of 77 homes on the application site is 
supported by Policy Villages 5 

 It is understood that 35% of the housing would be affordable at a 
rented/intermediate ratio of 70/30. There is no conflict here with Policy Villages 
5 if that housing is provided on site 

 It is understood that no extra care housing is proposed. It is accepted that at 
3.19 hectares the site has limited scope for accommodating an extra care 
development of at least 45 homes (ref. Policy BSC4) unless this was proposed 
as the main type of housing. If land is available elsewhere within the allocated 
site to provide the extra care housing, then there is no need for the application 
site to be developed for that particular purpose. The opportunity for self-build 
affordable housing should be raised with the applicant to determine whether or 
not this could reasonable be provided 

 The main policy issues are therefore: 
a) whether or not a comprehensive integrated approach can be achieved 
b) whether the proposed development would contribute in enabling 
environmental improvements and the heritage interest of the site to be 
conserved, compatible with achieving a satisfactory living environment 
c) whether the development would contribute in securing a settlement that 
encourages walking, cycling and use of public transport rather than travel by 
private car 
d) whether there would be a high degree of integration with the rest of the 
allocated site 



 

e) whether the proposed development would provide for a well-designed, ‘soft’ 
approach to the urban edge 
 

On a&d)  

Although a comprehensive approach is sought, Policy Villages 5 does not 
require a formal masterplan or development brief. The Plan requires integration 
with the wider development and avoidance of an ‘independent’ approach for the 
additional land for the Former RAF Upper Heyford development arising from the 
Plan. 
The application is made in full which provides a clearer opportunity to assess 
this. The Design and Access Statement refers to: 

 The aspiration of this scheme in terms of connectivity is to connect through to 
Larsen Road with pedestrian links 

 The new neighbourhood will be legible as an individual character area and 
integrate and link with the RAF base. 

 A wider road and strong avenue of trees along the main spine road creates a 
visual feature and a characterful and identifiable main access route through the 
site. This provides a view into the development from Camp Road, strongly 
linking it to this main route through the airbase. 

 The scheme has been designed to integrate with the neighbouring ‘Officers 
Housing’ and ‘Airmens Bungalows’ character areas. 

 A 3-4 metre planted swale has been designed as part of the landscape strategy 
and spinal road layout. This integrates with the formal layout by following the 
main road and integrating with the trees on this route. 

 A central organising spine road replicates the patterns of existing secondary 
roads in the settlement perpendicular to Camp Road. This connects the site to 
the RAF base through the existing pedestrian route from the airbase currently 
ending at Larsen Road, the access to the ‘Officers Housing’ character area. 
This will be extended as part of the scheme design and layout to connect the 
new development to the existing settlement. 

 On Camp Road there is currently a traffic calming measure on entrance to the 
RAF base. As part of the development this will be moved to co-ordinate with the 
new access and integrate the development with the rest of the air base. 

 The east west road alignment allows for the introduction of footpaths into the 
neighbouring officers housing area. This integrates the site with the overall 
settlement. 

 These are matters of design which require detailed consideration. However, 
they suggest the potential for an integrated approach to be achieved. However, 
to avoid an independent approach, necessary infrastructure requirements would 
need to be proportionally secured having regard to the needs of the wider site. 
 
On b&e) 

A Heritage Statement has been submitted with the application. The design and 
access statement also assesses the historic influences affecting the approach 
to the proposed development. The views of the Design and Conservation Team 
should be considered in assessing the conservation benefits of the proposal. 
The Supporting Statement refers to a Phase 1 Habitat Survey having been 
undertaken which suggests that development would enhance the biodiversity of 
the site. The contribution of the development to the wider environmental 
improvement of the base should be considered. Detailed consideration of the 
proposed soft landscaping scheme should also include particular examination of 
the western boundary and public approaches into the settlement. 



 

On c)  
The application is supported by a Transport Assessment which includes 
reference to: 

 foot/cycle access to the proposed development along the proposed vehicular 
access off Camp Road 

 a footway along both sides of the access road 

 the extension of the existing footway from the existing built-up area to the site 
access 

 a strategy to be implemented to promote and encourage occupants to walk and 
cycle to and from the site including: the facilitation of foot and cycle movements 
along desire lines through the development; a mix of cycle parking facilities to 
be provided; and a 2m wide footway will be provided onto Camp Road. The 
Design and Access Statement states, “The aspiration of this scheme in terms of 
connectivity is to connect through to Larsen Road with pedestrian links, this is 
subject to further discussions regarding land ownership”. 
The Supporting statement refers to the development making financial 
contributions towards an improved bus service and providing bus stops close to 
the entrance to the site. The Design and Access Statement refers to a new pair 
of bus stops at the site entrance to encourage people to use public transport, 
integrated with the pedestrian routes through the site and linking to Camp Road. 
The views of the County Council as Highway Authority should of course be 
considered. 
 
Subject to detailed consideration, the application does suggest that there is 
potential to meet the policy requirements. Provision should be included for 
wheelchair users and the connection through to Larsen Road with pedestrian 
links should be secured. 
 

 
CDC-Urban Design Consultant: 

 
Connectivity: 
The proposed development is in effect a large cul-de-sac with a single street 
access from Camp Road.  This is not desirable from an urban design 
perspective. 
 
As requested the proposals now allow for potential street access to possible 
future development to the north and east.   
 
The layout plan shows no street, footpath or cycleway connections to the west 
into Larsen Road although the Planning Statement Addendum (April 2017) 
refers to:  
 
The Plan (ref: P05) now clearly highlights pedestrian and cycle link 
opportunities at the western boundary, at the Councils request, and facilitates 
permeability to the west of the site. The footpath and cycle links above seek to 
provide opportunity for links to be established if they are required in the future, 
subject to agreement with other land owners.  
 
To avoid this being an isolated cul-de-sac development cell separated from 
Heyford Park additional street, footpath and cycleway connections must be put 
in place from the outset. 
 
Eastern Boundary 
The open space on this boundary appears to be too narrow in places to 
accommodate adequate buffer planting and a footpath in particular adjacent to 



 

plots 77, 66, 55 and 44, the edge of the parking area fronting plot 66 and the 
turning head adjacent to plot 55.   
 
A series of dimensioned sections through this edge showing the site boundary, 
existing and proposed vegetation, footpath and the adjacent dwellings and plot 
boundaries would assist assessment.  
 
Pumping Station/ Treatment Plant 
It is not clear from the information submitted whether all of this plant is below 
ground – clarification is required.  If below ground is the installation grassed 
over and usable as open space or does it have to be secured within a 
compound?  
If it is open then it must also have good natural surveillance from plot 72. 
 
Natural Surveillance  
Street Scene C shows plot 73 with a blank gable end facing the primary street.  
This dwelling must provide natural surveillance of the street from ground floor 
active rooms. 
 
The Dashwood (D) house type has blank gable ends.  Plots overlooking streets 
or public space must have ground floor windows to active rooms. 
 
Camp Road Frontage 
Street Scene B shows hedging fronting plot 75 but layout plan PO1 shows this 
as an open frontage. The continuity of a hedgerow frontage to Camp Road 
broken only for access points should be maintained. 
 
Northern Boundary 
The corner of the garage to plot 32 appears to be too close to the northern 
boundary to allow for a hedge to be properly established and maintained. 
 
What is the nature of the area north of plot 44 and coloured green on Layout 
Plan PO1 D?  Is it intended to be enclosed as garden or is it public open space?  
All public space must have good natural surveillance. 
 
Western Boundary 
The multiple ownerships abutting this boundary and the proximity of plot 32 are 
not likely to result in the establishment and maintenance of a consistent 
boundary hedge.  
 
Parking 
The run of 8 parking bays on the south side of plot 48 should be broken up with 
a tree. 
 
Garden Boundaries 
The street scenes appear to show close-boarded fences to side rear gardens 
abutting public areas.  Rear garden boundaries with the public realm should be 
1.8m high brick walls with match-boarded gates. 
 
An updated boundary treatments plan should be submitted. 

 
CDC-Community Services-Leisure Projects: 
A Leisure and Community Facilities contribution will be sought for this 
development as per the SPD: Developer Contributions guidance. (Inflation 
applied to 2010 base contribution values)  
 



 

Commuted sum: £6.16 per dwelling per year x 77 dwellings x 15 years = 
£7,114.8 
Strategic leisure contribution: £371.27 x 77 dwellings = £28,587.79 
Public Art: A public art installation / contribution will be expected from this 
development. Discussions should take place directly with the Council. 

 
CDC Landscape Architect: 

 The LEAP area should be increased to comply with the 400 m2 
minimum playable area in the SPD. The LAP area to be touching the 
LEAP with intervening play area fencing and gate. This is to allow 
parents with toddlers in the LAP and older children in the LEAP to play 
within the parent’s line of sight. 

 The rather restricted access between the hedgerow and unit 17 has 
been improved. 

 Connectivity between north/south route has now been established. 

 The treatment plant will be adequately screened with structural 
vegetation.  

 The western boundary landscape buffer is acceptable. 

 I look forward to detailed hard and soft landscape proposals to consider. 
 

CDC Ecology Consultant: 
 

This would probably be a borderline site for biodiversity loss or gain calculated 
using the BIA. However the site is an arable field and there are proposed 
habitat enhancements and creation proposed on site including planting along 
the eastern boundary, and native shrub planting and wildflower grassland 
creation within the site, it would seem possible that a biodiversity gain could be 
achieved on site given the landscaping plans proposed. Management of the 
site should be secured in the long term (30 years) and details included in a 
landscaping and ecological management plan, which I would recommend is 
conditioned. 

 
CDC-Environmental Protection Officer: 

 Noise: Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) for 
Residential Properties: Prior to the commencement of the 
development, a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP), 
which shall include details of the measures to be taken to ensure 
construction works do not adversely affect residential properties on, 
adjacent to or surrounding the site together with details of the 
consultation and communication to be carried out with local residents 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in 
accordance with approved CEMP. 

 Contaminated Land:  I recommend that the full contaminated land 
conditions J12 to J16 be applied to the site if approved. 

 Air Quality: No comments 

 Odour: No comments 

 Light: No comments 
 

CDC-Regeneration and Housing-Investment and Growth Team: 

 We are satisfied with the offer of 28 affordable homes which 
exceeds our policy requirement of 35% affordable units. However 
the suggested mix for these in the application is still out of line with 
previous comments. For clarity our preferred mix would now be as 
follows: 
 



 

Affordable rent  
6X 1 bed maisonettes  
9 x 2 bed houses  
x 3 bed houses  
1x 2 bed fully wheelchair adapted bungalow  

 
Shared Ownership  

6X 2 bed houses 
x 3 bed houses  

 

 Parking availability for the affordable units is still short of what we 
would usually seek in some of the clusters. We usually require 2 
parking spaces per property although will accept one space on the 
one bedroom units. 

 We would reiterate our current standards requirements which are 
that 50% of the affordable rented units will meet the Building 
Regulations Requirement M4(2) Category 2: Accessible and 
Adaptable Dwellings requirement. Additionally, 100% of the 
affordable housing units are to be built the government's Nationally 
Described Space Standard (Technical Housing Standards). The 
wheelchair unit should conform to M4 (2) Category 3 of building 
regs accessibility requirement. 

 The selection of the RP who will take on the affordable units should 
be agreed with the Council. 

 
 

CDC-Business Support Unit: 
It is estimated that this development has the potential to attract New 
Homes Bonus of £397,913 over 4 years under current arrangements for 
the Council. This estimate includes a sum payable per affordable home. 

 
 
OXFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL (On original submission and as updated) 
 
Strategic Comments  
The application site is outside of the existing outline planning permission but within the 
areas identified for additional development under Policy Villages 5 (Former RAF Upper 
Heyford) in the Cherwell Local Plan. The County Council objects to this application on the 
basis that a site wide masterplan identifying the infrastructure required to mitigate the full 
Upper Heyford site allocation should be agreed before applications for additional 
development are determined. The application is contrary to Policy Villages 5 which 
requires a comprehensive integrated approach.  
 
Transport Development Control have objected for the following reasons:  

 The planning application is premature since there is not yet a masterplan or 
transport masterplan in place for the additional development at Upper Heyford that 
is in the adopted Local Plan amendments, it is not therefore possible to evaluate 
the transport aspects of the application and the contributions that will be required 
from the developer.  

 The Transport Assessment is unacceptable because it does not include the 
additional adopted development in the base traffic scenario.  

 There are other aspects of the TA which are considered undesirable or 
inadequate.  

 Considerable contributions would be required towards the improvement of bus 
services and infrastructure.  

 A Residential Travel Plan and Travel Information Pack would be required.  



 

 Certain aspects of the highway layout should be improved.  

 There is insufficient drainage information included in the planning application.  
 
Further, the Local Member is concerned about insufficient infrastructure provision to 
mitigate the development; additional traffic on areas already overcapacity such as the 
Middleton Stoney junction; and increased traffic through Ardley. 
 
Transport: Object 
Key issues: 

 The planning application is premature since there is not yet a masterplan or 
transport masterplan in place for the additional development at Upper Heyford that 
is in the adopted Local Plan amendments, and it is not therefore possible to 
evaluate the transport aspects of the application and the contributions that will be 
required from the developer. 

 The Transport Assessment is unacceptable because it does not include the 
additional adopted development in the base traffic scenario. 

 There are other aspects of the TA which are considered undesirable or 
inadequate. 

 Considerable contributions would be required towards the improvement of bus 
services and infrastructure. 

 A Residential Travel Plan and Travel Information Pack would be required. 

 Certain aspects of the highway layout should be improved. 

 There is insufficient drainage information included in the planning application. 
 
 
Detailed comments  
Transport Strategy  
(Previous Transport Strategy comments, as set out in the County’s response to 
15/01357/F of 14 September 2015, still apply except where modified here.) 
 
Oxfordshire County Council Transport Strategy Team considers this application to be 
submitted prematurely in the planning process for the allocation in the newly adopted 
Cherwell Local Plan of 1600 dwellings plus employment at Former RAF Upper Heyford, 
and so it cannot be supported. There are a number of principles to be agreed and 
challenges to be understood and overcome prior to an application of this nature being 
considered.  
 
It has been agreed that a masterplan is required for the allocation that this site is part of 
and this is supported by the newly adopted Cherwell Local Plan. Through this process 
questions will be answered such as the most appropriate locations for different land uses 
within the allocation and the scale of development. Indeed, taking into account detailed 
assessment from all stakeholders (including Transport, Heritage, Archaeology and 
Ecology), the capacity of the allocation for development may be less than initial 
assessments suggest and discussions as to where employment on the allocation should 
be located are in the early stages. The outcome of both of these challenges will have an 
impact on the local highway network and the appropriate level of mitigation that will be 
required. 
 
The allocation received no objection from the Oxfordshire County Council Transport 
Strategy team at the Local Plan Examination in Public in December 2014, subject to an 
appropriate level of strategic transport mitigation being delivered at the earliest 
opportunity, as there are existing traffic pressures on junctions and villages in the area, 
such as Middleton Stoney. This mitigation would be likely to include a Traffic Signals 
traffic movement strategy with junction and bus priority improvements, in conjunction with 
further Public Transport service improvements. All sites within the allocation will be 
expected to contribute towards this strategic mitigation. It is therefore imperative that a 



 

strategic mitigation package is developed, subsequent to agreement on solutions to the 
challenges mentioned above, and the cost of this is then split appropriately between sites, 
including this site, agreed for further development under the RAF Upper Heyford 
allocation.  
 
This application for development is therefore considered premature as the nature of 
development on this site has not been decided through the masterplanning process and, 
as a result, a strategic transport mitigation package has not been developed that 
considers this in the context of all other sites for development to be agreed in the 
allocation, and an appropriate level of contribution towards such a package from this site 
has not been calculated. The application only considers the local mitigation required and 
not the strategic mitigation that would be necessary for the wider cumulative impact of the 
allocation, which this site would be required to contribute to.  
 
The Cherwell Local Plan contains ‘Policy Villages 5’ which directly refers to ‘Former RAF 
Upper Heyford’ in the title. ‘Former RAF Upper Heyford’ is highlighted in the proposals 
map associated with the plan as covering the majority of, if not all of, Upper Heyford Air 
Base. The site in question is specifically identified under the policy in the proposals map 
as ‘an area with potential for additional development’.  
 
Paragraph C.259 relating to Policy Villages 5: Former RAF Upper Heyford states the 
following regarding to the land allocation:  
 
“C.259 A comprehensive approach will be required and it will be necessary to 
demonstrate how the additional land identified can be satisfactorily integrated with the 
approved development. The additional land will not be permitted to be developed 
independently of the main development and infrastructure contributions will be expected 
for the wider scheme.”  
An additional 1600 homes are proposed through the Policy Villages 5 and it is therefore 
considered necessary for the site in this context is taken account of, as well as the 
existing permission on the site of 761 homes net and employment (10/01642/OUT), in any 
Transport Assessment undertaken for proposals at the site in question.  
 
C.259 makes clear that the proposals for the Former RAF Upper Heyford allocation must 
be considered as a whole, including mitigation, prior to proposals for parcels within the 
allocation being considered for permission.  
 
The site proposals for the 77 dwellings are expected to be included and viewed within the 
context of a wider masterplanning exercise that would tie the development in with existing 
development at Upper Heyford, committed development and that remaining dwellings 
proposed through Villages Policy 5. This exercise will use detailed transport modelling and 
public transport viability work to identify the transport mitigation that would be required and 
a proportionate and reasonable transport contribution that each development would be 
expected to pay to mitigate their impact on the transport network. This exercise has not 
been undertaken and so the application cannot be assessed from a transport strategy 
perspective. 
 
OCC Transport Strategy does not accept the traffic generation figures submitted with 
15/00474/OUT that has been referred to and relied on directly in the Transport 
Assessment for this application. Sections 5.2.5 and 5.2.6 in the Transport Assessment for 
15/00474/OUT state the use of TEMPro to determine future year growth factors. However, 
the methodology employed in determining these growth factors is not stated. For the 
avoidance of doubt, recent correspondence with TEMPro confirms that the latest version 
of TEMPro is version 6.2 which provides access to National Trip End Model (NTEM) 
datasets published in April 2010 and there have been no further updates since that time. 
The Local Plan amendments that provide for an additional 1,600 dwellings at Upper 
Heyford together with employment that were approved earlier this year are therefore not 



 

included in TEMPro. Meaningful transport assessment of this site would need to include 
both the consented scheme and the Local Plan amendments.  
An agreed strategic mitigation package, which is a requirement of OCC’s acceptance of 
the Former Upper Heyford Airbase allocation, has not been tested in the future year 
scenario. Therefore in addition to the future year scenario not having the correct 
development assumptions, the strategic mitigation requirement in a ‘development with 
mitigation scenario’ has not been tested to demonstrate how the strategic impact of the 
allocation as a whole can be reduced. 
 
Paragraph 4.2.5 of the submitted Planning Statement Addendum (April 2017) notes:  
“A key comment received from the Council highlighted a concern that the application was 
pre-mature, as a masterplan had not been agreed for the wider allocation. This was 
particularly relevant to transport and contributions required by new development. Despite 
this the development of the site cannot be pre-mature by virtue of its allocation within the 
Local Plan Part 1, which sets out no detailed policy indicating the requirement for a 
masterplan or specific timescales for delivering new development. As set out in the 
previous paragraph, the mitigation required in respect of transport can be achieved 
through a Section 106 agreement. The application is therefore compliant with Policy 
Village 5 that sets out that significant contributions (toward Public Transport etc.) would be 
required toward the wider allocation.”  
 
The County does not agree with this claim, as the site falls under the “areas with potential 
for additional development identified under Policy Villages 5”. As a result, it must comply 
with Policy Villages 5 and the “comprehensive approach” required therein, which has yet 
to be completed. 
 
In addition it is noted that the revised plans propose a “pedestrian footpath and cycle link 
at the sites frontage that connects to the existing pedestrian routes on Camp Road that 
provides footpaths into the allocation centre”. It is not clear what this is connecting with at 
each end. It seems to terminate with a hedge on the east side when it may be that this 
section is required to connect through to Chilgrove Drive and up to the southern bomb 
stores. 
 
Transport Development Control  
(Previous Transport Development Control comments, as set out in the County’s response 
to 15/01357/F of 14 September 2015, still apply.) 
 
The planning application is accompanied by a Transport Assessment (TA) which suffers 
from a number of shortcomings. These are set out below.  
The principal shortcoming is that the assessment of the Camp Road / Chilgrove Drive 
roundabout does not include in its base case traffic from either the recently adopted Local 
Plan amendments for a further 1,600 dwellings. As such, the assessment is not accepted.  
The TA refers to the Southern Bomb Stores application (15/00474/OUT) and uses its 
traffic flow data as a base case. Paragraph 6.4.4 states that:  
 
“The ’15 transport assessment states that Heyford Park ’10 application is contained within 
Tempro and therefore growths the surveyed traffic flows using Tempro to formulate a 
future year scenario. This then includes the proposed development traffic.”  
The current TEMPRO version is 6.2 and provides access to National Trip End Model 
(NTEM) datasets published in April 2010. There have been no further updates undertaken 
since that date. It is therefore likely that the 2010 permission is included in Tempro if it 
was included in an adopted planning document prior to April 2010. However, the recently 
adopted Local Plan amendments for a further 1,600 dwellings together with employment 
are clearly not included in Tempro and have therefore not been accounted for in the 
assessment of the Camp Road / Chilgrove Drive roundabout.  
 
Other aspects of the TA which are considered undesirable or inadequate are as follows.  



 

 Section 2 makes reference to the Department for Transport’s Guidance on 
Transport Assessment. However this guidance was withdrawn and replaced in 
2014.  

 Paragraph 3.5.3 states that “A mix of cycle parking facilities will be provided…” but 
does not state what these will be. Specific provision should be identified.  

 Paragraph 4.3.1 refers to “…a secondary dropped kerb private access serving a 
limited number of dwelling is to be provided from Camp Road.” OCC has a 
preference to keep the number of access points on Camp Road to a minimum and 
would prefer these dwellings to be served using the main site access.  

 Paragraph 4.4.1 relates to servicing, and reference to drawing number P01 Rev C 
reveals that a Mercedes Econic has been used for swept path analysis. However 
no dimensions for this vehicle are stated nor is the vehicle type, and it is not 
therefore possible to verify the swept path analysis.  

 Paragraph 4.5.1 refers to OCC’s parking standards. However, it is likely that the 
parking standards contained in the Heyford Park Design Code would apply to this 
site.  

 The parking arrangements for plots 72 to 77 are not ideal since some spaces are 
provided to the rear of the dwelling and are likely to be less desirable to residents. 
The arrangements are likely to lead to on-street parking to the front of these 
dwellings. 

 
It is noted that parking is in accordance with the minimum standards set out in the Heyford 
Park Design Code. However, this is a minimal provision, and is likely that this level 
provision will generate on street parking at the development. Cycle parking provision is 
noted, although the precise nature of this provision is not stated.  
 
It is noted that the revised plans include an additional secondary access on Camp Road, 
giving access to units 73 – 77. This therefore means that there are now two additional 
secondary accesses off Camp Road. The County would reiterate its strong preference to 
keep the number of access points on Camp Road to a minimum and would prefer these 
dwellings to be served using the main site access. 
 
Public Transport  
(Previous Public Transport comments, as set out in the County’s response to 15/01357/F 
of 14 September 2015, still apply.) 
 
This application has been made outside the context of a comprehensive approach or 
agreed masterplan for the wider Upper Heyford development site, which is required to 
implement the 1600 additional dwellings included in the Adopted Cherwell Local Plan.  
A considerable contribution will be required towards procuring the additional public 
transport services that will be required to link Upper Heyford with Bicester, Oxford and 
Banbury. The estimated contribution would be £2700 per additional dwelling. Please see 
Detailed Comments below.  
 
Without a masterplan for the wider Upper Heyford site, it is not possible to calculate the 
‘round-trip’ journey times from Upper Heyford to Bicester, Oxford and Banbury and an 
estimate is given, making an allowance for a longer route around the Upper Heyford site, 
to provide access to all parts of the wider site. Once a masterplan emerges, bus routeing 
can be planned and journey times estimated with more precision. The Council’s Bus 
Strategy designates the Upper Heyford-Bicester route as a ‘Premium Transit’ level of 
service, with a target four buses per hour, and the Upper Heyford-Oxford and Upper 
Heyford-Banbury services as ‘Connector Transit’ services, with a target frequency of two 
buses per hour.  
 
This level of future public transport provision was discussed with the Inspector at the 
recent Cherwell Local Plan examination, where there was considerable concern at the 



 

sustainability of Upper Heyford as a Local Plan residential allocation. The Councils 
discussed a considerable enhancement of the public transport links from Upper Heyford 
and these service frequencies were used in the modelling of flows to/from Bicester, 
Banbury and Oxford. Such a level of bus service is absolutely necessary to provide a 
credible level of service for residents and employees who would otherwise use the car, 
thus causing unacceptable impacts on the County’s strategic highway network.  
 
Additional Public Transport Services  
The following represents an indicative calculation of the additional public transport 
services that would be required to support the Upper Heyford allocation in the adopted 
Cherwell Local Plan. It is intended only as a guide for the developer, and specific 
provisions can only be identified as part of a transport masterplanning exercise.  
Current (2015) bus service resource provides an hourly service from Upper Heyford to 
Bicester and to Oxford: 2 buses  
Immediate future (2016) the bus service resource required to provide agreed level of 
service at Upper Heyford: 3 buses 
Distant future (2031) bus service resource required to provide four buses per hour to 
Bicester and two buses per hour to Oxford and Banbury, which will also circulate around 
the wider Upper Heyford site. 9 buses  
Route A: Bicester- Upper Heyford 40 minutes round trip, 3 buses  
Route B: Oxford – Upper Heyford 80 minutes round trip 3 buses  
Route C: Banbury – Upper Heyford 85 minutes round trip 3 buses  
Procurement of six additional buses on a pump-priming basis to provide this level of bus 
service is £4,320,000.  
Each additional bus is estimated to cost £720,000 to procure on a pump-priming basis of 
8 years towards commercial viability in year 9, based on a year one full cost of £160,000, 
then declining by an incremental £20,000 per annum, to reflect income from fares.  
 
Travel Plans  
(Previous Travel Plans comments, as set out in the County’s response to 15/01357/F of 
14 September 2015, still apply.) 
 
No up to date acceptable Framework Travel Plan exists for the former RAF Upper Heyford 
site and until this is in place each development that takes place on the site will have to be 
treated as an individual development. The developer would therefore need to submit a 
residential travel plan for this development. The developer would also need to submit a 
Travel Information Pack for this development. 
 
Road Agreements  
If the estate roads are to be adopted then they must be constructed to the standards set 
out in the Heyford Park Design Code and other standards set out by the County. The 
detailed design can be under taken as part of the Section 278 process. 
 
Drainage  
The scheme generally appears acceptable. However, the following should be noted. 
 
The FRA accompanying this application does not appear to include calculations showing 
the amount of storage required for the SuDS proposals to cater to the proposed 1 in 100 
year storm + Climate Change allowance standard.  
 
Appropriate microdrainage calculations for the SuDS – Soakaways, Pond and Permeable 
Paving should be provided before the County can recommend that a condition can be 
applied to any subsequent approval. 
 
The Application does not include a SuDS Maintenance and Management Plan. This can 
be secured by way of a condition to any subsequent full application approval. 
 



 

Legal agreement required to secure: 
 

 Section 106 agreement to contribute an agreed amount per additional dwelling 
towards the cost of procuring an agreed level of bus service from Upper Heyford to 
Bicester, to Oxford and to Banbury.  

 Section 106 agreement to contribute £20,000 towards procuring, installing and 
maintaining a pair of bus stops on Camp Road, to include provision of shelters and 
pole/flag/information cases.  

 Section 106 agreement to secure Travel Plan monitoring fees of £1,240.  

 Section 278 arrangement to provide basic infrastructure for bus stops, inclusive of 
hard-standing areas, suitable for the erection of bus shelters, and connecting 
footpaths. 

 
Conditions  
 

Should the local planning authority be minded to grant planning permission then the 
following conditions should apply.  
D5 Vision Splay details. With specific reference to the secondary access.  
D9 New Estate Roads  
D10 Estate Accesses, Driveways and Turning Areas  
D15 Parking and Manoeuvring Areas Retained  
D19 Cycle Parking Provision  
D20 Travel Plan  
 
Prior to the commencement of the development a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan must be prepared in accordance with Oxfordshire County Council guidelines and 
submitted to and approved in writing by the District Planning Authority. The 
construction works must be carried out in accordance with the details approved in the 
construction traffic management plan. 
 
Developer to liaise with Parish Council regarding style of shelter and to obtain written 
agreement regarding future maintenance arrangements.  
 
The developer will need to submit a residential travel plan for this development and 
this will need to be approved by the Travel Plan Team at Oxfordshire County Council 
before first occupation of the site. 
 
 
Archaeology  
Recommendation: No objection  
 
We have previously advised that the results of an archaeological evaluation would need to 
be submitted along with this planning application, latter dated 7th September 2015. This 
evaluation has been undertaken in October 2015 and has shown that archaeological 
deposits do not survive on the site.  
No further archaeological investigations will be required on this site but the results of this 
evaluation will need to be submitted along with the planning application as set out in our 
earlier response.  
 
Minerals & Waste  
The application site is to the immediate north of a Strategic Resource Area for crushed 
rock and therefore the application needs to be considered against Oxfordshire Minerals 
and Waste Local Plan policy SD10 and policy M8 of the emerging new Oxfordshire 
Minerals and Waste Local Plan: Part 1 – Core Strategy on safeguarding of mineral 
resources.  



 

Whilst the application site is adjacent to deposits of crushed rock, the deposits are heavily 
constrained by adjoining residential development. Therefore, it is unlikely that the 
application would further constrain practically workable crushed rock deposits.  
Therefore no objection should be raised to this application on minerals safeguarding 
policy grounds.  
This application does not raise any significant waste planning issues.  
 
Education  
 
No objection subject to conditions 
 
Nursery, Primary and Secondary Education: 
This application is within the Local Plan Policy Villages 5 allocation of 1600 homes. The 
Heyford Park Free School has recently opened to provide a provision for the permitted 
1075+ Houses and provides all-through educational provision for the Heyford Park 
development site area. 
 
This application proposes 77 dwellings, which will contribute towards the overall number 
of homes expected at Heyford Park by Cherwell District Council’s Local Plan Policy 
Villages 5. As such, it is expected to comply with Policy Villages 5, which requires a 
comprehensive integrated approach to the provision of the additional 1,600 dwellings 
covered by this policy, including the necessary primary and secondary education 
provision.  
 
Contrary to the site policy requirements, this application does not consider education 
provision comprehensively for whole of the Local Plan Policy Villages 5 allocation of 1600 
homes. Without the strategic view of the education need there is a risk that the individual 
development sites coming forward will not provide the appropriate or proportionate 
funding or land towards the education provision.  
 
The expected need for school capacity to serve the whole of the Former RAF Upper 
Heyford has been modelled by the county council, based on housing mix and trajectory 
data provided by the applicant. This indicates an overall generation of 720 primary pupils 
and 569 secondary pupils (including sixth formers). The current Heyford Park Free School 
has capacity for 420 primary pupils and 420 secondary pupils. There will therefore need to 
be expansion of primary and secondary school capacity in due course. The current 
expectation is that this will be achieved through a new primary school site, which will also 
provide nursery places, and expansion of secondary provision on the existing site. It is 
therefore appropriate that expansion of primary and nursery school capacity should be 
based on the cost of building a new primary school, and expansion of secondary school 
capacity should be based on the cost of expanding secondary schools.  
 
Based on the unit mix stated in the application, this specific proposed development has 
been estimated to generate 5.72 nursery pupils, 22.51 primary pupils, 15.66 secondary 
pupils (including 2.03 sixth formers) and 0.43 pupils requiring education at a SEN school. 
 
In the absence of a master plan, this development will need to provide a Primary 
contribution towards a 1 Form of Entry (FE) school. This development is also required to 
contribute towards the cost of securing the additional land required for the new school. 
 
A secondary contribution will be required towards the expansion of Heyford Park Free 
School on the Heyford Park site. 
 
Once the master plan has been developed an equalisation of contributions can be 
discussed so that each development pays appropriate and proportionate costs towards 
the education provision. Piecemeal applications for housing growth in Heyford are a 
barrier to appropriate strategic planning and funding of the necessary infrastructure. 



 

 
Special: 
Bardwell School admits from Bicester, Kidlington and surrounding villages. A recent £1m 
capital project has expanded permanent accommodation. Given the scale of planned 
housing growth in this area, further additional SEN capacity is likely to be needed in due 
course. Across Oxfordshire 1.11% of pupils are taught in special schools.  OCC is not 
seeking Education contributions to mitigate the impact of this development on SEN 
infrastructure. This is solely due to Regulation 123 of the Community Infrastructure 
Regulations 2010 (as amended), and the need to reserve our ability to seek contributions 
for larger developments than this in the area in future.  
 
Early Years:  
Under the Childcare Act 2006 Oxfordshire County Council has a statutory responsibility to 
ensure that there is sufficient childcare to enable families to access the free entitlement to 
early education and also to take up or remain in work, or undertake training which could 
reasonably lead to work. 
 
Free early education is a statutory entitlement to 570 hours per year for eligible two-year 
old children, where such eligibility is targeted at circa 40% of this age group, and for all 
three year old children. The Childcare Act 2016 extends the Council’s responsibility to 
ensure that there is sufficient provision, as the entitlement to free early education will 
double to 1,140 hours for children, aged 3 and 4, of eligible working parents from 
September 2017.   
 
The existing Park Keepers preschool is closing. It is essential that the Heyford Park 
development does include suitable and sufficient early years facilities, to enable the 
council to meet its statutory duty for sufficient childcare provision. 
 
Provision for those children entitled to free early education will be through the nursery 
class that is expected to open at Heyford Park Free School in September 2017, and is 
included in the required financial contribution towards the primary school. However this 
alone will not meet the full needs of families with children in the 0 - 4 year age group and 
additional early years provision within the development will be required. This will 
particularly support parents being able to access the employment opportunities that will be 
created at Heyford Park. 
 
Education contributions required to mitigate the impact of the development on 
infrastructure but for which Regulation 123 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 
2010 (as amended) prevents OCC seeking a s106 obligation  
 
Based on the information currently available, this proposed development has been 
estimated to generate 5.72 nursery pupils, 22.51 primary pupils, 15.66 secondary pupils 
(including 2.03 sixth formers) and 0.43 pupils requiring education at a SEN school.  
 
Primary and nursery education  

 £826,320 Section 106 required towards the necessary construction of a new 
permanent primary school serving the area, providing nursery and primary 
education.   

 Contribution towards the additional land required to enable the construction of 
the  new primary school. 

 
Secondary education  

 £302,631 Section 106 required for the necessary expansion of permanent 
secondary school capacity serving the area, at Heyford Park Free School.   

 
Special Educational Needs (SEN) education  



 

 OCC is not seeking Education contributions to mitigate the impact of this 
development on SEN school infrastructure.  

 
 
Property  
Recommendation: No objection subject to conditions  
 
The County Council considers that the impacts of the development proposal (if permitted) 
will place additional strain on its existing community infrastructure. It is calculated that this 
development would generate a net increase of 195.03 additional residents including: 
14.85 resident/s aged 65+  
136.45 residents aged 20+  
16.38 resident/s ages 13-19  
20.42 resident/s ages 0-4  
 
Legal Agreement required to secure:  
Library infrastructure and book stock £16,577.55 plus monitoring fee of £5,000 
Waste Management £12,481.92  
Museum Resource Centre £975.15  
Adult Day Care £16,335.00  
 
The contributions outlined towards sustainable community infrastructure and its capital 
development have been calculated where possible using details of the development mix 
from the application submitted or if no details are available then the County Council has 
used the best information available. Should the application be amended or the 
development mixed changed at a later date, the Council reserves the right to seek a 
higher contribution according to the nature of the amendment. 
 
The contributions which are being sought are necessary to protect the existing levels of 
infrastructure for local residents. They are relevant to planning the incorporation of this 
major development within the local community, if it is implemented. They are directly 
related to this proposed development and to the scale and kind of the proposal. 
 
The County Council as Fire Authority has a duty to ensure that an adequate supply of 
water is available for fire-fighting purposes. There will probably be a requirement to affix 
fire hydrants within the development site. Exact numbers and locations cannot be given 
until detailed consultation plans are provided showing highway, water main layout and 
size. We would therefore ask you to add the requirement for provision of hydrants in 
accordance with the requirements of the Fire & Rescue Service as a condition to the grant 
of any planning permission.  
 
Informatives:  
Fire & Rescue Service recommends that all new building including all new dwellings are 
constructed with fire suppression systems.  
 
LOCAL MEMBER VIEWS: I am concerned about the fact that it is outside the area for 
development. With the introduction of more new houses, we must be sure that we do have 
the necessary funding for infrastructure. There is also the problem of additional traffic on 
areas locally that at overcapacity. The junction at Middleton Stoney particularly which has 
been identified as a problem, also increased traffic through Ardley. 
 
 
NON-STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

6.10. Heyford Park Residents and Community Development Association; Object 



 

On behalf of the residents association our response is that we object to the revised 
planning application from Pye. Pye have in no way tried to engage with the 
community, no approach has been made to get the community on board. Dorchester 
are actively engaging with the community through strong consultation sessions - a 
model approach for a developer. It would also be useful to understand what section 
106 funding Pye have for the community 

 
Our issues are: 

 Green before Brown is against the wishes of the community as demonstrated 
through the MCNP consultation sessions. As per the NPPF - Planning policies 
and decisions should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that 
has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high 
environmental value.  

 As you are well aware the community cherishes the significant areas of 
heritage and wants to open up its use, support up-keep and its tours. However 
it is very clear that there areas of low significance at the eastern end which 
should be used before the green fields. 

 It would be premature to allow this development to proceed at a time when 
both the Part 2 of the Local Plan and Outline master plan are in course of 
preparation. 

 We are still very concerned that the chosen access point from Camp Road is 
unsafe as it is in a dip and not readily visible to traffic approaching from the 
west. 

 
Without prejudice to our objection to the development we wish to outline matters 
which need to be addressed should approval be given. 
1. The entrance road needs serious consideration, nothing has changed. 
2. We still hold firm that the cycleway and pedestrian connections be made to the 
rest of the settlement, we still observe weak connections with Larson and this 
development will be isolated. Cycle routes on to Camp Road carriageway are a 
real concern. This is a matter for the master planning of the settlement and cannot 
really be dealt with as a standalone issue. 
3. No real provision is made for road or pedestrian connection to future 
development areas to the north, the only road looks like a high risk spot cutting 
through parking and housing. Whilst we would strongly oppose such development, 
it is in the interests of proper planning of the area to design layouts with future 
integration in mind. 

 
6.11. The Upper Heyford Village Group 
 

 This application should not be considered until the commercial traffic route to the 
former airfield via Chilgrove Drive is adopted, as it is clearly inappropriate for 
heavy goods vehicles to use Camp Road as an access road (especially as Camp 
Road is already overused by construction traffic). The large vehicles are sharing 
the road space with domestic traffic and children from the Free School and other 
school children returning on buses during the day.  

 The existing traffic calming on Camp Road adjacent to the site is unsuitable and 
will need to be removed to make way for the new entrance to ‘Letchmere Green’ 
and this could only be achieved if an alternative route is in place for commercial 
traffic. 

 The decision not to produce a ‘master plan’ for Heyford Park is most 
unsatisfactory. The Local Plan has been accepted in good faith by the public, 
however, the lack of a comprehensive plan makes it impossible for people to 
monitor housing numbers and make a judgement on how the requirements of the 
Local Plan are being met.  

 Who will be responsible for the affordable homes on this site? 



 

 
6.12. Oxford Trust for Contemporary History (on this and other applications): 
 
The determination of all these applications depends, in the first instance, as to whether 
the proposals accord with the development plan.  In this case the principal policy for the 
purposes of applying s38(6) is policy V5 in the adopted Cherwell Local Plan. The Council 
has previously adopted two comprehensive development briefs and aborted an attempt to 
adopt a development framework.  The Head of Development Management says (email 20 
January 2017),    “In terms of the Lasting Arrangement, Policy Villages 5 of the adopted 
Local Plan is now the starting point for the considering of future development proposals.  
Policy Village 5 identifies that the redevelopment of the site forms a comprehensive 
integrated approach to development. The Council will need to be satisfied that future 
development proposals comply with Policy Villages 5. Clearly, this is a matter you may 
also wish to raise as part of your future representations.”.  Clearly a master plan, 
development brief or development framework is required to secure a comprehensive 
integrated approach.  
 
Deciding applications in accordance with this requirement of policy V5 is being made 
impossible while the Council remains intent on taking a piecemeal approach to the 
development of the site.  Although the legislation allows for ‘other material considerations’ 
to override development plan policy, there is a clear intention within both law and policy to 
operate a ‘plan led system’. The concern of the Secretary of State about the lack of 
adopted development plans across the country would not sit very comfortably with the 
officers’ assessment that adopted policies can be so easily overridden and without proper 
or any explanation. In the case of Upper Heyford the Council has consistently sought to 
control development through comprehensive planning briefs and latterly, the development 
framework, the withdrawal of which occurred with no explanation. Indeed a master plan 
was referred to in recent correspondence (and by an agent for a current application 
15/01357/F). No explanation has ever been provided either to us or to the Council 
committee(s) as to why policy V5 and the requirement that, “a comprehensive integrated 
approach will be expected.” should not continue to apply. 
 
The reference (Mr Lewis email of 1 March 2017) to the Council taking the comments of 
Historic England and Design and Conservation’ into account rings hollow despite policy 
V5 stating that the views of “…Historic England will be required in formulating specific 
development proposals for the site.” Having seen minutes of meetings including Historic 
England and the Council’s conservation officers it is clear that their views are being 
ignored. The Council approved the heritage centre on the officers’ recommendation 
without the taking of expert advice as recommended by Historic England who have also 
confirmed that a holistic approach should be taken in the light of the international 
significance of the site. Whatever the officers might think about the appropriateness of 
World Heritage Site status, there are 3 international conventions and a Culture White 
Paper which should be applied to the development proposals being made on this site.  
 
Unpacking policy V5 it can be seen that there are any number of references and 
requirements which individually and/or together clearly explain the reasons why a 
‘comprehensive integrated approach’ is necessary, and why proposals considered in the 
absence of a comprehensive plan could not reasonably comply with this development 
plan policy.   
 

 Proposals need to demonstrate how they would, …“enable environmental 
improvements and the heritage interest of the site as a military base with Cold War 
associations to be conserved,”  

 if, 1,500 jobs are to be created, many of these could be associated with the 
tourism and heritage aspects of the site once these have been properly 
investigated, 



 

 if a hotel, is thought appropriate then, again, the Heritage Impact Assessment (see 
below) must be carried out, 

 heritage and tourism have particular characteristics in terms of “Access and 
Movement” that would need to be explored as part of the ‘comprehensive 
integrated approach’, 

 “Proposals must demonstrate that the conservation of heritage resources, 
landscape, restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental 
improvements will be achieved across the whole of the site … In order to avoid 
development on the most historically significant and sensitive parts of the site,” 
.This can only be demonstrated through a comprehensive plan. 

 “The areas proposed for development adjacent to the flying field will need special 
consideration to respect the historic significance and character of the taxiway and 
entrance to the flying field, with development being kept back from the northern 
edge of the indicative development areas.   The release of greenfield land within 
the allocated site Policy Villages 5 will not be allowed to compromise the 
necessary environmental improvements and conservation of heritage interest of 
the wider site.” Again a comprehensive plan would be necessary to establish that 
these principles being respected.  

 “The reinstatement of the historic Portway route across the western end of the 
extended former main runway as a public right of way on its original alignment”.  
This incursion into the flying field will need to be treated with great sensitivity in 
accordance with a plan showing land uses and public access.  

 “A Travel Plan should accompany any development proposals”. Heritage and 
tourism could make up a substantial part of the overall traffic and must be taken 
into account through the preparation of such a Plan. 

 A comprehensive plan is necessary to demonstrate, “The preservation of the stark 
functional character and appearance of the flying field beyond the settlement area, 
including the retention of buildings of national interest which contribute to the 
area’s character.” (actually of international interest). 

 “The achievement of environmental improvements within the site and of views to it 
including the removal of buildings and structures that do not 

 make a positive contribution to the special character or which are justified on the 
grounds of adverse visual impact, including in proximity to the proposed 
settlement, together with limited appropriate landscape mitigation, and reopening 
of historic routes.” The conservation officers are concerned that the site should be 
considered as a whole and that most if not all features would have served some 
historic purpose which might justify their retention. 

 The integration of, “ The conservation and enhancement of the ecological interest 
of the flying field through appropriate management and submission of an 
Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan…”, will require integration with the 
heritage management plan. 

 The requirement that,  “Visitor access, [is] controlled where necessary, to (and 
providing for interpretation of) the historic and ecological assets of the site, “ is a 
matter that can only be properly provided for with a ‘comprehensive integrated 
approach’. 

 A heritage impact assessment (see below) is necessary to understand how 
tourism could contribute to the, “Provision of a range of high quality employment 
opportunities…”,  

 A comprehensive approach is necessary to understand how, “ New and retained 
employment buildings should make a positive contribution to the character and 
appearance of the area and should be located and laid out to integrate into the 
structure of the settlement.” 

 A master plan must be required if, “A full arboricultural survey should be 
undertaken to inform the masterplan (emphasis added). 

 Although the policy states that, “New development should reflect high quality 
design that responds to the established character of the distinct character areas 



 

where this would preserve or enhance the appearance of the Former RAF Upper 
Heyford Conservation Area.”,  the conservation officers and Historic England are 
now both seeking to adopt a more holistic approach supporting the need for a 
comprehensive plan. 

 The planning officers have been working on the premise that, “There is no specific 
obligation in Policy Villages 5 to require any heritage feasibility work,”(Mr Lewis 
email 1 March 2017).  That could not be further from the truth as policy V5 states 
that, “Management of the flying field should preserve the Cold War character of 
this part of the site, and allow for public access.  New built development on the 
flying field will be resisted to preserve the character of the area Landscape/Visual 
and Heritage Impact Assessments should be undertaken as part of development 
proposals and inform the design principles for the site.  Proposals should 
demonstrate an overall management approach for the whole site. (emphasis 
added)”  None of these requirements can be met without a comprehensive plan of 
uses, management principles, financial contributions and public access.  

 Unfortunately, “Proposals … for a heritage centre given the historic interest and 
Cold War associations of the site,” have been approved without any heritage 
assessment, contrary to the advice of Historic England and this development plan 
policy.  There should be no surprise if this turns out to be the wrong building in the 
wrong place even before it is finished. 

 
In summary, a comprehensive integrated approach is absolutely necessary in light of the 
need to coordinate the following matters:- 

- Coordinating development of land in different ownerships, 
- reviewing housing densities and locations in the light of the increased allocations, 
- complying with international conventions regarding heritage and culture, 
- enabling a holistic approach to the preservation or enhancement of the character 

or appearance of the conservation area, 
- managing the implications for tourism on the site and in the area, 
- assessing employment potential, to which heritage and tourism could make a 

significant contribution, 
- assessing the location of commercial uses, including warehousing and car 

storage, 
- addressing the interface of the heritage site with adjoining uses/development in 

terms of both buildings and movement, 
- assessing transport and travel to and around the whole site, 
- managing public access across the site (ie including QRA and Northern Bomb 

Stores), fencing and the restoration of public rights of way, 
- protection of biodiversity across the site, 
- securing financial contributions to enable the conservation of the Cold War 

heritage. 
 

In short, most of the requirements set out in the development plan policy V5 rely on the 
preparation of a master plan and the need for a comprehensive integrated approach. It is 
hard to imagine any circumstances in which this specific requirement of the principal 
development plan policy should or could be overridden.  The current owners have had 
nearly 7 years to have produced and/or the Council to have insisted and consulted on this 
necessary information/evidence. 
 
Now that Dorchester Group is belatedly in the process of assessing the heritage and 
tourism potential the Council should be explaining that this is only part of what is required 
by policy V5. Without taking a ‘comprehensive integrated approach’ no applications can 
accord with the development plan and must be refused without overriding reasons for its 
absence. 
 
The piecemeal approach so far taken by the Council to the development of this site of 
international historic/heritage significance is contrary to both law and policy and is likely to 



 

fail to prevent further inappropriate developments.  The current applications refer to the 
‘dilution of the historical interest’.  The 10,000 signature petition relating the demolition of 
the water tower described the ‘destruction of history’, and the Council should be using 
their powers to prevent further cultural cleansing of the best preserved Cold War remains 
in the country. 
 
 
7.  RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE 
 
7.1. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 

in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 
 

7.2. The Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 - Part 1 was formally adopted by Cherwell 
District Council on 20th July 2015 and provides the strategic planning policy 
framework for the District to 2031. The Local Plan 2011-2031 – Part 1 replaced a 
number of the ‘saved’ policies of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 though 
many of its policies are retained and remain part of the development plan. The 
relevant planning policies of Cherwell District’s statutory Development Plan are set 
out below: 
 
CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 2011 - 2031 PART 1 (CLP 2031 Part 1) 
 

 ESD15 - The Character of the Built and Historic Environment 

 VIL5 - Former RAF Upper Heyford 

 PSD1 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 INF1 - Infrastructure 

 SLE4 - Improved Transport and Connections 

 BSC1 - District Wide Housing distribution 

 BSC2 - The Effective and Efficient Use of Land 

 BSC3 - Affordable Housing 

 BSC4 - Housing Mix 

 BSC7 - Meeting Education Needs 

 BSC8 - Securing Health and Well Being 

 BSC9 - Public Services and Utilities 

 BSC10 - Open Space, Outdoor Sport & Recreation Provision 

 BSC11 - Local Standards of Provision - Outdoor Recreation 

 BSC12 - Indoor Sport, Recreation and Community Facilities 

 ESD1 - Mitigating and Adapting to Climate Change 

 ESD2 - Energy Hierarchy 

 ESD3 - Sustainable Construction 

 ESD6 - Sustainable Flood Risk Management 

 ESD7 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) 

 ESD8 - Water Resources 

 ESD10 - Protection and Enhancement of Biodiversity and the Natural 
Environment 

 ESD13 - Local Landscape Protection and Enhancement 

 ESD15 - The Character of the Built Environment 

 ESD17 - Green Infrastructure 
 

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 1996 SAVED POLICIES (CLP 1996) 
 

 C28 - Layout, design and external appearance of new development  

 C23: Presumption in favour of retaining features making a positive 

contribution to the character or appearance of a conservation area 



 

  C30 - Design Control 

 C31: Compatibility of proposals in residential areas 

 C32: Provision of facilities for disabled people 

 TR1-Transportation Funding 

 ENV1: Pollution 

 ENV12: Contaminated Land 

 
7.3. Other Material Planning Considerations 
 

 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) - National Planning Policy 
Framework sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how 
these are expected to be applied. 

 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) – This sets out regularly updated 
guidance from central Government to provide assistance in interpreting 
national planning policy and relevant legislation. 

 RAF Upper Heyford Conservation Appraisal 2006 (UHCA) 

 Mid Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan 2017-2031- A pre submission 
consultation exercise is currently being undertaken 

 A statement of Common Ground exists between Dorchester Group, lead 
developer at Heyford, and the Council signed in December 2014. 

 
 
8.  APPRAISAL 
 

Relevant Background 

8.1 An outline application that proposed: “A new settlement of 1075 dwellings, together 

with associated works and facilities including employment uses, community uses, 

school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure (as amended by 

plans and information received 26.06.08).” was granted planning permision in 2010 

following a major public inquiry (ref 08/00716/OUT). 

8.2 The permission with regard to the flying field was implemented but a subsequent 

second application was submitted for the settlement area. That permission for a new 

settlement was granted in December 2011 (ref 10/01642/OUT). The permission was 

in outline so details of layout, scale, appearance, landscaping and access (the 

reserved matters) have to be submitted within a period of six years.  

8.3 The appeal and subsequent planning decisions have already been taken into 

account by the Council as part of its Local Plan and the development of former RAF 

Upper Heyford is seen as the major single location for growth in the District away 

from Banbury and Bicester. Furthermore, in the CLP 2031 Part 1, additional sites 

were allocated for development in and around Heyford including that subject of this 

application which is the first to come forward for determination since adoption of the 

Local Plan 

8.4 Many of the residential buildings across the wider Heyford site were built in the early 

20th century and have a character that can be best described as a simple / pared 

back Arts and Crafts character and that has been the main theme for the housing 

south of Camp Road. 



 

8.5 Turning to the detail of the application, Officers’ consider the following matters to be 

relevant to the determination of this application: 

• Planning Policy and Principle of Development; 

• Design Layout and Appearance 

• Affordable Housing 

• Density and Housing Mix  

• Five Year Land Supply 

• Impact on Heritage Assets  

• Landscape Impact; 

• Ecology 

• Flood Risk and Drainage; 

• Accessibility, Highway Safety and Parking; 

• Statement of Common Ground and Masterplan 

 

Planning Policy and Principle of the Development 

 

8.6 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF makes it clear that there is a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development and that permission should be granted unless any adverse 

impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when 

assessed against policies in the Framework taken as a whole. There remains a 

need to undertake a balancing exercise to examine any adverse impacts of a 

development that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of it 

and also the harm that would be caused by a particular scheme in order to see 

whether it can be justified. In carrying out the balancing exercise it is, therefore, 

necessary to take into account policies in the development plan as well as those in 

the Framework. It is also necessary to recognise that Section 38 of the Act 

continues to require decisions to be made in accordance with the development plan 

and the Framework highlights the importance of the plan led system as a whole. 

8.7 The Development Plan for Cherwell District comprises the saved policies in the 

adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 and the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031. 

Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 provides that in dealing 

with applications for planning permission the local planning authority shall have 

regards to the provisions of the development plan in so far as is material to the 

application and to any material considerations. Section 38 of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that if regard is to be had to the 

development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 

Planning Acts, the determination shall be made in accordance with the development 

plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This is also reflected in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 11 which makes it clear 

that the starting point for decision making is the development plan. 

8.8 Policy Villages 5 of the CLP identifies the former military base as a strategic site in 

the rural area for a new settlement. The land subject of this application is identified 

within that policy as part of a potential development area. The policy seeks to 

achieve a settlement of approximately 1600 dwellings in addition to those already 

approved. The policy also goes on to lay down specific design and place making 

principles including avoiding development on more sensitive and historically 

significant sites, retain features that are important for the character and appearance 



 

of the site, encourage biodiversity enhancement, environmentally improve areas, 

integrate the new and existing communities and remove structures that do not make 

a positive contribution to the site’s special character. 

8.9 The plans and supporting documentation demonstrate its conformity with the 

development plan. The significant elements are: 

 Provision of further housing in order to meet the housing target and 

trajectory  

 Provision of over 30% affordable housing 

 A satisfactory mix of dwellings including smaller units 

 The environmental improvement of the locality 

 A commitment to quality design and finishes reflective of the style seen at 

RAF Heyford  

 Scale and massing of new buildings to reflect their context 

 Integration and connectivity to the surrounding development. 

 Retention of the main hedging and trees 

 

The main issues will be discussed in more detail below but in principle the 

application is seen to broadly conform to Policy Villages 5. 

 

8.10 It should also be brought to Committee’s attention that the Mid Cherwell 

Neighbourhood Plan is currently being consulted on a pre-submission version. 

When adopted it will have policies relevant to the development at Heyford but for 

the moment it has little weight. 

Design, Layout and Appearance 

 

8.11 Extensive work and discussions have been had with the developer to establish a 

layout and architectural vocabulary for the site which will reinforce and reflect its 

heritage value albeit that it is outside the conservation area. In terms of design, 

the Council’s Design Consultant has secured substantial revisions in the 

architectural styles proposed here both prior to and during the processing of the 

application. 

8.12 There are three access points to Camp Road, 2 serving the groups of housing 

facing Camp Road and acting as mini service roads in a similar fashion to the first 

phase of Development by Dorchester on the south side of Camp Road. These 

will be set back behind a hedge and foot/cycle path. 

8.13 The main access point will become a main spine road, 5.5m wide, lined with trees 

and verges reflecting the layout of Soden and Larsen Roads. A swale runs along 

the eastern boundary. This leads through to a main area of open space, again, 

like Soden Road. Small spur roads with a reduced width give it a rigid almost grid 

like layout although this is softened to the eastern boundary adjacent Sor Brook 

where the layout is more informal reflecting its edge of rural setting. The houses 

here are also slightly larger and have larger plots. That is also the case around 

the open space although the houses here have a more formal layout. This layout 

is considered to reflect that of the adjacent base yet create a neighbourhood with 

its own sense of place and character. The have a clear block structure with 

private and public spaces clearly defined set within a green landscaped setting. 



 

8.14 The layout has been amended to provide opportunities to access adjacent sites 

in particular to create routes through to Larsen Road for pedestrians and cyclists. 

8.15 In terms of design, the housing is two storey and very much of a scale and design 

reflective of the housing on the base. The architect was encouraged to study the 

arts and crafts style of buildings on Larsen and Soden Road. This has resulted in 

housing, after some modest revisions that have a simple building form, steep 

pitched roofs, low eaves, prominent chimneys constructed predominantly of brick 

and with limited features such as porch and projecting windows. There is a mix of 

detached, semi-detached and terraced housing. In contrast, 3 bungalows are 

proposed to be constructed in the North West corner of render that reflect the 

Airmen’s bungalows in Trenchard Circle. They are all orientated to have active 

frontages and to turn the street where they are on corners making sure streets 

have surveillance. The Officers conclude that what is proposed conforms to CLP 

2031 Part 1 policies Villages 5 and ESD 15, and CLP96 policies C28 and C30. 

Affordable Housing 

8.16 Policy BSC 3 sets out the requirement for Affordable Housing. However, Heyford 

has its own requirement under Policy Villages 5, 30%, which is to be secured on 

a site wide basis. The Council have secured through an earlier s106 agreement a 

strategy for the provision of Affordable Housing. Furthermore, a further 

agreement is being negotiated under terms being drawn up for the provision of 

the 1600 dwellings required under Policy Villages 5.  

8.17 On this site 28 dwellings are to be affordable. They are suitably integrated into 

the site layout and designed to reflect the market housing. The mix is set out in 

para 2.2 above. 

Density and Housing Mix 

8.18 Policy BSC2 encourages re-use of previously developed land and expects 

development to be at a density of 30 dwellings per hectare unless there are 

justifiable reasons for a lower density. In this case although it is greenfield it is 

part of the site allocated for potential development in the CLP. There is no 

specific requirement in Policy Villages 5 to develop brown previously developed 

land before greenfield. 

8.19 It is noted we have objections to the development on grounds of density but what 

is proposed complies with the CLP where the Council sets out its approach to 

housing to reflect local circumstances (para 47, NPPF). Taking the site area as a 

whole the density is about 30 dwellings per hectare. To reduce the density would 

be tantamount to being an under-development. It could have been higher but the 

site includes a disproportionate amount of highway within the red line application 

site and it retains strong green corridors to the east and along the main access 

road, and a large area of open space at the heart of the site. Furthermore, special 

attention has to be paid to “the desirability of new development making a positive 

contribution to local character and distinctiveness” in historic environments 

(NPPF-para 131) In this case the proposed development is reflecting the 

character in this location, at a reasonable density and avoiding harm. It is 

therefore, in this case, compliant with the NPPF and the design and conservation 

policies of the Council and with policy BSC2.  



 

8.20 Policy BSC4 sets out the suggested mix of homes based on requirements of the 

Strategic Market Housing Assessment for Oxfordshire (SHMA 2014). The mix for 

this  proposal is set out in para 2.1 and can be seen to be very close to the ideal 

with 40% 3-bedroomed, as required, for which Cherwell currently has the greater 

need. 

Five year land supply 

8.21 The latest housing figures for Cherwell District Council have shown it has 

exceeded its five year land supply and can robustly defend against speculative 

development. The annual monitoring report for 2014/2015 undertook a 

comprehensive review of housing land supply as at December 2015. The figures 

showed that over three consecutive years Cherwell has continued to exceed its 

five year land supply due to an increase in housing construction and can now 

demonstrate a 5.1 year supply for 2014-2019; a 5.3 year supply for 2015-2020 

and a 5.6 year supply for 2016-2021. 

8.22 The Cherwell Local Plan outlines the preferred sites for 22,840 homes and 200 

hectares of employment land between 2011-2031. Figures from the annual 

monitoring report showed 2,052 homes had been completed between 2011 and 

2015, of which 946 were built during the 2014/2015. Of those completed over the 

past financial year, 44 per cent were built on previously developed land and 191 

were marketed as affordable, including 22 self-build homes. It is expected that 

between 2015 and 2020, 9,034 new homes will be built and by 31 March 2021, 

12,824 homes will have been built across the district over a ten year period. This 

equates to an approximate average of 1,282 homes per annum which exceeds 

the annual requirement of the adopted Local Plan 2011-2031 of 1,142 per 

annum. 

8.23 Heyford is seen as a strategic development site by the Local Plan and was 

envisioned as a point of growth when the policy was drawn up. 1600 dwellings 

and 1500 jobs are proposed there under Policy Villages 5. This site is part of the 

land allocated for development in the relevant policy. In the last year around 200 

dwellings were constructed at Heyford making it one of the three main delivery 

sites for Cherwell. The Council have signed a statement of common ground with 

the developer and applicant committing to the expeditious implementation of the 

policy.  

Impact on Heritage Assets 

8.24 This application seeks approval for the first new phase of development under 

Policy Villages 5. Its location is an undeveloped green field site outside of the 

former military base. It therefore has no heritage assets upon it and its impact will 

be very limited on the conservation area or other assets of historic importance. 

Nevertheless, all schemes at Heyford must contribute towards the conservation 

of heritage resources and restoration across the wider site and a financial 

contribution will be required from the developer. 

8.25 Turning to the guidance to Planning authority’s contained in the Framework and 

the NPPG on the historic environment, the applicants have assessed the site’s 

heritage assets and their significance. The applicants have submitted supporting 

documentation to assess the heritage assets affected by this application. They 



 

list those identified above and point out they are not on the site and further 

separated by distance, verges, trees, etc. This physical separation is also 

extended by a landscape character and functional separation as set out in the 

2006 Character Assessment. They conclude that the setting changes but their 

individual or collective heritage, historic or functional value remains. 

8.26 The main elements of significance are the new road layout and its reinforcement 

by strong avenues of trees. These are maintained and reinforced by this scheme 

therefore preserving and enhancing the character and appearance of the 

Conservation Area. It is concluded the proposal broadly complies with the 

policies of the development plan relating to the historic environment.  

8.27 Para 131 of the Framework advises: “In determining planning applications, local 

planning authorities should take account of: 

 the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of 

heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 

conservation; 

 the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can 

make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality;  

 and the desirability of new development making a positive 

contribution to local character and distinctiveness. 

8.28 Para 132 goes on to advise: “When considering the impact of a proposed 

development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight 

should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the 

greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through 

alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As 

heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and 

convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, 

park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated 

heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, 

protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* 

registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly 

exceptional.” 

8.29 These views have already been tested once at appeal albeit under a slightly 

different scenario. And by the Council when it drew up development guidelines 

for the former base. In both cases it was considered that it is not only the built 

form that contributes to the special character of the conservation area, but the 

significant spaces and the relationships of buildings that frame them. These often 

functional relationships also assist with an understanding of how the air base 

worked. The retention of such spaces not only retains a link with the past, it will 

assist with creating a legible place and one with a sense of distinctiveness. These 

key spaces have been retained and incorporated into the master plan for the new 

settlement. 

8.30 Furthermore, under para 133 of the Framework, the Authority also has to 

consider if there is substantial harm or loss of an asset whether “substantial 

public benefits are achieved,  the nature of the heritage asset prevents all 



 

reasonable uses of the site; and no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be 

found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its 

conservation; and conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or 

public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and the harm or loss is 

outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.” It is considered the 

development of housing at Heyford provides substantial public benefit both in 

terms of securing optimum viable use, of the site, meeting the five year housing 

land supply and the provision of affordable accommodation. 

8.31 The Framework goes on to say a balanced judgement will be required by the 

Planning Authority having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the 

significance of heritage assets and in this case Officers have concluded that what 

is proposed provides an opportunity for an appropriate level of for new 

development that overall makes a positive contribution to preserve and enhance 

the character of and within the Conservation Area and does not cause harm to 

any individual asset listed on site. 

Landscape Impact 

8.32 The landscape setting is an important part of the character of Heyford. The 

existing roads are lined with verges and mature trees which are generally being 

retained within and supplemented by additional planting. This character is 

extended onto the streets within the new site by tree planting in strategic 

positions and by blocks of development being slotted into landscaped areas. An 

open space is created with play area to enhance the visual environment and in 

addition for use as amenity area. A wildlife corridor is being created along Sor 

Brook on the eastern boundary. A new hedge will be created along the frontage 

to Camp Road to replace the existing and to reflect the planting scheme further 

west along the road. It is concluded that what is provided is therefore an 

environmental enhancement in compliance with Policy Villages 5, certainly the 

submitted landscape assessment considers the impact to be minor, localised and 

will diminish over time as the planting becomes established. 

Ecology 

8.33 The NPPF – Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, requires at 

paragraph 109, that, ‘the planning system should contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and 

providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to the overall 

decline in biodiversity, including establishing coherent ecological works that are 

more resilient to current and future pressures. 

8.34 Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Communities Act 2006 (NERC 2006) 

states that every public authority must in exercising its functions, have regard to 

the purpose of conserving (including restoring/enhancing) biodiversity and: ‘local 

Planning Authorities must also have regard to the requirements of the EC 

Habitats Directive when determining an application where European Protected 

Species are affected, as prescribed in Regulation 9(5) of the Conservation 

Regulations 2010, which states that a ‘competent authority’ in exercising their 

functions, must have regard to the requirement of the Habitats Directive within 



 

the whole territory of the Member States to prohibit the deterioration or 

destruction of their breeding sites or resting places’. 

8.35 Under Regulation 41 of the conservation Regulations 2010 it is a criminal offence 

to damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place, but under Regulation 53 of 

the Conservation Regulations 2010, licenses from Natural England for certain 

purposes can be granted to allow otherwise unlawful activities to proceed when 

offences are likely to be committed, but only if 3 strict derogation tests are met: 

1. is the development needed for public health or public safety or other 

imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a 

social or economic nature (development) 

2. there is a satisfactory alternative 

3. is there adequate mitigation being provided to maintain the 

favourable conservation status of the population of the species 

8.36 Therefore where planning permission is required and protected species are likely 

to be found present at the site, or surrounding area, Regulation 53 of the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 provides that Local 

Planning Authorities must have regard to the requirements of the Habitats 

Directive as far as they may be affected by the exercise of those functions and 

also the derogation requirements might be met. 

8.37 In this case there has been some opposition to the loss of the field because of 

some presumed ecological value it possesses. In fact this is very much not the 

case although there are some strong green boundaries which are to be retained 

and reinforced to create wildlife corridors. In principle the Council’s ecologist has 

no in principle objection but recommends a mitigation package that would also 

see provision of bird and bat boxes through the site. 

Flooding and Drainage 

The site lies within Flood Zone 1 (low risk). A Flood risk assessment has nevertheless 

been undertaken by the applicants.  As the site is in Zone 1 redevelopment of the 

site for residential development is not precluded. Surface water discharge from 

the site can be discharged to a new drainage system that can be suds compliant. 

OCC, the local flood risk authority, will need to see the results of any site soil 

infiltration investigations and the method of surface water drainage being utilised 

as a result of further investigations which would need to be conditioned. A 

separate foul drainage system is proposed. Neither the Environment Agency nor 

TWU have any in principle objections. The Environmental Officer suggests a 

condition is imposed on contamination.  

Traffic, Access and Parking 

8.38 This is one issue that is particularly contentious particularly with regard to off-site 

measures. But dealing first with the site itself, the Highway Authority would prefer 

a single engineered access in to the site. The agreed solution however provides 

for an additional 2 access points on to Camp Road to be shared by the houses 

that front it. The additional accesses increase the permeability and the Planning 

Officer believe will add to the calming effect on traffic. The main footpath will be 



 

widened to allow for it be shared with cyclists as happens along the south side of 

Camp Road. There are also designated routes shown through to the base for 

cyclists and pedestrians. At present this needs the agreement of the main 

developer at Heyford, Dorchester, and at present that is not forthcoming. 

8.39 The internal layout is now generally acceptable as is the level of car parking 

following revisions. Parking is reflective of the standard previously agreed in the 

Design Code for the previous settlement. 

8.40 A fairly full response by the County Council has been set out in the report so 

members are aware that the Highway Authority has significant concerns 

regarding the broader issues of traffic and transport. The applicants have 

submitted a transport assessment but it is not considered to be at the level of 

detail required to fully assess whether this gives the comprehensive integrated 

approach required by the Local Plan. At the time the CLP went through its public 

examination a certain level of work had been undertaken to demonstrate the 

overall site could accommodate an additional 1600 dwellings and increase 

employment by an additional 1500 jobs but only by increasing the provision of 

sustainable transport measures and by mitigating the impact of traffic on the local 

highway network. So we are currently in a position whereby the principle of the 

development is seen to be acceptable but the actual details remain to worked out 

and for the whole development, not just one part of it. 

8.41 At present the modelling work on traffic and transport is being undertaken by 

consultants retained by the lead developer at Heyford, the Dorchester Group, as 

part of a larger masterplan exercise. (This is dealt with below). It was thought that 

the majority of outstanding matters were close to resolution and a mitigation 

package about to be agreed. Obviously the costs remain to be calculated but the 

applicant on this scheme, Pye Homes, has agreed in principle to make the 

necessary contributions towards those costs. However the County Council has 

asked Dorchester for further work to be done on phasing and the necessary 

triggers of development that would necessitate the implementation of the 

mitigation. This has put back the completion of the modelling exercise and 

agreement on the mitigation package. 

Statement of Common Ground and Masterplan 

8.42 In the preparation of the Local Plan a statement of common ground (SOCG) was 

reached between the Council’s Head of Strategic Planning and the Economy and 

the Dorchester Group on the future development of the Former RAF Upper 

Heyford. An appropriate level of development was to be secured to meet the 

District’s housing needs and deliver employment whilst the heritage constraints 

were recognised and the need for environmental improvements recognised. It 

went on to say there should be a sequential approach but brownfield 

development should not be delayed and greenfield land outside the airbase 

should be brought forward as part of a comprehensive package. It went on to say 

that a wide-ranging review of development opportunities would be undertaken to 

accommodate the growth and this would be worked up through a future 

masterplan to be achieved by joint working between Dorchester, the Council, 

other statutory bodies and other land owners.  



 

8.43 Consultants were engaged jointly by Dorchester and the Council but after 

receiving legal advice it was decided that a much higher level of engagement 

would be required before it could be formally adopted and the time scale for such 

an exercise was not likely to be achievable in the short term. As a result, 

Dorchester are undertaking a similar exercise to the one undertaken 10 years 

ago to produce a new masterplan for Heyford but through the development 

management process. A hybrid application is due, possibly by the end of 

September, which will set out the implementation of Policy Villages 5 through the 

form of a fresh masterplan. 

8.44 Whilst work was progressing on the creation of a new masterplan, the current 

applicant Pye Homes, agreed for their application to go into abeyance. Although 

it is understood they have had discussions with Dorchester they have not actively 

participated in the masterplan exercise and see the SOCG as being between the 

Council and Dorchester. They do not accept that some of the details set out in 

the document have formal weight and apply to them. They have now requested 

their application, following a number of revisions is formally determined.  

Planning Obligations 

8.45 Whilst they do not recognise the SOCG they do accept their application should 

be determined in accord with the Development Plan, unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise, and acknowledge the requirements of Policy 

Villages 5 to require delivery of infrastructure provision. 

8.46 There are 6 main headings for infrastructure in the Local Plan:  

 Education 

 Health 

 Open space,  

 Community 

 Access and Movement 

 Utilities 

 

8.47 These would be supplemented by others from the s106 SPD for example 

Employment Skills and Training Plan but more significantly towards the 

conservation of heritage interests  

8.48 Where on and off site infrastructure needs to be secured through a planning 

obligation (i.e. legal agreement) they must meet statutory tests set out in 

regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Ley (CIL) Regulations 2010 (as 

amended). Each obligation must be: 

a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 

b) directly related to the development; 

c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 

8.49 Where planning obligations do not meet the above statutory tests, they cannot be 

taken into account in reaching a decision. To do so would potentially render any 

decision unlawful. In short, these tests exist to ensure that local planning 

authorities do not seek disproportionate and/or unjustified infrastructure or 



 

financial contributions as part of deciding to grant planning permission. The 

statutory tests also ensure that planning permissions cannot lawfully be ‘bought’ 

by developers offering unrelated, disproportionate but nonetheless attractive 

contributions to try to achieve a planning permission that would otherwise not be 

granted. Officers have had regard to the statutory tests of planning obligations in 

considering the application and Members must also have regard to them. 

8.50 In order for the proposed development to be acceptable having regard to local 

and national planning policy requirements, officers recommend that the following 

items need to be secured via planning obligations within a legal agreement (with 

both Cherwell District Council and Oxfordshire County Council) in order to 

mitigate the impact of the proposed development: 

Cherwell District Council: 

 Provision of 30% affordable housing (70% affordable rent, 30% social rent); 

 Financial Contribution towards the conservation of heritage interests 

 Provision of a combined LAP/LEAP on the site together with transfer to the 

Council and commuted sum to cover long term maintenance; 

 Financial contribution towards off-site improvements to indoor and outdoor 

sports facilities; 

 Financial contribution towards provision in Heyford of Health Centre/Health 

Care provision/Nursery/Police Facility/Place of worship 

 Financial contribution in lieu of on-site provision of allotments (0.12ha); 

 Financial contribution towards additional cemetery provision at Heyford 

 Financial contribution towards expansion of Community Hall and other local 

facilities; 

 Provision, maintenance and transfer to the Council of on-site public realm 

features including open space, trees, hedgerows, SuDS features etc; 

 Employment Skills and Training Plan 

 Financial Contribution towards  biodiversity enhancement 

 

Oxfordshire County Council: 

 Financial contribution towards mitigating the impact of traffic on the 

surrounding highway network 

 Financial contribution of £x per dwelling towards improving local bus 

services; 

 £20,000 towards procuring, installing and maintaining a pair of bus 

stop on Camp Road, to include provision of shelters and 

pole/flag/information cases. 

 Travel Plan monitoring fees of £1,240. 

 Section 278 arrangement to provide basic infrastructure for bus stops, 

inclusive of hard-standing areas, suitable for the erection of bus 

shelters, and connecting footpaths. 

 £260,711 required for the necessary expansion of permanent primary 

school capacity serving the area, at Heyford Park Free School 



 

 Secondary education £275,611 required for the necessary expansion 

of permanent secondary school capacity serving the area, at Heyford 

Park Free School. 

 

9. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 

9.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 

planning applications to be determined against the provisions of the Development 

Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Government guidance 

within the NPPF supports the plan-led system and advises that applications that 

accord with an up-to-date plan should be approved without delay. For the reasons 

set out in the report, officers have found that the proposals are consistent with the 

policies of the Development Plan including, in particular, Policy Villages 5. As 

such, the starting point is to approve the application. 

9.2 It is then necessary to consider whether any material planning considerations 

indicate otherwise. National planning policy and guidance is one such 

consideration and includes a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

The Council can demonstrate 5+ years of housing supply within the District and 

the policies of the CLPP were examined and found sound (subject to incorporation 

of modifications) against the provisions of the NPPF. As such, there is no reason 

to conclude that its policies are anything other than sustainable, up-to-date and 

consistent with the NPPF. As a result, the NPPF does not indicate a reason to 

depart from the decision that would otherwise be reached against the provisions of 

the Development Plan. Officers are unaware of any other material consideration of 

significant weight, including matters raised in response to consultation/publicity, 

that would justify departing from the decision that would be taken against the 

Development Plan.  

9.3 It is considered this scheme will form an area of a distinct character appropriate to 

its setting and surroundings and that reflects the policies of the Development Plan. 

The buildings are of a scale and have a variety of designs reflecting a 

contemporary style reflecting the arts and crafts and military style seen elsewhere 

that is reflective of the character of Heyford. Taken together they form an 

appropriate form of development. They provide a decent standard of amenity 

inside and outside the properties. As a result, officers have concluded that 

Committee should be minded to approve the application and planning permission 

be granted subject to conditions and the completion of a legal agreement. In 

coming to this conclusion officers are conscious that significant negotiation needs 

to take place on the agreement before the permission can be issued and in 

particular completion of the transport modelling. 

 

 

 

 



 

8. RECOMMENDATION 

That permission is granted, subject to 

1. Delegation of the negotiation of the S106 agreement to Officers in accordance with 

the summary of the Heads of Terms set in para 8.50 and subsequent completion of S106 

agreement; 

2. Resolution of the Highway Authority objection  

3. The following conditions with delegation provided to the Development Services 

Manager to negotiate final amendments to the wording of conditions: 

Conditions to follow 
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