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PLANNING APPLICATION 25/01247/0UT

OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF UP TO 40 DWELLINGS INCLUDING
AFFORDABLE HOUSING WITH ASSOCIATED HIGHWAY AND LANDSCAPING WORKS (WITH
ALL MATTERS RESERVED EXCEPT MEANS OF ACCESS)

LAND PARCEL SOUTH OF KINGSWAY COTTAGES BAMPTON ROAD ASTON, OXFORDSHIRE
Aston, Cote, Shifford and Chimney Parish Council considered the above application on 3 July 2025.

1. The Parish Council objects to this risible and entirely speculative application, in the strongest possible
terms. We contend that the central benefit [sic] claimed by the Applicant (the provision of housing to meet
WODC housing needs) is significantly and demonstrably outweighed by its congenital harms (as detailed below)
and thus in accordance with the NPPF (paras 11d), the application must be refused, notwithstanding the tilted
balance being engaged. Furthermore, the planning balance weighs even more heavily against the Applicant given
the fact that there are far more suitable sites in the District that are currently being evaluated for the Emerging
Local Plan 2041 as Preferred Sites for development which are not disadvantaged by the same harms. It is
therefore simply not necessary to incur the significant harms that would accrue from this proposal.

DEVELOPMENT IN PRINCIPLE - ENOUGH IS ENOUGH

2. Aston is a village under siege. Whilst each application is determined on its own merits, the first general
principle of OS2 concludes that all development must have °...regard to the cumulative impact of development
in the locality’. The West Oxfordshire Design Guide 6: Conservation Areas (adopted April 16) also recognises
cumulative impact - ‘An accumulation of poorly judged additions .... each apparently minor in its own right, can
cause significant harm to the character of the Conservation Area as a whole’ (Sect 6.2). It is a striking feature of
this application that, despite Aston being classified (OS2) as a village within the settlement hierarchy, and thus
suitable only for limited development, it has already been the location of a significant (relative to its size)
amount of new housing since the start of the plan period. Successive housing developments over just a few years
have had had a harmful, urbanising effect on the village, put increased strain on the already woefully inadequate
existing infrastructure (OS5), and failed to result in any increase in the services and facilities available to
residents (existing and new). This latest application is one of 5 more, simultaneous proposals that the community
are grappling with currently!, providing the essential context to the view of the Parish Council that Aston is not a
sustainable location for further development. As such the application should be refused as breaching, inter alia, 8
of the 13 general principles of OS2. Furthermore, development in breach of the general principles in Policy OS2,
is automatically inconsistent with the distribution of housing permitted under Policy H2.

! In addition to the subject proposal, Applications 24/02466/OUT (16 houses), 25/00853/OUT (12 houses), 25/00853/FUL
(8 houses), plus pending application for Mount Field Solar Farm covering 69.8 hectares on the village boundary.
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3. With a 33-37% increase in Aston housing stock already since 2018, we contend that such a rate of
development, with no commensurate increase in supporting infrastructure and services, represents de facto
unsustainable development. Further development, such as that proposed by the Applicant (on a site not allocated
in the Local Plan and outside the settlement boundary) will increase this rate to 42%, exacerbate existing
problems and is unlikely to bring about improvements in local infrastructure and services. If the other 3
outstanding housing development proposals are approved, this figure would rise to an astonishing 50%. The
harms caused by this development (including flooding, landscape, character and heritage) must not be
considered in isolation, but rather as part of the cumulative effect of the adjacent developments, as the whole will
be greater than the sum of its parts.

4, WODC will be aware of the very large number of speculative applications currently being prepared
across the District as a result, inter alia, the tilted balance of the NPPF being currently applied. Approval of yet
another speculative application will further fan the flames of naked avarice and opportunism.

FLOOD RISK - AN ABSOLUTE NO-BRAINER

5. General - Historic and Contemporary Flooding If there were ever a case study that provided
indisputable grounds for refusal on the grounds of flood risk (Policy H7 and NPPF 11(d)(i)), this has to be it.
Indeed, as the most flood-prone field on the immediate village boundary, news of Croudace’s intention to submit
a proposal for housing development thereon has been met with a mix of horror and utter incredulity by residents,
given the site’s immersion in water for much of the year and a proven, notorious history of flooding going back
at least 200 years. This local knowledge is borne out by the Environment Agency’s (EA) surface water flood risk
map that designates the entire site being subject to a ‘high chance’ of flooding. On a lighter note, the site is even
used unofficially for water-related leisure activities, including boating and ice skating.

6. Flooding in 2007 Extensive flooding occurred across West Oxfordshire in July 2007. This resulted in a
number of properties being inundated in Aston, most notably the 6 homes at Kingsway Cottages, directly
opposite the proposed development site. In this case, water from the fields and higher ground behind Kingsway
Cottages (to the north) overwhelmed Aston Ditch and inundated all 6 properties from the side and rear. As the
day progressed, a torrent of water flowed southwards across the road into the lower ground opposite (the
proposed development site), thereby preventing even more serious flooding at Kingsway. It is axiomatic
therefore that any obstruction to unimpeded drainage at the site, such as housing development, would increase
the flood risk at Kingsway significantly and could render the Bampton Road, a major thoroughfare, impassable.
Two reports were produced subsequently into the floods, one by the Environment Agency (EA)?, the other by
WODC?. Both reports found, inter alia, that the flooding was a combination from several sources including
fluvial, pluvial and sewers, all worsened by surface water. It is also of especial note that the mapping in both
reports (Appendices A and 2 respectively) places the proposed site entirely within Flood Zone 3. It’s subsequent
downgrading by the EA to Flood Zone 2 (and then only the western half of the site) reflects flawed EA
methodology, specifically the discounting of Aston Ditch (a designated Main River) from its modelling. We
return to this important point in our expert Flood Risk Review below. Finally, the EA’s 2008 Report stated that
‘The aim is to manage flood risk by taking opportunities to maximise the potential of the flood plain to retain
water’. Development of the scale proposed by the Applicant will seriously undermine this central aim.

7. Statutory Consultees - Freedom of Manoeuvre for WODC Determination Notwithstanding the
validity of local knowledge, we recognise that WODC’s freedom of manoeuvre to determine planning
applications is constrained by the responses of expert statutory consultees such as the LLFA. It is crucial
therefore to note the response of the LLFA to the Parish Council regarding another ongoing application in Aston,
24/02466/0OUT. In correspondence (email 8 Nov 2024, copied to the WODC Case Officer), the LLFA stated
‘The main published information we have available for flood risk includes the maps for flooding from rivers and
seas, surface water, and reservoirs ....... Unfortunately, groundwater flood risk is not as well recorded, if at all.
Your additional evidence should be submitted to the LPA as part of any comments so that they may consider the
risk and potential impacts of flood risk at this site’. The LLFA followed up with advice on 17 Jun 25 (email to
the Parish Council, also copied to the WODC Case Officer) concerning the subject application which stated,
inter alia, ... comments by the LLFA are not the final word on flood risk, and evidence can be submitted by any
interested party, including parish and district councils who may have better local knowledge’. This not only
empowers WODC to inform its determination of groundwater risk upon its own discretion but also reinforces the

2 Environment Agency Flood Review July 2007, Aston (dated March 2008).
3 WODC Parish Flood Report for Aston, Cote, Shifford and Chimney (dated July 2008).
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crucial requirement for other parties to provide expert evidence. Accordingly, the Parish Council is pleased
therefore to offer such expert testimony.

8.

Expert Testimony

a.

Flood Risk Review Prior to the application, and in anticipation of the Applicant’s Flood Risk

Assessment (FRA), the Parish Council commissioned an expert Flood Risk Review of the site by
specialist flood risk and drainage consultants, Joflows. We commend to you, their detailed technical
report, a copy of which is attached. Its unequivocal findings are illustrated by the following quotes:

b.

(1) On-Site Risk “The site is found to be located at a flood hotspot, at risk of flooding
from a combination of flooding sources, including fluvial, surface water, groundwater and
reservoir inundation’. This conclusion is supported by the EA Report into the 2007 floods that
stated ‘The flooding .... was from several sources ....." and that the site was °...subject to
potential flooding from more than one source.’

(i) Off-Site Risk °... it is unlikely that any development at the Site does not lead to an
increase of flood risk off-site, especially at the adjacent Kingsway Cottages and St Joseph’s
Court ... .

(iii))  Overland Flows ‘.... any development at the Site will likely obstruct the passage of
overland flows from north to south, thus putting Kingsway Cottages and St Joseph’s Court at
further risk of flooding’.

(iv) Risk to the Wider Community ‘... any development at the site will likely exacerbate
groundwater flooding to the wider community ...’

Technical Note - Critique of the Applicant’s FRA Following the release of the

Applicant’s FRA (by Ridge and Partners), the Parish Council commissioned an expert Technical Note
by Joflows, a copy of which is attached. Its key findings may be summarised as follows, that in stark
contrast to the Parish Council’s Flood Risk Review:

1) The Applicant’s FRA is incomplete (the absence of hydraulic modelling for example)
and therefore cannot be regarded as demonstrating that either: flooding would not occur on site;
or would not increase the risk off-site; or that these risks would not be exacerbated by the
proposed development. This includes the risk of flooding to the main evacuation route west out
of Aston.

(i1) Indeed, the lack of a hydraulic modelling study perhaps implies an underlying lack of
confidence by the Applicant in their ability to justify their FRA findings.

(iii)  Failure to address the combined effect of intrinsically linked flooding sources at this
flooding hotspot and instead assessing each risk individually.

@iv) Failure to quantify the amount of flood storage compensation required and failure to
demonstrate that this provision can be accommodated within the site. One would expect that all
sources of flooding (including groundwater and surface water) are compensated for.

) Inexplicable (but extremely telling) failure to address, or even acknowledge, the site-
specific flood history, most notably the very serious events of 2007 and the subsequent reports
by both the Environment Agency and WODC.

(vi) Reliance, inter alia, on questionable EA mapping and methodology (for example, the
exclusion of Aston Ditch, a designated Main River, from the EA’s hydraulic modelling).

(vil)  No valid evidence provided to support the conclusion that the Sequential Test is not
required. On the contrary, even a simple glance at the EA surface water flood risk map for the
area around Aston indicates that the requirement for the Sequential Test is self-evident.



c. Applicant’s FRA - Telling Admissions By the Applicant’s own admission(s), the
methodology of its FRA was compromised severely (and ironically) by flooding on the site. The FRA
conclusions must therefore be regarded as highly suspect at best, if not wholly invalid. For example (my
emphasis in italics):

6))] Site Flooded Throughout Both Investigation Phases It is the eastern end of the site
that is being proposed for development and yet at the FRA Part 2, page 2, it states ‘At the time
of both the investigation phases, the site was a vacant grass field. The eastern extent of the field
was flooded, and across the rest of the site, surface water was noted’.

(i1) Enforced Relocation of Trial Pits Outside the Area Proposed for Development
FRA Part 2, page 3 states: ‘“The investigation comprised 4no. soakaway trial pits ..... installed to
facilitate winter groundwater monitoring. The soakaway locations slightly differ from the
proposed, due to the flooding in the field ...". Not only is this enforced relocation telling, but the
new locations were also all outside the area proposed for development.

(ii1) Testing Unable to be Completed due to Flooding Even then, testing at these 4
relocated soakaway trial pits was unable to be completed due to high levels of groundwater, with
the drainage condition being described as ‘Practically Impervious’. As FRA Part 2, page 4 states
It was not possible to compete an entire programme of 3 tests within each location .... All
locations failed within the first test to reach below 75% and 25% head of water, even after
approximately 23 hours’. Indeed, rather than drain away, the pits continued to fill and overflow.
The testing [sic] completed is thus wholly non-compliant with BRE B365 and must be
considered invalid.

d. Groundwater Monitoring - Data Logger Evidence = With regard to groundwater, the LLFA
have stated to the Parish Council (email 17 Jun 25 refers, copied to WODC Case Officer) that ‘... if it is
regularly measured above ground level then it is difficult to remediate this. Managing groundwater ﬂood risk
is more complicated than managing surface water or fluvial flood risk’. As participants in Project
Groundwater, the Parish Council installed a data logger (Probe 3) on the eastern boundary of the site in
November 2024, and a second (Probe 4) in February 2025 in order to monitor groundwater levels.
Initial results from November and detailed analysis are included in its Flood Risk Review that
demonstrate, inter alia, that the properties at St Joseph’s Court are already extremely vulnerable. These
initial results have been reinforced by more detailed data for the subsequent 4 months (attached). The
adjusted level from Probes 3 and 4, shows groundwater on the proposed site up to 290mm above ground
level until mid-March. Real-time data gathering continues (transferred every 15 minutes) that can be
downloaded online and we would be pleased to share further data with you should you require it.

e. In terms of precedent, we note that the provision of data logger evidence was central to
WODC’s refusal of App No 23/02849/FUL in 2023, on the grounds of unacceptable flood risk (both on
and off-site) in the adjoining Parish of Standlake.

f. Telling Indirect Evidence from other Expert Reports Submitted by the Applicant

(1) Heritage Impact Assessment ‘The waterlogged nature of the site, now and
historically, is noted ....."” (para 10.2.3); OS Map 1880 -81, with the site annotated as ‘Liable to
Floods’ (Part 3, fig 3.3).

(i1) Agricultural Quality of Land Report ‘Land quality is limited to Subgrade 3a by
wetness’ (p.3); ‘At the time of the survey the land was ungrazed and a large area in the east (c.
30% of the field) was submerged’ (para 1.3); ‘Severe waterlogging affected the assessment of
deeper subsoil layers’ (para 2.2); ‘.. all profiles were subject to shallow groundwater at the time
of the survey’ (para 2.5).

Wholly Unacceptable Response from the Environment Agency The EA response on 10 June stated,

'"This planning application is for development we do not wish to be consulted on because Flood Risk Standing
Advice applies.' The EA has created this system to reduce their workload by providing generic advice rather than
site-specific assessments. This approach fails to adequately protect communities from flood risk by treating all
developments of similar types identically, regardless of local circumstances. Furthermore, this stance is entirely
at odds with the EA’s own 2008 report into serious flooding at this specific site in 2007. This wholly
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unacceptable approach demonstrates a failure by the EA in their statutory duty to provide adequate consultation
responses where flood risk is a material consideration. Prior to determination therefore, the LPA should request
further input from the EA, arguing that the subject application involves vulnerable, cumulative impacts, and site-
specific flood dynamics that exceed the scope of the FRSA.

SEWAGE

10. Background Increasingly regular sewage discharges onto the streets of Aston are a longstanding and
well-documented concern (Policy EH7), exacerbated by the rampant scale of recent housing development not
being matched by the commensurate upgrades to the sewerage network. The same can be said of a sixfold
increase since 2018 of sewage discharges into Shill Brook (on 126 occasions, totalling 1816 hours, in 2024
alone) at the already 27% overloaded Bampton Sewage Treatment Works (STW) into which the proposed
development would feed (EH7 and EH8). Thames Water are thus already in breach of their statutory permit
issued by the EA. Turning to the site itself, it is notable that the adjacent Kingsway Cottages already suffer
regular sewage flooding, both inside and outside the properties (3 occasions in the past 18 months at 2 Kingsway
Cottages alone). Thames Water have acknowledged that this is due to a combination of high groundwater levels
and the inability of the sewage infrastructure to cope with the load.

11. Thames Water Response We note that based upon counsel’s advice and case law, Windrush Against
Sewage Pollution contends that the planning authority may take the advice of the statutory water company
(Thames Water in this case) with regard to foul system and STW capacity, but in the face of contrary evidence
presented to them, does not have to. In this important context, we have the following comments on the response
by Thames Water (date 26 June 25) to the subject application:

a. Bampton STW and Associated Conditions - Déja vu  We welcome the acknowledgement
from Thames Water that Bampton STW are unable to accommodate the needs of the Applicant’s
development proposal and that upgrades are required to avoid sewage flooding and/or pollution
incidents. Indeed, these upgrades are long-overdue, having been delayed from OFWAT’s Asset
Management Period (AMP) 7 to AMP 8 (2025-2030) with no clear date yet established for the
completion of these works. It is of note however that it states in the the Thames Water website, under
FAQs - 'Investment Plans for Storm Discharge Sites', that Bampton STW will not meet all Government
targets for storm overflows until 2030. Notwithstanding this, Thames Water have proposed their
standard condition that '"No development shall be occupied until confirmation has been provided that
either: all sewage works upgrades required to accommodate the additional flows from the development
have been completed; or - a development and infrastructure phasing plan has been agreed with the Local
Authority in consultation with Thames Water to allow development to be occupied'. The latter in our
view, lacks the precision and enforceability required by the NPPF (paras 56 and 57). The former
‘Grampian-style’ condition should be amended should be related to the commencement of construction
and not to occupation as there is absolutely no guarantee of the latter being enforced (as we have seen
successively with the Pound Field, Marsh Furlong and Brier Furlong developments in Aston). In the case
of Brier Furlong, and despite our warnings, Thames Water assurances that Bampton STW would be
upgraded by April 2025 (in accordance with AMP7) were a material factor in the Applicant’s Appeal
being upheld. It was galling therefore to see this worthless assurance reneged upon once construction at
Brier Furlong was well underway.

b. Omission - Capacity of Sewage Infrastructure in Aston - Surface Water Ingress It is not
just Bampton STW though that is the problem. The primary cause of sewage discharges in Aston is not
the incapacity of Bampton STW, but rather surface water ingress into the ageing pipework in the village.
It is thus disingenuous of Thames Water to claim that the sewerage network infrastructure capacity is
sufficient to absorb the additional housing proposed by the Applicant. If it were just waste in the system,
then arguably this might be correct. But it isn't. The accepted reality is that capacity is woefully
overloaded by up to 46% surface water ingress. This is not disputed by Thames Water. Upgrades to the
system into address infiltration are urgently required now.

12. STW Capacity Issues Dismissed in Applicant’s FRA Despite the incontestable fact of STW
incapacity and the miasma of uncertainty and contradiction over commensurate upgrades, the Applicant’s FRA
dismisses such concerns with the perfunctory and incorrect statement that ‘It is understood that Bampton STW is
in the process of being upgraded with completion in the next couple of years’. On the contrary, it simply isn’t ‘in
the process of being upgraded’ and there is no agreed date for completion.



LANDSCAPE AND CHARACTER

13. The West Oxfordshire Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHEELA) 2016
considered the proposed site unsuitable for development on the grounds that it would be detrimental to the rural
setting of Aston, would be out of keeping with the existing form of the settlement and would not represent a
logical complement. We agree. In comparison to the other recent developments in Aston (Brier Furlong most
notably, initially refused by WODC, partly due to the ‘modest harm’ to landscape), the proposed site occupies a
much more prominent location. It projects further into open countryside, beyond the village boundary; is much
closer to, and more visible from the road to the north (a major approach to Aston). It follows that the impact of
the proposed development will be greater than that for Brier Furlong. With the site not allocated for housing in
the Local Plan, the proposal thereby constitutes speculative, windfall housing. As well as having to recognise the
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, such housing on undeveloped land adjoining built-up areas
requires ‘robust justification’ and ‘convincing evidence (H1 and H2), a high bar that we contend has not been
met. The proposed development would fundamentally alter the open rural character in this location, resulting in
irreversible and permanent harm to the landscape and sensitive rural edge of the settlement (H2, OS2, OS4, EH2,
West Oxon Design Guide and the NPPF).

HERITAGE

14. In contrast to the Applicant’s Heritage Impact Assessment, we believe that for this proposed site, its
claimed ‘less than substantial harm’ to the setting of the Aston Conservation Area will in fact be at the higher
end of the spectrum, for 2 reasons (this view is also borne out by the assessment of the WODC Policy Team on
18 Jun 25 that the impact upon the Conservation Area would be at the moderate to high level of harm). Firstly,
the Applicant has demonstrably failed to take into account the cumulative impact of recent development upon
the Aston Conservation Area (including in the adjacent St Joseph’s Court development) (Policy OS2).
Meanwhile, the Applicant’s report alludes to the planning history in the vicinity (arguably in implicit mitigation),
but its methodology takes no account of its cumulative impact, again contrary to OS2*. Secondly, in comparison
to the other recent developments in the village (Brier Furlong most notably, initially refused by WODC, partly
on heritage grounds), the proposed site occupies a more prominent location. It projects further into open
countryside, beyond the village boundary; is much closer to (indeed adjacent to, and more visible from the road
and public right of way to the north; and lies adjacent to St Joseph’s Court and Kingsway Cottages (both within
the Conservation Area), from where the views will be obliterated.

15. Regarding Aston Conservation Area more generally, we contend that its inclusion of many of the fields
that surround the village recognises Aston’s historic development as a rural village reliant upon those fields for
food and employment since Anglo-Saxon times. Thus, any development that obscures the connection of the
historic core of the village with the surrounding countryside would have a detrimental impact on the setting of
the conservation area in heritage terms (Policy EH13, NPPF Sect 16 and Sect 72(10) of the Planning (Listed
Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990), as well as the village in landscape/visual terms (addressed above).
The proposed site represents a permanent and irreversible projection into open countryside that currently forms
the rural setting of the Conservation Area, which provide a sense and understanding of Aston’s historical
agricultural character. Furthermore, any development in or affecting the setting of a conservation area is
required to demonstrate how it conserves and enhances the character and setting of the conservation area
(EH10), rather than measures to merely mitigate the impact. Moreover, when EH9, EH10 and EH11 are read
together, the agreed heritage harm which will arise from the proposal requires ‘clear and convincing
justification’. We discern no such compelling evidence from the Applicant.

16. We note and support the view of OCC Archaeological Services that a full archaeological field
evaluation, including geophysical survey, must be carried out before determination.

HIGHWAYS/ACCESS

17. We dispute the Applicant’s assertion (Transport Statement refers) that the development would have a
‘... negligible impact on the safety ... of the local road network’. On the contrary we believe the current
proposal may present an 'unacceptable impact on highway safety' (NPPF para 115) and contravene NPPF paras
116a and 116c¢, as well as policies OS2, T1 and T2. The proposed access to the site is on a blind bend
(approaching from the west and where the National Speed Limit of 60mph applies), with drivers often exceeding
the 20mph limit as they cross the village boundary. This is compounded by the absence of street lighting. We are

4 Notably, of the 33-37% increase (thus far) in Aston housing stock since 2018, 23% has been inside the Conservation Area.
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also unconvinced by the Applicant's current proposals to ensure pedestrian safety. There is currently no
pedestrian footpath on the southern side of Bampton Road (nor is one practicable), where the site access will be.
The footpath on the northern side of the road, to which any pedestrian crossing would be connected, falls
considerably below the 2m width requirement mandated in the DfT Manual for Streets. Given that access is not a
reserved matter, much_more detail is required. For example, what specific traffic calming measures are proposed
(other than re-siting the Aston village gateway and associated 20 mph limit)? What form of pedestrian crossing
points are proposed?

18. Furthermore, the routeing of construction traffic to the proposed site presents a very significant, if not
insurmountable, access problem. Approaching from the West (avoiding the centre of Aston and thus ideal) is
prevented by the seeming prohibition on such traffic passing through Bampton. Approach from the East from
Standlake is also unacceptable as this would pass by the Village School along the congested Cote Road. This
leaves the only alternative, an approach from the North along the Aston Mile from Ducklington into the Village
Square and thence westwards to the Site. However, The Square in Aston is an accepted choke point, wholly
unsuited to high-intensity HGV traffic. When construction traffic for the developments east of Bampton was
routed in this manner, there were frequent incidents of damage to parked cars and the War Memorial (a Listed
Building) in The Square as large vehicles attempted to negotiate this unavoidable choke point. If a review of the
Bampton HGV prohibition is deemed unacceptable, there are no easy answers to this issue. This therefore
necessitates a forensic review by OCC Highways and any Construction Traffic Management Plan must be
rigorously enforced (unlike the one that was deemed acceptable for the Brier Furlong development).

19. We do however, we welcome the potential, should the development go ahead and secured by condition,
for the Applicant to contribute significantly towards the long-overdue cycle path to link Aston and Bampton, as
identified in the Witney Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan.

LEISURE AND SPORT

20. We note the response of WODC Leisure and Sport (18 June 25) that includes, inter alia, a requirement
for a contribution of £79, 128.80 for sports pitches in Aston. We welcome this but note that a separate £13, 709
contribution is requested towards artificial pitches in the catchment area, rather than in Aston itself. This seems
to be predicated on the assertion that the nearest artificial pitches are in Carterton. This is incorrect. A multi-use
games area, including an artificial pitch is being built in Aston this Summer, in accordance with approved
Application 23/01374/FUL. We therefore request that this condition be amended to ensure that any contribution
be assigned specifically to Aston.

ECOLOGY

21. Protected Species (Great Crested Newt) The Applicant’s Ecological Assessment (by Derek Finnie
Associates, dated April 2025) states that reptiles are assumed to be absent (para 4.3.8) and that there are no Great
Crested Newt (GCN) records within 1 km of the site (para 4.1.6). On the contrary, we have evidence of GCNs on
the site, most recently on 24 February 2025 when a GCN was sighted by the homeowner on the threshold by the
front door of 1 St Joseph’s Court on the eastern boundary of the site (photograph enclosed). The sighting was
reported to the Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre on 30 June 2025, together with video and
photographic evidence. As well as standing water on the site, surrounding watercourses and rivers (Aston Ditch),
there are a number of garden ponds and water features within a 500m radius of the site. As a European protected
species under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, and further protected under section
41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006), the Applicant is required to ensure (Policy
EH3 also refers) that the required mitigation hierarchy is satisfied, whereby detrimental effects can be avoided,
mitigated or compensated. This must include a Habitat Suitability Index assessment of ponds within 500 metres
of the site, the likelihood of GCN being present on site (whether there are any suitable aquatic or terrestrial
habitats, whether these are connected), and also consider the district licensing option via NatureSpace. If
planning permission is granted, the Applicant must incorporate safeguards as part of the development, as a
planning condition and/or by legal agreement.

22. Applicant’s Ecological Assessment — Further Flaws Non-compliance with Policy EH3 is exacerbated
by the following:
a. Reptile Survey (Section 3.4 and Table 1) This was carried out during a sub-optimal time of year

(July and August) and confidence in the findings must therefore be regarded as low. No reference for the
survey method used has been provided, but Froglife Advice Sheet 10, which is widely cited, states
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‘Reptiles are generally active from March to October, but the most profitable months for surveying tend
to be April, May and September’. This is because reptiles often become undetectable during July and
August due to very high temperatures. The Applicant’s methodology is further flawed by the absence of
any timings being given for the checks conducted. For example, the only way to achieve the correct
temperature in the hot summer months would be to survey very early in the morning, when reptiles are
less active anyway.

b. Bat Survey (Section 3.5 and Table 2)  The survey fails to include any data from the Spring
survey period (April and May). The Report acknowledges this, but ecological survey guidance requires a
survey during each of of Spring, Summer and Autumn.

c. BNG Metric The Applicant’s claimed ability of the proposed 'other, neutral grassland' to
achieve moderate condition (and thus a good example of the habitat type) is questionable at best. The
proposal includes footpaths through the public open space, so the high level of recreational use and
likely enrichment from dog fouling will make achieving moderate condition difficult.

MINERALS

23.

The proposed site lies within the Mineral Safeguarding Area for Sharp Sand and Gravel, according to the

Oxfordshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan (Part 1). With mineral resources identified therein safeguarded for
possible future use, development on the site should not be permitted.

CONDITIONS IN THE EVENT OF APPROVAL

24.

If, despite the representations to the contrary by the Parish Council and local residents, the Planning

Authority is minded to approve this application, the Parish Council requests the following conditions be applied:

a. Prior to determination, a full archaeological field evaluation, including geophysical survey, be
carried out.
b. Prior to determination, a hydraulic modelling study be completed by the Applicant in order to

verify the findings of its FRA.

c. Prior to determination, the Sequential Test be applied to verify the site’s suitability for
development.
d. Prior to determination, the LPA should request further input from the EA, arguing that the

subject application involves vulnerable, cumulative impacts, and site-specific flood dynamics that
exceed the scope of the EA Flood Risk Standing Advice and thus the EA have a statutory duty to
provide adequate consultation responses where flood risk is a material consideration.

e. Prior to determination, under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, as
well as Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006), the Applicant is
required to ensure that the required mitigation hierarchy for GCNs is satisfied, whereby detrimental
effects can be avoided, mitigated or compensated.

f. Prior to determination, the Applicant’s Ecological Assessment be updated to include reptile and
bat survey data from more appropriate periods (April, May and September for reptiles, Spring for bats).

g. Scrupulous attention be paid towards the flooding and drainage mitigation proposed for the site,
including the submission of a full flood risk management plan agreed with WODC Flood Risk
Management Team and other relevant agencies, with all funding and timelines detailed prior to
commencement.

h. No development shall commence until confirmation has been provided that all sewage works
upgrades required to accommodate the additional flows from the development have been completed.

This shall include the completion of upgrades to Bampton STW, previously earmarked for AMP7, as
well as specified upgrades to address rainwater infiltration in the Parish.

1. That there be no further permitted development on the site.
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J- A full Infrastructure Delivery Plan be submitted prior to commencement that includes all
elements of necessary infrastructure (such as GP surgery and schools) to be delivered, with all
commensurate funding and timelines detailed.

k. To promote community integration, all green spaces to be designated formally and
unequivocally as freely accessible public open space.

L. Comprehensive traffic calming measures be implemented, in consultation with the Parish
Council, as well as a significant S106 contribution to traffic calming throughout the Parish.

m. A review of the current prohibition of HGV access via Bampton to consider site access from the
west. No access along Cote Road next to the Village School. A comprehensive Construction Traffic
Management Plan be agreed with OCC Highways and subsequently enforced robustly by WODC. All
construction traffic and trades vehicles to be parked on site with no on-street parking off site permitted.
All construction traffic movement to occur during the hours of 9.15am and 2.45pm, Monday to Friday.

n. A significant S106 contribution towards the long-overdue cycle path to link Aston and Bampton,
as identified in the Witney Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan.

0. A significant S106 contribution towards the maintenance and upgrading of village hall and
recreation facilities in line with the impact of the development. Furthermore, that such contributions be
apportioned solely to Aston, rather than the catchment area (for example the proposed contribution
towards artificial pitches).

SITE VISIT

25. The Parish Council would strongly recommend, and be delighted to host, a visit by the Lowlands
Planning Committee prior to their determination of the application, for a visual assessment of the local concerns
raised hereinbefore.

Yours sincerely,
Original Signed
Enclosures:

1. Flood Risk Review for Land on the South Side of Bampton Road, Aston (JOF0134-RP-FRA-001 REV
01 dated December 2024).

2. Technical Note — Review of Flood Risk Assessment (JOF0134-TN-FR-001 dated 12 June 2025).

3. Aston Groundwater Data Logger Graph, December 2024.

4, Aston Groundwater Data Logger Graph, January 2025.

5 Aston Groundwater Data Logger Graph, February 2025.

6 Aston Groundwater Data Logger Graph, March 2025.
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