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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1. This statement sets out the Vale of White Horse District Council’s (the council) 
housing land supply position. The council will use this statement as a material 
consideration in determining planning applications. It explains the council’s 
approach to calculating the five-year housing land supply, provides an 
assessment of deliverable land within the district and establishes the council’s 
five-year housing land supply position. 

1.2. This statement represents the housing land supply position as of the 1 April 
2024, covering the period between 1 April 2024 and 31 March 2029. This 
statement provides a year by year, and site by site trajectory of the expected 
housing supply in the district between 1 April 2024 and 31 March 2029. 

1.3. This statement assesses the council’s housing land supply against its local 
housing need, calculated using the Government’s new standard methodology 
published in December 2024. 

1.4. The council has published a separate housing land supply statement to 
accompany its emerging Joint Local Plan, which assesses the supply against 
the housing requirement in that plan1.   

1.5. The council published a previous housing land supply position on 9 December 
2024. On 12 December 2024, Government published a revised National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which changes how the council should 
calculate the housing requirement for our housing land supply assessment.  
This statement updates the housing requirement of our last statement. We 
have not updated our housing supply trajectory since we assessed this 
thoroughly in December 2024. 

1.6. We have also updated the statement to take account of the Vale of White 
Horse Local Plan Part 2 review, approved by the Vale of White Horse Cabinet 
in September 2024.       

The council can demonstrate a 5.81 years’ supply of housing land. 

 

1www.southandvale.gov.uk/JLPEvidence  
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2. NATIONAL AND LOCAL POLICY, AND RELEVANT CASE LAW  
 

2.1. This chapter summarises the relevant national and local policy and 
guidance. It also examines how the courts have assessed / interpreted these 
policies and how we use those judgements to inform our approach to 
housing land supply.   

National Policies and Guidance: Why do we need to assess our housing 
land supply? 

2.2. In December 2024, the Government published an updated National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF 2024). This reintroduced requirements for local 
planning authorities to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, 
regardless the age of the adopted plan.  

2.3. Paragraph 78 of the NPPF 2024 states:  

“Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a 
supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum 
of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement 
set out in adopted strategic policies38, or against their local 
housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years 
old39.” 

2.4. Paragraphs 11 to 14 of the NPPF set out how local authorities should 
respond in circumstances where they cannot demonstrate a five-year 
housing land supply.  

 

National policies and guidance: Working out the five-year housing 
requirement  

Which housing requirement to use?   

2.5. As set out above, Paragraph 78 requires councils to establish a housing 
requirement (a target for the 5 year period). This should be done using the 
annual housing targets set out in an up-to-date local plan, or using our local 
housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old. 
Footnote 39 of paragraph 78 explains that in these instances where: 

“[…] local housing need is used as the basis for assessing 
whether a five year supply of specific deliverable sites exists, it 
should be calculated using the standard method set out in national 
planning practice guidance.” 

2.6. Both parts of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031, which contain 
strategic policies for the housing requirement for the district, are more than 5 
years old. The council’s review of these policies found that they needed 
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updating, and therefore the NPPF 2024 directs that we should use the 
standard methodology for working out our local housing need. 

How to deal with previous under delivery of housing?   

2.7. If the local planning authority uses their housing requirement as set out in 
their adopted strategic policies to identify their five-year housing land supply, 
Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPG) indicates that this figure must also 
include any shortfall to date, from the start of the plan period2: 

Applying a buffer 

2.8. The NPPF 2024 has also re-introduced “buffers” that should be added to the 
housing target. Paragraph 78 of the NPPF 2024 explains: 

“The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a 
buffer (moved forward from later in the plan period) of:  

a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or  

b) 20% where there has been significant under delivery40 of 
housing over the previous three years, to improve the prospect 
of achieving the planned supply; or  

c) From 1 July 2026, for the purposes of decision-making only, 
20% where a local planning authority has a housing 
requirement adopted in the last five years examined against a 
previous version of this Framework41, and whose annual 
average housing requirement42 is 80% or less of the most up to 
date local housing need figure calculated using the standard 
method set out in national planning practice guidance.” 

2.9. Footnote 40 explains that significant under delivery will be considered as 
delivery below 85% of the Housing Delivery Test (HDT).  

2.10. The Housing Delivery Test3 is an annual measurement of housing delivery 
over the last three financial years in the area of relevant plan-making 
authorities. The Government publishes the results annually in November.   

2.11. As the Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rulebook4 explains, for areas 
with an up to date adopted housing requirement of less than five years, the 
housing requirement used for the purposes of the test will be the lower of 
either: 

2 Unless the housing requirement is set using government’s standard methodology  
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2023-measurement  
4 Available from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-measurement-rule-

book  
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• the latest adopted housing requirement including any unmet need from 
neighbouring authorities which forms part of that adopted requirement; 
or, 

•  the minimum local housing need figure using the standard method for 
assessing the minimum local housing need figure set out in national 
guidance, and any need from neighbouring authorities which it has been 
agreed for be planned for. 

 

National Policies and Guidance: Assessing the expected housing supply 

2.12. As discussed above, the December 2024 NPPF requires us to demonstrate 
a minimum of five years’ worth of specific deliverable housing on sites in the 
district. 

2.13. The NPPF’s glossary defines a deliverable housing site as follows:  

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be 
available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and 
be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be 
delivered on the site within five years. In particular: 

a) sites which do not involve major development and have 
planning permission, and all sites with detailed planning 
permission, should be considered deliverable until 
permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that 
homes will not be delivered within five years (for example 
because they are no longer viable, there is no longer a 
demand for the type of units or sites have long term 
phasing plans). 

b) where a site has outline planning permission for major 
development, has been allocated in a development plan, 
has a grant of permission in principle, or is identified on a 
brownfield register, it should only be considered deliverable 
where there is clear evidence that housing completions will 
begin on site within five years.”5 

2.14. The PPG provides further guidance on what evidence councils can use to 
demonstrate the deliverability of those sites in “Category B” above (i.e. major 
developments without detailed consent), though it should be noted this is not 
a closed list:   

 current planning status – for example, on larger scale sites 
with outline or hybrid permission how much progress has 
been made towards approving reserved matters, or whether 
these link to a planning performance agreement that sets out 

5 NPPF, Annex 2, Glossary  
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the timescale for approval of reserved matters applications 
and discharge of conditions; 

 firm progress being made towards the submission of an 
application – for example, a written agreement between the 
local planning authority and the site developer(s) which 
confirms the developers’ delivery intentions and anticipated 
start and build-out rates; 

 firm progress with site assessment work; or 

 clear relevant information about site viability, ownership 
constraints or infrastructure provision, such as successful 
participation in bids for large-scale infrastructure funding or 
other similar projects. 

2.15. We have followed this guidance and provide evidence of the deliverability of 
these “Category B” sites in Appendices B and F.   

Local Policy: The housing requirement in our local plan 

1.1. The Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 consists of the Local Plan 2031 Part 
1: Strategic Sites and Policies (part 1 plan) which the council adopted in 
December 2016, and the Local Plan 2031 Part 2: Detailed Policies and 
Additional Sites (part 2 plan) which the council adopted in October 20196. 

1.2. Core Policies 4 and 4a of the part 1 and part 2 plans respectively, set out the 
housing requirement for the district.  This includes 20,560 homes in Core 
Policy 4, plus an additional 2,200 homes in Core Policy 4a to address 
Oxford’s unmet housing needs.  The 2,200 dwellings for Oxford City are 
added to the housing requirement between 1 April 2019 and 31 March 2031. 

1.3. Core Policy 5: Housing Supply Ringfence in the part 1 plan sets out the 
Council’s approach to monitoring its 5-year housing land supply, which was 
originally split between two parts of the district.  

Local Plan 2031: 5-Year Reviews  

1.4. On 3 December 2021, the Vale of White Horse Cabinet approved a 
Regulation 10a review (five-year review) for the Local Plan Part 1. This is 
because the Local Plan Part 1 became 5 years old in December 2021, and 
the council needed to undertake a review of the policies within it to determine 
their continued fitness for purpose – to account for their consistency with 
national policy, current evidence and any changes in local circumstances.  
Our review concluded that the housing requirement identified in Core Policy 4 
of the Local Plan Part 1 requires updating.   

1.5. The review also assessed Core Policy 5: Housing Supply Ringfence.  We 
concluded that Core Policy 5 is connected to the housing requirement in Core 

6 www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/localplan2031  
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Policy 4 and as such requires updating also. There is no mechanism for 
applying a shortfall or ringfence to the standard method-based local housing 
need. Core Policy 5 will therefore no longer be used for monitoring purposes. 

1.6. On 27 September 2024, the Council’s Cabinet subsequently approved a 
Regulation 10a review (five-year review) for the Local Plan Part 2. Our review 
concluded that the housing requirement identified in Core Policy 4a of the 
Local Plan Part 2 requires updating.    

1.7. Therefore, for monitoring and housing land supply purposes, in accordance 
with Paragraph 78 of the NPPF, the housing requirement is calculated using 
Government’s calculation of local housing needs (the standard method).  This 
is currently a housing need of 949 dwellings per annum.   

1.8. You can read more information about the Council’s review of its Local Plan 
2031 on our website at www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/localplan2031  

 

Relevant case law  

1.9. The courts have interpreted the NPPF’s and PPG’s policies / guidance on 
housing land supply, providing additional commentary for the council to use 
when assessing its supply. We have summarised what we consider to be the 
relevant points from these judgements below. We have taken these into 
account where relevant in this statement, although most of the matters relate 
to how we assess whether a site will deliver in the next five years.   

 

St. Modwen7  

1.10. This High Court judgement considered the detail of what constitutes a 
“realistic prospect” that housing would come forward on a site within the next 
five years. The original application, appeal and case law were determined 
under the first NPPF published in 2012. However, the judgment carefully 
considers what the evidential threshold for a “realistic prospect” is. This 
terminology, although expanded upon in later editions of the NPPF, is still part 
of government’s policy. We still therefore believe it provides useful guidance. 

1.11. In his decision, Lord Justice Lindblom rejected the argument presented by the 
appellant that the local planning authority should assess “what would probably 
be delivered” on the site. Lindblom L J concluded that there is a distinction 
between the NPPF’s test of “deliverability” and the “probability of delivery”8.  
He went on to state that “the fact that a site is capable of being delivered 
within five years does not mean that it necessarily will be”9  

7 St. Modwen Developments Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2017] 
EWCA Civ 1643 (20 October 2017)  

8 Idem, Paragraphs 31 and 32 
9 Idem, Paragraph 35  
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1.12. Furthermore, he stated:  

“[each of the considerations] goes to a site’s capability of being 
delivered within five years; not to the certainty […] or probability 
that it actually will be… Sites may be included in the five‐year 
supply if the likelihood of housing being delivered on them is no 
greater than a ‘realistic prospect’… 

 this does not mean that for a site properly to be regarded as 
‘deliverable’, it must necessarily be certain or probable that 
housing will be in fact delivered upon it”  

(Lindblom L J’s Emphasis) (Our Emphasis) 

1.13. Finally, in Paragraph 42 of the judgment Lindblom L J reiterates that 
deliverability does not require certainty that the sites will actually be developed 
within the five-year period, and that deliverability will not be disproved by 
showing that there are uncertainties.  

 

East Bergholt10 
1.14. Lindblom L J again considered the question of what constitutes a deliverable 

housing site in this Court of Appeal decision from 2019. He gave further 
explanation of the conclusions of “St Modwen” identified above. As with “St 
Modwen”, the court was considering the “realistic prospect” test in NPPF 
2012.  As we have set out above, this still remains relevant to the  

1.15. Lord Justice Lindblom states that the following:  

50. [Paragraph 47 of the NPPF (2012) is not prescriptive. It does 
not lay down any fixed method for applying the test of 
"deliverability", to be used in every case. A "realistic prospect" is 
not equated to any specific level of likelihood. Nor are there any 
criteria for deciding this question beyond what is said about the 
treatment of "[sites] with planning permission" in footnote 11. 
Subject to that, and to the further relevant guidance in the PPG, 
the policy leaves the assessment of a "realistic prospect" to the 
decision-maker's own planning judgment, which the court will only 
undo on conventional public law grounds. It is not for the court to 
stipulate how firm a "prospect" must be if it is to be "realistic".  

51. The policy does not prevent a decision-maker reasonably 
taking the view, as a matter of planning judgment, that a particular 
site or sites on which it was not certain or confident that 
development would occur within five years should be excluded 
from the five-year supply of housing land. It does not state, for 
example, that sites without planning permission, but with a 
resolution to grant subject to a section 106 planning obligation 

10 East Bergholt Parish Council v Babergh District Council [2019] EWCA CIV 2200 
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being entered into, should always, or usually, be included in the 
supply, or that such sites should be included if they have been 
allocated for housing in the development plan. The same may also 
be said of the subsequent revisions of the policy in 2018 and in 
2019 – in which the definition of a "deliverable" site has been 
somewhat expanded. Put simply, the degree of confidence 
required in the "deliverability" of sites is for the decision-maker to 
decide, within the bounds of reasonable planning judgment […]  

53. It is clear then that the policy in paragraph 47, and the PPG 
guidance upon it, accommodate different views on a "realistic 
prospect" of delivery. A local planning authority can take a more 
cautious view on this question, or a more optimistic view, than 
other authorities might. If it does, it is not for that reason acting 
contrary to the policy, or unreasonably. Had the Government 
meant to impose a rigid approach, or greater consistency than the 
policy and guidance require, it would surely have done so. If it had 
wanted to define exactly what it meant by a "realistic prospect" it 
could and would have done that. But it has not – either in the 
policy it originally issued or in the two revisions, or in the PPG. 

1.16. This judgment supports the Court’s interpretation of policy identified in St 
Modwen. The assessment of a “realistic prospect” of delivery and the 
evidence to support this, will be a matter of planning judgment. 

 

Land at Site of Former North Worcestershire Golf Club Ltd11 
 

1.17. The two previous Court of Appeal Decisions referenced above took account of 
the 2012 definition of what constitutes a ‘deliverable’ site. The revised NPPF 
published in 2018 added further detail to this definition, and this expanded 
definition was considered further in an appeal decision determined by the 
Secretary of State, Land at Site of Former North Worcestershire Golf Club Ltd.  
This definition remains in the December 2023 NPPF.  At paragraph 20 of the 
Secretary of State’s decision they consider the meaning of ‘deliverable’ and 
agrees with the Inspector’s views that ‘realistic prospect’ remains the central 
test against which deliverability of a site must be measured. The Inspector for 
the appeal considered the difference in definitions of ‘deliverable’ between the 
2012 and 2018 NPPF and found the following: 

14.39 The essential consideration under both definitions is 
whether or not sites included in the 5YHLS will actually deliver 
housing within the 5 year period. In my view, that assessment is 
still to be made on the basis of realistic prospect and not on any 
greater burden of proof. As established in the St Modwen 
judgment (paragraph 38), that does not mean that for a site to be 
considered deliverable it must be certain or probable that the 

11 APP/P4605/W/18/3192918 
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housing will in fact be delivered upon it. [8.27] In that paragraph, 
Lord Justice Lindblom refers to Lord Gill’s statement, in paragraph 
78 in the Suffolk Coastal judgment (CD C1), that the requirements 
set out in the NPPF reflect the futility of local authorities including 
sites in their 5YHLS which have no realistic prospect of being 
developed within five years.  

14.40 The previous definition included a requirement for “clear 
evidence” to rebut the presumed deliverability of sites with 
planning permission. That did not require those challenging the 
inclusion of a site with planning permission to do more than 
demonstrate that there is no realistic prospect that housing will be 
delivered on that site. The new definition requires ‘clear evidence’ 
that housing completions will begin within 5 years on certain 
categories of site. That does not, however, mean that the local 
planning authority must demonstrate certainty that housing 
completions will begin within that period. 

 
1.18. Therefore, the central test for demonstrating whether a site without detailed 

planning permission is ‘deliverable’ is whether there is a realistic prospect, not 
certainty, that housing will be delivered on the site within five years.  
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4. DELIVERABILITY OF SITES 
 

4.1. In accordance with the NPPF and PPG, as detailed above, the supply of 
deliverable housing land in the District is considered to comprise of two 
types of site; “Category A” and “Category B” sites, as well as a windfall 
allowance.  

Category A sites  

4.2. Category A sites are those referred to under point A of the definition of a 
deliverable housing site in the NPPF’s Glossary.  These are: 

“sites which do not involve major development and have planning 
permission, and all sites with detailed planning permission, should 
be considered deliverable until permission expires, unless there is 
clear evidence that homes will not be delivered within five years 
(for example because they are no longer viable, there is no longer 
a demand for the type of units or sites have long term phasing 
plans).” 

4.3. Therefore, any Category A sites are automatically included in our housing 
land supply assessment for the next five years, unless there is clear 
evidence homes will not be delivered.   

4.4. For major sites (ten or more dwellings) with detailed permission, we have 
applied average lead-in times and build-out rates from developments in Vale 
of White Horse (as shown in Appendix C and D). This helps us determine a 
realistic delivery rate for these homes within the 5-year period, resulting in 
some units falling outside of the timeframe and being excluded from the 5-
year supply.     

4.5. For minor sites (one to nine dwellings) with permission, we assume delivery 
will take place over the next three years. This is a reasonable timeframe for 
the delivery of minor sites, considering the standard condition that the 
council applies to all sites, requiring work to commence within three years.  

We expect 2,854 homes to be delivered on Category A sites during the 
five-year period.   
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Category B sites 

4.6. Category B sites are those referred to under point B of the definition of a 
deliverable housing site in the NPPF’s Glossary. These are:  

“where a site has outline planning permission for major 
development, has been allocated in a development plan, has a 
grant of permission in principle, or is identified on a brownfield 
register, it should only be considered deliverable where there is 
clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within 
five years.”12 

4.7. The PPG provides further information on what constitutes clear evidence 
that a site will come forward. This is:  

 current planning status – for example, on larger scale sites with outline 
or hybrid permission, how much progress has been made towards 
approving reserved matters, or whether these link to a planning 
performance agreement that sets out the timescale for approval of 
reserved matters applications and discharge of conditions; 

 firm progress being made towards the submission of an application – 
for example, a written agreement between the local planning authority 
and the site developer(s) which confirms the developers’ delivery 
intentions and anticipated start and build-out rates; 

 firm progress with site assessment work; or 

 clear relevant information about site viability, ownership constraints or 
infrastructure provision, such as successful participation in bids for 
large-scale infrastructure funding or other similar projects.  

4.8. The council has produced an analysis of site lead-in times and build-out 
rates to inform our assessments.  These can be found in Appendices C and 
D.  We used these average lead-in times and build-out rates, alongside the 
information suggested by the PPG above, in consultation with case officers, 
to form an assessment of the likely build-out rates for Category B sites.   

4.9. We then presented this information to site promoters and developers of 
Category B sites and asked them to verify whether our assessment was 
realistic.  We assessed the responses from the site promoters and balanced 
this against all the evidence we had collected and reached our own 
judgment on the site’s likely deliverability in line with the NPPF, PPG and 
case law.  In some instances, developer responses resulted in us 
accelerating sites ahead of the average lead-in times and build-out rates, 
and others it resulted in us pushing sites back.   

12 NPPF, Annex 2: Glossary  
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4.10. All the evidence for our Category B sites is presented in detailed pro-formas 
in Appendix F. These pro-formas show what information we presented to the 
site promoters, as well as how this changed following feedback.   

We expect 2,526 homes to be delivered on Category B sites during the 
five-year period.   

 

Windfalls 

4.11. As defined by the NPPF in Annex 2, windfall sites are sites that are not 
specifically identified in the development plan. The NPPF and PPG allow 
councils to add a windfall allowance as part of their five-year housing land 
supply where there is compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable 
source of supply: 

“Where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of 
anticipated supply, there should be compelling evidence that they 
will provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be 
realistic having regard to the strategic housing land availability 
assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future 
trends. Plans should consider the case for setting out policies to 
resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, for 
example where development would cause harm to the local 
area.”13 

4.12. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out the method for assessing 
Housing and Economic Land Availability. Stage 3 sets out the method for 
undertaking a windfall assessment. This states that: 

“A windfall allowance may be justified in the anticipated supply if a 
local planning authority has compelling evidence as set out in 
paragraph 70 [now paragraph 71 above] of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. Local planning authorities have the ability to 
identify broad locations in years 6-15, which could include a 
windfall allowance (using the same criteria as set out in paragraph 
67 [now paragraph 68] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework).14 

4.13. Based on the NPPF and PPG, the council is justified in using a windfall 
allowance if there is compelling evidence which has regard to the strategic 
housing land availability assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and 
expected future trends.  We have therefore prepared a methodology to 
assess Vale of White Horse’s historic windfall rates and consider those 
trends which will continue to be a reliable source in the future. 

13 NPPF, Paragraph 71 
14 PPG, Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 3-023-20190722 
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4.14. The data on windfall completions covers the period 2011/12 to 2023/24 
allowing us to use 13 years’ worth of data, across the following categories: 

 Years of dwelling completions 
 Number of dwellings within each permission 
 Greenfield / Brownfield 
 Previous land use 

4.15. The dwelling completion figures are net. We therefore factor in any losses or 
no net gain in dwellings to the calculations, for example in residential 
conversions or replacement dwellings. 

STEP ONE: WINDFALL OVERVIEW  

4.16. Our first step in the windfall analysis is to review the total number of windfall 
completions each year in the district as a proportion of total completions. 
This shows that windfall completions have ranged from between 15% to 
100% of total completions. 

4.17. The status of the development plan, the age of the plan, and housing land 
supply can influence the number of windfall units, so we have shown the 
status of both on table 3. 
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STEP THREE: REVIEW OF PREVIOUS USE FOR MAJOR WINDFALLS 

4.21. National policy states that windfall development should be a reliable source 
of housing supply.  Therefore, it is important we understand where the 
supply of windfall has come from in the past. For example, has the supply 
been comprised of large one-off developments, or is it sourced from changes 
of use from one type of development that has slowly been exhausted over 
the years? 

4.22. We have placed the previous land use of brownfield sites into five 
categories. We split the total windfall completions for each year into these 
categories to identify where windfall development has been occurring on a 
consistent basis. 

4.23. Table 5 shows that there has been consistent windfall development from the 
‘other’ (e.g. Garden Centres, Police Station, Community Centre) and 
residential previous land uses. We have therefore analysed these sources of 
supply in more detail in step four below. 

4.24. The table above also shows that there has been inconsistent windfall 
completions on land previously used for: industrial, commercial, garden, and 
retail. We have removed these as a source of supply from the windfall 
assessment due to inconsistent delivery. 
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Student Accommodation  

4.33. The PPG advises that all student accommodation can be included towards 
meeting the housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it 
releases in the housing market.15  

4.34. The calculation for this is based on the average number of students living in 
a student-only household, using the published 2011 Census data16 (as 
shown in Appendix E). For the Vale of White Horse the average number of 
students living in a student-only household is 1.7 (rounded to 1 decimal 
place). This means that for every 17 student units proposed this would 
contribute 10 dwellings towards our housing land supply. Comparable data 
has not been published as part of the 2021 Census, with PPG still linking to 
2011 data. We will update our method in accordance with PPG once 
available.    

4.35. The Housing Delivery Test uses the national average for the number of 
students living in student-only households.  This may cause a slight 
difference in completion figures if compared against our more locally 
accurate figure for Vale of White Horse. 

Residential Institutions 

4.36. The PPG states that local planning authorities will need to count housing 
provided for older people including residential institutions in use class C2 
against their housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation 
released in the housing market17.  

4.37. For residential institutions, the calculation is based on the average number of 
adults living in a household18, using the published 2011 Census data19 (as 
shown in Appendix E). For the Vale of White Horse the average number of 
adults living in a household is 1.9 (rounded to 1 decimal place).  Comparable 
data has not been published as part of the 2021 Census, with PPG still 
linking to 2011 data. We will update our method in accordance with PPG 
once available. 

4.38. The Housing Delivery Test uses the national average for the number of 
adults living in households. This may cause a slight difference in completion 
figures if compared against our more locally accurate figure for South 
Oxfordshire.  

15 PPG, Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 68-034-20190722 
16 2011 Census - Number of students in student only household.  

www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008207ct07732011censusnumber
ofstudentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel 

17 PPG, Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 68-035-20190722 
18 PPG, Paragraph 016a: 016a Reference ID: 63-016a-20190626 
19 2011 Census - Age of Household Reference Person (HRP) by number of adults in household 

www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008208ct07742011censusageofh
ouseholdreferencepersonhrpbynumberofadultsinhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel 
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APPENDIX F: CATEGORY B SITES’ PRO-FORMAS  
 

Note: The council is not forecasting some of these sites to deliver in the 5 year 
period, but we have included our assessment for completeness  
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P24/V0733/RM- Persimmon Parcel 2 / Phase 1Pa - 151 homes 
 
2. When do you expect to submit amended plans or documents to address comments 

by: 
• Thames Valley Police 
• Urban Design Officer 

 
 
3. What do you think are the key issues that need to be resolved before the council 

issues planning permission for the reserved matters application P24/V0733/RM?  
 

4. When do you think construction work will commence on this parcel, and are there any 
obstacles to starting construction? 

 
5. When do you think the first dwelling will be completed on this parcel?  

 
 
P14/V2873/O – Overall outline application covering the whole site 
 
5. Do you have a schedule of when you expect to submit reserved matters applications 

for future phases? 
 
6. Do you still anticipate that there will be two Persimmon sales outlets running 

throughout the lifetime of the development? 
 

7. The council believes that the phasing plan agreed under P22/V2407/DIS (see below) 
is no longer accurate as no homes were completed on this site in 2023.  However, 
good progress has been made on securing detailed permission.  We have suggested 
amendments for the early years based on the likely lead in times and build out rates 
for the permitted / live reserved matters applications.  We have provided an excel 
spreadsheet showing the breakdown between the RM applications and the assumed 
supply from the rest of the outline application. This is reflected in the council’s 
assumed trajectory for the site in table 9b below. Please provide your thoughts on 
this approach (we have provided table 10b at the end of this proforma for you to add 
your own trajectory).   
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Taylor Wimpey submitted this reserved matters planning application in February 2024, 
and the Council is still considering this.  There are outstanding objections or comments 
from 8 technical specialists.  However, the nature of these comments requires minor 
alterations rather than wholescale reworking of the submitted application.  Most of the 
comments from technical officers’ state they are generally happy with the submitted 
material.   
 
The council considers that these homes will receive permission and build out in the 5-
year period, as shown on the permissions breakdown at the end of this proforma. 
 
Persimmon Parcel 1: 172 homes (P23/V0667/RM)  
 
The site is currently under construction.  Access works are now complete.  There are 
currently 2172 homes with detailed permission that Persimmon are yet to complete from 
this permission.  These homes fall within “Category A” for defining a deliverable housing 
supply because they have detailed planning permission.  In line with national policies 
and guidance, the council therefore considers these homes to be deliverable.  
 
The council and Persimmon agree the phasing plan remains robust from 2026/27.  Both 
parties agree that the phasing plan needs amendments for the early years based on the 
likely lead in times and build out rates for the permitted / live reserved matters 
applications.  This is shown on the permissions breakdown at the end of this proforma. 
 
 
Persimmon Parcel 2 / Phase 1PA: 151 homes (P24/V0733/RM) 
 
Persimmon submitted this reserved matters planning application in March 2024, and the 
Council is still considering this.  There are outstanding objections or comments from 7 
technical specialists.  However, the nature of these comments requires minor alterations 
rather than wholescale reworking of the submitted application.  Most of the comments 
from technical officers’ state they are generally happy with the submitted material.   
 
The council considers that these homes will receive permission and build out in the 5-
year period, as shown on the permissions breakdown at the end of this proforma. 
 
Homes coming forward as part of the outline consent without live reserved 
matters applications  
 
We have received a response from Persimmon Homes indicating their expected build 
out trajectory of 100 homes per annum 2026/27. The agreed and submitted reserved 
matters will provide housing supply until 2028/29 if following this trajectory, with the last 
23 homes from P24/V0733/RM, which is currently under consideration, anticipated to be 
delivered. This gives circa 4 years to agree further reserved matters applications, which 
gives an abundant amount of time taking into account on average it takes 10 months to 
agree a reserved matters for applications of between 100 to 499 units. We consider that 
the delivery trajectory is likely to actually deliver in excess of 100 homes per annum, 
though this may be supported by different developer outlets on site, as was seen on the 
adjacent site Great Western Park. At this time though we are relying on the developer 
anticipated build out rate.  
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 Holding objection: more information needed.  

The update ecological survey is acceptable and I agree with its 
conclusions. However, there are a number of issues or omissions with the 
LEMP and CEMP documents. These typically affect the usability of the 
documents for contractors on the ground and therefore it is important that 
they are amended before determination of the reserved matters 
application. 

 Forestry Officer (23/08/2024) 

 Tree protection fencing will be required to safeguard trees in this part of 
the site for the duration of phase 7. A Tree Protection Plan will be required 
for this part of the site before any works take place. 

 Air Quality (14/08/2024) 

 No objection 

 Contaminated Land (29/07/2024) 

 No objection 

 Env. Protection Team (22/07/2024) 

 No objection 

 Housing Development (20/08/2024) 

 It is advised and preferred that all affordable housing units are delivered to 
conform with the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS). 

The submitted Parking Strategy (drawing no. 24628-4008 Rev C), 
however, does not appear to allocate parking spaces to each individual 
unit. All parking spaces on land that is to be transferred to the Registered 
Provider should be allocated to the individual affordable units and not 
marked as ‘unallocated’. It is advised the applicant clarifies whether the 
submitted Planning Layout Final accurately reflects their allocated parking 
proposals. 

 Landscape Architect (09/08/2024) 

 Holding objection 
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Currently the quality of the design does not reflect the expectations of 
Local Plan Policies 37, 38 and 44 of the Local Plan with regards to the 
quality of the proposed hard and soft planting details. 

 Oxfordshire County Council – Transport (04/09/2024) 

 Holding objection 

• Amendments and further information required in regard to visibility 
splays. 

• The submitted Planning Layout drawing (contained under drawing 
number, 24628/5000R) shows 4 connection points that tie into the 
adjacent linear park to the east of the development site. It is 
requested that the connection points are flared in order to ensure 
that sufficient pedestrian visibility of 2m x 2m into the development 
site is achieved. This should be demonstrated. 

• Whilst a parking strategy drawing has been provided (contained 
under drawing number 24628/4008 rev C), the submitted detail is 
not sufficient in establishing parking suitability. 

• It is not clear whether cycle parking is sufficient for each plot as no 
parking schedule has been provided. This should be submitted for 
consideration. 

• The submitted Residential Travel Plan requires some additional 
information before it meets OCC criteria. 

 Oxfordshire County Council – Local Lead Flood Authority 
(04/09/2024) 

No objection 

 Oxfordshire County Council – Archaeology (04/09/2024) 

No objection 

 Designing out crime 

 No objection, subject to conditions.  

 Thames Water 

 No objection 

 Urban Design (04/09/2024) 
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the housing supply with a ratio applied, to represent the number of homes 
expected to be released in the housing market from residents moving into the care 
home. Applying the ratio, 38 homes are calculated to count towards housing 
supply. In addition, one additional home has been built on site through the 
redevelopment of a barn on site. In total, we expect the site to contribute 1,573 
units towards the housing supply. 750 of these units have been completed as of 
April 2024, leaving 823 to come forward.  
 
There are currently 3 reserved matters permissions for parcels of land on the site 
that have not been completed. These are P22/V1910/RM (Northeast parcel), 
P21/V1265/RM (Southeast B parcel), and P24/V0261/RM (Central parcel). A total 
of 269 homes are remaining to be delivered from these permissions (more detail 
can be found on the accompanying phasing plan). In addition, a reserved matters 
permission is currently under consideration for 116 homes on the Grove Road 
(East Phase). There are currently 3 outlets on site or expected to be on site soon, 
these are St Modwen, Vistry and Bovis (owned by Vistry). The phasing plan 
provided as part of the recent outline application, below, sets out the expected 
trajectory for the site. The agent for the site has confirmed that the trajectory is on 
track with 700 occupations expected by November 20241. The Southwest parcel is 
currently being marketed, as confirmed by the agent.  
 

 

1 It should be noted that the completion figure and occupation figure will not match. This is due to a 
different method being used to assess the number of housing completions on site.  
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Name / signature   
Christopher D’Olley 
Partner, Carter Jonas 
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1. Traffic and highway safety 
a) The occupation of dwellings on the site will not begin prior to (1) 

the completion of the upgrade to Frilford Junction unless an 
alternative phasing plan is agreed with the County Council and 
(2) satisfactory air quality mitigation for Marcham.   

b) Access to be provided from A420 and the A415 via two new 
developer delivered roundabouts and a new link road through 
this site, provided to a standard acceptable to Oxfordshire 
County Council. The A415 roundabout will link with the business 
park.  

c) Contribute towards infrastructure improvements on the A420, 
A415 (including Frilford Junction) and any necessary mitigation 
measures identified through the site Transport Assessment.  

d) Contribute towards increasing the frequency of bus services.  
e) Provide for buses to travel through the site and provide bus stop 

infrastructure.  
f) Provide measures to alleviate current traffic flows through the 

centre of Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor.  
g) Provide high quality pedestrian and cycle links including 

pedestrian crossings where necessary.  
h) Replace existing A420 laybys if surveys indicate a need. 

 
2. Urban design 

Specific design principles should inform how the southern Green 
Edge area is brought forward either by condition in advance of a 
submitted application for this part of the site or to agree these 
parameters prior to the submission of an RM application for this part 
of the site. 

 
3. Air Quality 

Should the application be approved suggested conditions include a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and a 
phase-specific Biodiversity Enhancement Plan (BEP). In addition, 
the CEMP shall include the provision of EV charging infrastructure 
for each property with off street parking and a condition requiring a 
dust management plan for the development., 

 
4. Drainage Engineer  

No objection, subject to conditions:  
a) Detailed sustainable drainage scheme (SUDS).  
b) Scheme for Groundwater monitoring.  
c) SUDS compliance report.  
d) Foul drainage scheme. 
 

 5. Contaminated Land Officer 
Policy DP27 of LPP2 requires proposals for the development, 
redevelopment or re-use of land known, or suspected, to be 
contaminated, to submit a Contaminated Land Preliminary Risk 
Consultant Report. The applicant has provided a Geo-
Environmental assessment with addendums to support the 
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P19/V1998/RM (David Wilson Homes) 
 

1. How many homes a year do you think this site will deliver?  
 
David Wilson Homes 
2024/2025 – 100 units   
2025/2026 – 70 units  
2026/2027 – 22 units 
 

 
 
P17/V0050/O (CEG Promotions):  
 

1. Please provide a timetable forecasting when you will submit further 
reserved matters application/s on this site?  (If the site will be brought 
forward in multiple reserved matters phases, please provide a timetable for 
these for the next 5 years)  
 
The land has been marketed and is in the process of being sold. Contracts 
with the prospective purchasers are in the process of being finalised. 
Reserved Matters Applications will be submitted subsequent to this. It is 
anticipated that this will be in the first half of 2025. 
 

2. When do you think construction work will commence, and are there any 
obstacles to starting construction?  
 
Late 2025/ first half of 2026. 
 

3. When do you think the first dwelling will be completed? 
 

4. How many sales outlets will be on site, and will these be present at the 
same time or in separate phases? 
 

5. How many homes a year do you think this site will deliver?  
 
60 homes per annum 
 

6. Are there any other comments you would like to raise?  
 
Bellway: We are currently awaiting completion of our water supply and HV 
electricity supply. 
 
CEG: There are issues relating to the availably of power due to the delays 
incurred to the offsite-reinforcement works being undertaken by a third 
party. 
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