
Ardington and Lockinge Parish Council

Andrew Ashcroft
Independent Examiner
Ardington and Lockinge Neighbourhood Development Plan

17th August 2026
Dear Andrew,
Examiner’s Clarification Note
Thank you for your Clarification Note of 29 July – we appreciate the pace and thoroughness
of your approach to the examination of our draft Plan and are greatly encouraged by your
Initial Comments. We have worked hard to ensure that all aspects of the Plan are based on
views expressed by the community during its preparation and are pleased that this comes
across to an independent, expert reviewer.
We have reviewed all the comments arising from the latest (section 16) consultation and
have indicated the responses we would like to adopt (subject to your own guidance) on the
attached schedule, which also summarises our reasons for each proposed response. We
hope you find this helpful.
You raised a number of questions for the Parish Council, which we respond to in the order
that you have adopted.
Policy AL1
Having been clear about the distinctive separate identities and physical separation of the
settlement areas within the parish, we felt a non-prescriptive approach was right in the con-
text provided by the other policies within the Plan (including defining a settlement boundary
for the largest single settlement area, the village of Ardington itself).
Policy AL6
The relationship between the settlements and the surrounding countryside is a critical fea-
ture of the key views identified by residents and reflected in the Plan, which seeks to be pos-
itive but non-prescriptive about their protection.
Policy AL7
The community is proud and protective of its existing community facilities and is keen to pro-
tect and, where possible, enhance them for the benefit of future generations.
Policy AL8
The “management plans” we refer to are the planned land management activities under-
taken by the owners, occupiers and managers of the farmland, woodland, water courses and
other land areas that are such a distinctive feature of our parish. These are not intended to



encompass wider national or regional management strategies per se although these should
be consistent with and encompass broader policies.
Policies AL9/AL10
We think the combination the District Council is suggesting is actually for Policies AL10 and
AL11. We welcome the clarifications in much of the revised wording proposed by the District
Council and would like to adopt it. We believe, however, that the separation into two policies
is helpful and would like to retain this approach. We have set out a detailed response on the
attached schedule.
Policy AL12
We also found the proposed clarifications and revised wording suggested by the District
Council helpful in expressing the intent of our draft policy and would like to adopt much of
the revised wording. Again, full details of our response are included in the attached sched-
ule.
Monitoring and Review
We recognise the importance of monitoring and review in maintaining the Plan’s usefulness
and continuing value and have tried to strike a balance between robustness and practicality
for those who will have to carry out these functions.

We would of course be pleased to help with any other points of clarification or explanation to
assist you with your Examination.
With thanks for your commitment in helping us complete this substantive piece of work for
our community

Your sincerely

James Vane-Tempest
Chairman
Ardington and Lockinge Parish Council



Ardington and Lockinge Neighbourhood Plan
Responses to the comments received under the Regulation 16 Publicity Period

Org.No. Organisation Code Comment Ardington & LockingeParish Council Response
1 ArdingtonHouse Ltd AH1 We have no proposed changes to the wording of the policies and consider the Plan ready to proceed. No action needed.

2 Network Rail NR1 No policies within the plan look to impact on the operational railway however the Council have a statutoryresponsibility under planning legislation to consult the statutory rail undertaker where a proposal for developmentis likely to result in a material increase in the rail volume or a material change in the character of traffic using a levelcrossing over a railway.

No action needed.

3 Thames Water TW1 In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider that Neighbourhood Plan shouldinclude a specific reference to the key issue of the provision of wastewater/sewerage and water supplyinfrastructure to service development. This is necessary because it will not be possible to identify all of thewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are regulatedand plan in 5-year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). We recommend the Neighbourhood Planinclude the following policy/supporting text:PROPOSED NEWWATER/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE TEXT“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which result in the need for off-site upgrades,will be subject to conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned with the delivery of necessary infrastructureupgrades.”“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and wastewaterinfrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are encouraged to contact the water/waste watercompany as early as possible to discuss their development proposals and intended delivery programme toassist with identifying any potential water and wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Wherethere is a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply phasing conditionsto any approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupationof the relevant phase of development.”

The Lockinge Estate needsto be referenced as thewater supplier in the Planarea, and Thames Water tobe referenced forwastewater management,with both needing to beconsulted beforedevelopment.



TW2 Policy AL4 - Water Efficiency/Sustainable DesignWe support the reference to sustainable use of water in Policy AL4, but this needs to be strengthened.The Environment Agency has designated the Thames Water region to be “seriously water stressed” whichreflects the extent to which available water resources are used. Future pressures on water resources willcontinue to increase and key factors are population growth and climate change.Water conservation and climate change is a vitally important issue to the water industry. Not only is it expectedto have an impact on the availability of raw water for treatment but also the demand from customers for potable(drinking) water. Therefore, Thames Water support the mains water consumption target of 110 litres per headper day (105 litres per head per day plus an allowance of 5 litres per head per day for gardens) as set out in theNPPG (Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 56-014-20150327) and support the inclusion of this requirement in thePolicy.Thames Water promote water efficiency and have a number of water efficiency campaigns which aim toencourage their customers to save water at local levels. Further details are available on our website via thefollowing link: https://www.thameswater.co.uk/Be-water-smartIt is our understanding that the water efficiency standards of 105 litres per person per day is onlyapplied through the building regulations where there is a planning condition requiring this standard(as set out at paragraph 2.8 of Part G2 of the Building Regulations). As the Thames Water area isdefined as water stressed it is considered that such a condition should be attached as standard to allplanning approvals for new residential development in order to help ensure that the standard iseffectively delivered through the building regulations.Within Part G of Building Regulations, the 110 litres/person/day level can be achieved through either the‘Calculation Method’ or the ‘Fittings Approach’ (Table 2.2). The Fittings Approach provides clear flow-rate andvolume performance metrics for each water using device / fitting in new dwellings. Thames Water considers theFittings Approach, as outlined in Table 2.2 of Part G, increases the confidence that water efficient devices will beinstalled in the new dwelling. Insight from our smart water metering programme shows that household built tothe 110 litres/person/day level using the Calculation Method, did not achieve the intended water performancelevels.
Proposed policy text:“Development must be designed to be water efficient and reduce water consumption. Refurbishments andother non-domestic development will be expected to meet BREEAM water-efficiency credits. Residentialdevelopment must not exceed a maximum water use of 105 litres per head per day (excluding the allowance ofup to 5 litres for external water consumption) using the ‘Fittings Approach’ in Table 2.2 of Part G of BuildingRegulations. Planning conditions will be applied to new residential development to ensure that the waterefficiency standards are met.”

A modified (and reduced)text drawing on theproposed wording fromThames Water will beplaced in the supportingtext for Policy AL4 insection 6.4 of theNeighbourhood Plan,indicating thatdevelopment should bedesigned to be waterefficient.

https://www.thameswater.co.uk/Be-water-smart


TW3 Comments in relation to Flood Risk and SUDS.The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential approach should be used by localplanning authorities in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than from river and sea, whichincludes "Flooding from Sewers". When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise thatwater and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very naturewater and sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment andsupply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to be upgraded or extendedto provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new development. Flood risk sustainabilityobjectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage infrastructure development may be necessary in floodrisk areas.Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance thatflooding can occur away from the flood plain as a result of development where off site sewerageinfrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development. With regard to surface water drainage it isthe responsibility of the developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, watercourses or surfacewater sewer. It is important to reduce the quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in orderto maximise the capacity for foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding.Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of criticalimportance to Thames Water. Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as possiblethe volume of and rate at which surface water enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have thepotential to play an important role in helping to ensure the sewerage network has the capacity to cater forpopulation growth and the effects of climate change. SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also helpto: improve water quality; provide opportunities for water efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visualfeatures; support wildlife; and provide amenity and recreational benefits.
The Neighbourhood Plan should include a specific policy on SuDS in line with the following hierarchy:Developers should ensure that surface water run-off is managed as close to source as possible in line with thefollowing drainage hierarchy:1.store rainwater for later use2.rainwater infiltration to ground at or close to source3.rainwater attenuation in green infrastructure features for gradual release (for example greenroofs, rain gardens)4.discharge rainwater direct to a watercourse5.controlled rainwater discharge to a surface water sewer/drain6.controlled rainwater discharge to a combined sewerIt is the responsibility of a developer to make proper provision for surface water drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water sewer. It must not be allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is the majorcontributor to sewer flooding.

Design Code AL.SD05already includes ahierarchy for wastewaterstorage and disposal.



TW4 Development SitesThere are no new site allocations for us to comment upon. The level of information contained in the draftNeighbourhood Plan does not enable Thames Water to make an assessment of the impact the proposeddevelopment will have on the waste water/sewerage network infrastructure and sewage treatment works. Toenable us to provide more specific comments we require details of the type and scale of development togetherwith the anticipated phasing.We recommend Developers contact Thames Water to discuss their development proposals by using our pre appservice via the following link:https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development/Water-and-wastewater-capacityIt should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage network assets being required, up to threeyears lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. As a developer has the automaticright to connect to our sewer network under the Water Industry Act we may also request a drainage planningcondition if a network upgrade is required to ensure the infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of thedevelopment. This will avoid adverse environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution.We recommend developers attach the information we provide to their planning applications so that the Counciland the wider public are assured wastewater and water supply matters for the development are being addressed

No action needed.

4 NationalHighways NH1 No comments No action needed.

5 Historic England HE1 At this point we don’t consider there is a need for Historic England to be involved in the detailed development ofthe strategy for your area, but we offer some general advice and guidance below, which may be of assistance.Comment: Two pages of “advice are provided as below.
No action needed.

6 Natural England NE1 Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft Neighbourhood Plan.Comment: Two pages of “advice are provided as below No action needed.

7 Vale of WhiteHorse DistrictCouncil
VDC1 Paragraph 2.3.6 (Page13): We recommend the following changes are made to the second sentence to ensure itaccurately reflects the statutory process:

Once ‘made’ (i.e. approved following at referendum), this Neighbourhood Plan will also form a part of the LocalDevelopment Plan.

Agreed.

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development/Water-and-wastewater-capacity
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development/Water-and-wastewater-capacity


VDC2 The Vision (Page 19): On the 25 March 2026, the Government brought into force Two sections (S.98 and S.99) of theLevelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023(LURA). Section 99 of the LURA amended the Basic Conditions thatNeighbourhood Plans must satisfy, removing the requirement for the Neighbourhood Plan to be in generalconformity with the development plan and replacing it with a requirement for the Neighbourhood Plan to notprevent housing development which is proposed in the development plan from taking place. The Vision for theNeighbourhood Plan includes references to the superseded basic condition as this was the relevant basic conditionat the time the plan was drafted. We recommend the ‘Vision’ is amended to reflect this change to the basicconditions. There is also no requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to comply with the strategic policies of aneighbouring district. We believe the intent here was to make reference to emerging policies in our Joint Local Plan;however, as this Plan has not yet been adopted, the relevant local plan for Ardington and Lockinge is the Vale ofWhite Horse Local Plan 2031 Parts1 and 2. To avoid any confusion and to align the text more closely with the BasicConditions we recommend the text is modified as follows:
To create a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish of Ardington and Lockinge that includes policies based on theoutcomes of community engagement and consultation, is in general conformity with has regard to strategic policiesin the Development Plan for the district and has regard to national planning policies and guidance. compliancewith the core strategies set out in the relevant South and Vale Joint Local Development Plan

Agreed.

VDC3 The Aim (Page 19): As mentioned above in regard to the Basic Conditions updates to avoid any confusion werecommend the ‘Aim’ is amended to ensure it accurately reflects the latest legislation. We recommend a series ofmodifications to the ‘Aim’ to reflect the updates to the basic conditions, to amend references to ‘core strategies’ to‘strategic policies and objectives’ for clarity, and to remove references to the South Oxfordshire Local Plan as this isnot the relevant local plan for Ardington and Lockinge.
To create a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish of Ardington and Lockinge that includes policies based on theoutcomes of community engagement and consultation, and compliance with that is aligned with and supports thestrategic policies and objectives of the Development Plan for the district. the core strategies set out in relevantSouth and Vale Local Development Plan.

Agreed.

VDC4 Figure 6: Location of settlements in Parish (Page 22): It is unclear what the different elements shown on Figure 6represent without the inclusion of a key. For clarity and accuracy, we therefore recommend that the figure isamended to include a key.
The red rings highlight thevarious settlements, whichare labelled. No key isneeded.



VDC5 Figure 8 (Page 28): We are aware that, following comments made by the District Council at the Regulation 14consultation, the qualifying body has provided further clarity on the methodology used to define the proposedsettlement boundary. This additional information is welcomed. However, notwithstanding this additionalexplanation, the Council remains concerned that in several locations the proposed settlement boundary has beendrawn very broadly, resulting in the inclusion of areas of undeveloped land that do not form part of the built-uparea of the settlement. We note that the explanation for the drawing of the settlement boundary provided in theappendices sets out that certain areas have been included within the settlement boundary for the explicitpurposes of supporting future development, specifically those areas to the north of the playground and to thesouth of Westfield House. Additionally, other large areas of open space on the edge of the settlement areincluded.
Settlement boundaries are effective in distinguishing the built-up area of a settlement from the surroundingcountryside. Core Policy 4 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan Part 1 sets out that within smaller villages, whichArdington is, limited infill may be appropriate within the existing built areas of these settlements and thatdevelopment in the open countryside will not be appropriate unless specifically supported by other relevantpolicies as set out in the Development Plan or national policy.
Additionally, associated policies AL2 and AL3of the Neighbourhood Plan sets out that with in the definedsettlement boundary, development proposals will be supported provided they constitute infill or theredevelopment of previously developed land, and outside of the boundary, development will not be appropriateunless specifically supported by other relevant polices as set out in the development plan or national policy. It istherefore unclear why these areas have been included within the settlement boundary, particularly thoseidentified in the evidence base as being suitable for development. The inclusion of these areas appearsinconsistent with the relevant development plan policies, as development in these locations would not constituteinfill development and these areas instead relate more closely to the surrounding countryside. We thereforerecommend that the settlement boundary is amended to exclude these areas. If the intention is to supportdevelopment in these locations, this should be pursued through a clear and transparent policy mechanism,supported by appropriate evidence and justification, such as the allocation of specific sites for development.
The council would be happy to work with the parish council should the examiner consider it is necessary to refinethe proposed boundaries to ensure that they contain only that land which can be considered part of the built-uparea of the settlement and exclude land which is undeveloped or whose use is more closely related to thecountryside. We would also be happy to work with the group on allocating sites for development.
It should be noted that Vale of White Horse District Council is currently working with South Oxfordshire DistrictCouncil to prepare a new Local Plan, the Joint Local Plan (JLP), which is currently at examination. The emerging JLPproposes a revised settlement hierarchy, with some settlements changing their position within it. Ardington iscurrently classified as a Smaller Village in Core Policy 3 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan Part 1. Core Policy 4

The methodology fordefining the settlementboundary for Ardington isdescribed in section 2.3 ofthe Evidence Base. Theposition of the settlementboundary consideredvarious factors includingthe boundary of theConservation Area, and theproposal was explicitlyreviewed and approved bythe community throughsuccessive consultationsconducted under theappropriate Regulations,including the considerationof alternative options. Theselected boundary optionallowed for some limitedinfill. In order to addressthe points raised byVOWHDC, an expandedexplanation of the reasonsfor the variations to theboundary of theConservation Area will beprovided in section 2.3.3 ofthe Evidence Base.
The new JLP mentioned byVOWHDC will be from2031-2041. The scope ofthe Local Plan for thatperiod will have to bereconsidered in the contextof local government reformand the creation of the



of the Plan supports limited infill development within smaller villages. Policy SP2 of the emerging JLP classifiesArdington as a Tier 4 settlement and proposes to limit infill development to settlements within Tiers 1–3 of thenew settlement hierarchy.
In response to a question submitted by the Inspectors during the initial hearings last year regarding potentialconflicts between the JLP and Neighbourhood Plans, the Councils confirmed that, where a settlement boundaryexists in a Neighbourhood Plan for a settlement outside of Tiers 1–3, Policy SP2 of the JLP would supersede thatboundary once the JLP is adopted. As Ardington will fall outside of these tiers, if the Inspectors accept theCouncils’ proposed approach, the settlement boundary would be superseded at that point.
Where there is a conflict between a Local Plan and a Neighbourhood Plan, the most recently adopted plan takesprecedence, but only in respect of the specific area of conflict. Neighbourhood plan policies that do not conflictwith the most up-to-date development plan policies continue to carry weight.
The Joint Local Plan does not prohibit Neighbourhood Plans for settlements outside of the settlement hierarchyfrom being reviewed and updated with evidence to demonstrate that development beyond that planned for in theJLP would be appropriate. However, it is likely that robust evidence would be required to justify a settlementboundary in such circumstances. We would be happy to work with the qualifying body in the future to explorehow a review of the plan could respond to the Joint Local Plan, should this be necessary.

Ridgeway Council, whichmay alter thecategorization ofsettlement Tiers and thedevelopment contextassigned to them.
VOWHDC presentsinsufficient justification tomodify the boundary atRegulation 16.Reconsideration of theboundary would require arepeat of the consultationwith the community, whichhas already expressed aclear view.



VDC6 Policy AL2 Ardington Settlement Boundary (Pages 29): We recommend that the policy is restructured to distinguishbetween the criteria that establishes the principle of development within the settlement boundary, and those thatrelate to the detailed assessment of development proposals. At present, all criteria are presented as a single list ofrequirements that proposals must satisfy in order to be supported. This approach risks making the policyunnecessarily rigid. We recommend splitting the policy up as follows to provide a clear distinction between theacceptability of development in principle, and the detailed considerations that should inform the design andassessment of proposals, subject to their scale nature and location:
The Neighbourhood Plan defines a settlement boundary for the village of Ardington as shown in red in Figure 8.Development proposals within the settlement boundary will be supported provided that they:a) constitute infill or redevelopment of a previously developed site;b) achieve high-quality design reflecting the recommendations of the Ardington and Lockinge DesignCode and the District Councils’ Joint Design Guide;c) are in accordance with relevant policies in the Local Development Plan.
As appropriate to their scale, nature and location, development proposals within the settlement boundaryshould: a) reflect the character of the built environment in relation to height, scale and mass of the proposedbuilding, which should be proportionate and sympathetic to the scale of neighbouring buildings;b) conserve the significance of heritage assets and their wider setting;c) do not unacceptably harm the existing amenity of neighbouring properties;d) do not harm the quality of the local environment; ande) e) take account of the North Wessex Downs National Landscape Management Plan.

Agreed.

VDC7 Figure 7 Location of Open Countryside (Pages 26): For clarity and accuracy, we recommend including a key withinFigure 7 to clearly distinguish between land that falls within the settlement boundary and land that is consideredto be open countryside.
Figure 7 is alreadyadequately labelled.



VDC8 Figure 9: Map of Key Views (Page 35): The view arrows for some of the Key Views appear to extend over landoutside of the designated neighbourhood area boundary. As Neighbourhood Plan policies can only apply withinthe designated neighbourhood area, development proposals outside the neighbourhood area will not be subjectto the policies contained within the Plan. As such, these views which look outside or begin outside theneighbourhood area boundary should either be modified so that they are contained within the neighbourhoodarea or deleted. For clarity and consistency, key views that have been excluded from the evidence base and policy(e.g. Viewpoint 18) should be removed from the map. For clarity and accuracy, we also recommend including a keywithin Figure 9.

View 19 on the border ofthe plan area and is theonly one which extendssignificantly beyond thePlan boundary, and it wasidentified because of thatbroader span. The map willbe adjusted to show thatthe spot is within the planarea. Even though it isunrepresentative, thescope of View 19 could bemodified to stop at theplan boundary. The viewsthat were not prioritized(1, 2, 11, 18) will behighlighted in a differentcolour in Figure 9. A keywill be added to define thecolours.

VDC8a Policy AL5 Energy Efficiency (Page 33): We recommend including a sentence to account for proposals which wouldunacceptably affect the significance of heritage assets and/or their settings:
Development proposals for energy efficiency and renewable energy measures affecting a designated or non-designated heritage asset, or its setting, should be designed and implemented so as to avoid unacceptable harmto that significance, having regard to the relevant national and local heritage policies.

Agreed.



VDC9 Policy AL6 Key Views (Page 36): The last sentence of Policy AL6 as currently written refers to developmentproposals having a “significant adverse impact on an identified important view”. This wording could be interpretedas seeking to prevent any noticeable change within a view, regardless of whether that change would adverselyaffect the characteristics that make that view important. We recommend that the policy instead focuses on theimpact of development on the character and significance of the identified views. This approach would providegreater flexibility for decision-makers to assess the effect of development on the qualities that contribute to theimportance of a view, whilst continuing to protect valued landscapes’ characteristics:
Development proposals which would have a significant adverse impact on the local character of an identifiedimportant view (listed above) will not be supported.”We also recommend including a clear reference, with a direct hyperlink, to the location of the justification andphotographs for the key views within the policy or supporting text, to ensure it is evident where this informationcan be found within the appendices.
The supporting text and evidence base accompanying the Neighbourhood Plan do not clearly explain what issignificant about each of the identified views, or what qualities justify their inclusion. We recommend that furtherjustification is included within section 3.2.7of the Evidence Base to clearly set out the views significance and thecharacteristics that demonstrate why it is worthy of designation.

The proposed new text forthe policy is accepted.
Paragraphs 7.1.1-7.1.4explain the method forselecting the 19 mostsignificant views. Thecommunity identified theviews in the Evidence Base,and the most significantwere selected based onweight of communitysupport for each one. Inother words, thecommunity’s subjectivechoices were placed on anobjective scale.



VDC10 Policy AL7 Community Spaces and Landmarks (Page 38): We recommend a series of modifications to this policy tobring additional clarification and to ensure it can be applied consistently indecision-making. The phrase “loss ofvalue to the community” is subjective and may be difficult to assess consistently. Additionally, the viability test inthe final sentence may not be appropriate for all assets identified, especially those which do not operate ascommercial or income-generating facilities. We recommend a modification to better align with the wording foundin the Vale of White Horse Local Plan Part2. We also recommend additional modification to ensure that the policybrings the clarity required by the NPPF:
The following facilities and landmarks, as identified on Figure10, are recognized as important community assets:Neighbourhood Plan recognizes community assets and facilities in the following locations to whichPublic access is permitted by the landowner. These assets are (Figure10):a) The Allotments, Ardingtonb) PlayingFields, Ardingtonc) Community Woodlands, Ardingtond) Millennium Stones (in Community Woodlands)e) East Lockinge Allotmentsf) Parkinsons.me Garden, WestLockingeg) Community OrchardProposals to improve access to or enhance the use of such spaces will be supported.
Development proposals that would result in the loss of an identified community asset will only be supportedwhere it can be demonstrated through appropriate, detailed and robust evidence that1. It would lead to a significant improvement of the asset, or the replacement of the asset with one equallyconvenient to the local community,2. Where relevant, the asset is no longer economically viable for the established use, or3. The asset is no longer required.Where proposals are developed that involve a recognized community asset, there will be a presumption againstany proposals that would lead to a loss of value to the community, unless it can clearly be demonstrated that theoperation of the asset, or the ongoing delivery of the community value of the asset, Is no Longer financially viable.

Agreed.



VDC11 Policy AL10 Impact on Leisure Facilities and Policy AL11 Enhancement of Leisure Facilities (Page 46): Werecommend combining these two policies together to reduce duplication as they largely cover the same issues.We recommend a series of modifications to this new combined policy to ensure it brings the clarity required bythe NPPF by separating it into two sections, one which supports development that enhances existing leisurefacilities, and one which resist their loss outside of specific circumstances. It is unclear what is meant by“appropriate locations” or how decision-makers would be expected to respond to this. We recommend amodification to set out that new leisure facilities will be supported where they are located close to the communityand do not result in unacceptable harm to the character of the area. We also recommend modifications to betteralign with the wording found in theVale of White Horse Local Plan Part 2 and recommend additional modification to ensure that the policy brings theclarity required by the NPPF:
Development proposals that enhance, expand or improve the viability of an identified community leisure facilityor identified village hub, as set out in paragraphs 8.2.1 and 8.2.2 will be supported. Development proposals fornew leisure facilities in locations that are accessible to the local community and do not result in unacceptableharm to the character of the area will be supported, particularly where they enhance the special character of theConservation Area and/or the North Wessex Downs National Landscape.
Development proposals that would result in the loss of an identified leisure facility or identified village hub willonly be supported where it can be demonstrated through appropriate, detailed and robust evidence that:1. It would lead to a significant improvement of the asset, or the replacement of the asset with one equallyconvenient to the local community,2. Where relevant, the asset is no longer economically viable for the established use, or3. The asset is no longer required.All proposals should accord with the other relevant policies of this Neighborhood Plan and the DevelopmentPlan.if they either enhance the viability of an existing community leisure facility or identified village hub (see section8.2.1 and 8.2.2), or if they provide an acceptable replacement, provided they conform to the Land Use Policies(Policies AL1, AL2, and AL3) will not have an unacceptable impact on the local character of an identified importantview (Policy AL6). Enhancement of existing leisure facilities or development of new leisure facilities in appropriatelocations of the Parish will be encouraged, especially where it enhances the special character of the ConservationArea and/or the NWDNL”

Policy AL10 and AL11 willbe kept separate, butmodifications will be madeto the text to includeaspects suggested byVOWHDC. A table isprovided separately withthe revised form of wordsfor the two policies.



VDC12 Policy AL12 Commercial Development (Page 47): We recommend a series of modifications to this policy to ensureit brings the clarity required by the NPPF and can be applied consistently in decision-making. It is unclear what ismeant by development being “appropriate to the existing local economy” in criterion a,and how this would beassessed in practice. Additionally, we consider the focus on Use C assE may result in other forms of appropriatecommercial development from being excluded. We recommend that the policy instead sets out that newcommercial development should be appropriate to the scale and character of the parish. Criterion b requiresdevelopment to be accessible by non-car modes. Whilst this objective is supported, the policy should recognizethe rural nature of the parish and the practical limitations that may affect travel choices in some locations. Werecommend that this requirement should be applied proportionately. Criterion e as currently drafted is overlyrestrictive. Core Policy 43 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan sets out that development proposals should avoidthe best and most versatile agricultural land, unless it is demonstrated to be the most suitable choice fromreasonable alternatives. It is unclear why a more restrictive approach which blocks development on these landswould be appropriate. We recommend the policy is modified to follow the approach established in the Local Plan.We recommend modifying the requirement for proposals to “comply with” the Ardington and Lockinge DesignCode and the District Council’s Joint Design Guide. The NPPF is clear that design codes are intended to guide andinform the design process rather than operate as inflexible compliance documents. Paragraph139(a) states thatplanning authorities should give significant weight to development proposals which “reflects local design policiesand government guidance on design, taking into account any local design guidance and supplementary planningdocuments such as design guides and codes”. The use of the phrase “must comply” risks introducing anunnecessarily rigid approach that is inconsistent with the NPPF’s emphasis on using design codes to guide thedesign of proposals, whilst allowing sufficient flexibility to respond to the characteristics and constraints ofindividual sites. We therefore recommend that this wording is replaced by “demonstrate how the proposalresponds to” as this would better reflect the role that the NPPF expects design codes to play whilst ensuring thedocuments remain an important consideration in the design and assessment of development proposals. We alsorecommend removing the specific reference to paragraph numbers in the NPPF as this document is periodicallyupdated and these references may become outdated during the plan period. We also recommend a series ofmodifications to bring the clarity required by the NPPF to and to ensure that the policy can be applied consistentlyduring decision making. Our Economic Development Team note the relatively large number of jobs within theparish, the support for the Lockinge Estate within the Neighbourhood Plan and the positive support for businessesand employment, including positive measures to attempt to alleviate concerns around impact of traffic on thelocal area. On the basis of the above, we recommend the following modifications:
Development proposals for employment uses will be supported where they contribute to the diversification andsustainability of the local rural economy and are appropriate to the scale, character and setting of the parish.
As appropriate to their scale, nature and location, employment development proposals for employment usesshould:

Agreed.



a) Provide opportunities be appropriate to the existing local economy, and primarily focused upon providingworkspace for existing or new small-scale businesses, including small-scale commercial, office, serviceand rural enterprise uses in use Class E(commercial, offices and services);b) be located and designed to maximise opportunities for access by walking, cycling and public transport,where practicable sustainably located so that they are accessible by non-car modes;c) avoid adverse impact to conserve and enhance the special qualities of the NWDNL;d) avoid unacceptable harm to heritage/ local biodiversity/key views;e) avoid the unnecessary loss of not be located on the best and most versatile agricultural land (except whereit forms part of the conversion of existing buildings);f) not involve the loss of a residential dwelling unless appropriately justified;g) demonstrate how the proposal responds to comply with the Ardington and Lockinge Design Code and theDistrict Councils’ Joint Design Guide amenity principles so as not to cause nuisance to adjoining residentialproperties;h) comply with paragraph 116 of the National Planning Policy Framework to avoid unacceptable impact onhighway safety or cause severe cumulative impacts on the road network that could not be mitigated; andi) comply with Policy AL9 to protect dark night skies.



VDC13 Policy AL13 Business in Residential Properties (Page 48): As with the above policy, we recommend modifying therequirement for proposals to “comply with” the Ardington and Lockinge Design Code and the District Council’sJoint Design Guide. The use of the phrase “must comply” risks introducing an unnecessarily rigid approach that isinconsistent with the NPPF’s emphasis on using design codes to guide the design of proposals, whilst allowingsufficient flexibility to respond to the characteristics and Constraints of individual sites. We therefore recommendthat this wording is replaced by “demonstrate how the proposal responds to” as this would better reflect the rolethat the NPPF expects design codes to play whilst ensuring the documents remain an important consideration inthe design and assessment of development proposals. We also recommend removing the specific reference toparagraph numbers in the NPPF as this document is periodically updated and these references may becomeoutdated during the plan period. We also recommend a series of modifications to bring the clarity required by theNPPF to and to ensure that the Policy can be applied consistently during decision making:
Development proposals to extend existing residential properties to create workspaces for businesses will besupported, provided they:a) comply with the relevant Neighbourhood Plan and Development Plan policies;b) demonstrate how the proposal responds to comply with the Ardington and Lockinge Design Code and theDistrict Councils’ Joint Design Guide amenity principles so as not to cause nuisance to adjoining residentialproperties;c) c) comply with paragraph 116 of the National Planning Policy Framework to avoid unacceptable impact onhighway safety or cause severe cumulative impacts on the road network that could not be mitigated.

The existing wordingdoesn’t use ‘must’, and theproposed wording doesn’timprove the Policy.



VDC14 General Comment: There is no specific heritage policy within the plan. However, the Design Code demonstrates astrong focus on heritage matters, including a clear and informative introduction on the settlement history and anoverview of its current heritage assets. This usefully highlights key features such as listed buildings and theArdington and East Lockinge conservation area. Notwithstanding this, it is recommended that the Plan includes adedicated heritage policy to provide clear and consistent decision-making support. We recommend a new policybased on Policy BS8 in the adopted Beckley and Stowood NDP, with appropriate reference to the Design Code, asdetailed below:
Policy ALXX Preservation of HeritageThe parish’s designated historic heritage assets and their settings, both above and below ground, includingListed buildings, scheduled monuments and conservation areas, will be conserved and enhanced for theirhistoric significance and their important contribution to local distinctiveness, character and sense of place.
The effect of a development proposal on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be takeninto account in determining the planning application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly affectnon-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be taken having regard to the scale of any harm orloss and the significance of the heritage asset. Development proposals should have regard to the DevelopmentPlan, the Joint Design Code and the Ardington and Lockinge the Design Code.

The heritage aspects arealready covered in DesignCode AL.01.
It is inappropriate tointroduce a completelynew policy withoutconsultation with thecommunity.



VDC15 Design Code: The District Council welcomes the preparation of a Design Code for Ardington and Lockinge and thedocument will assist applicants and decision makers in understanding the distinctive qualities of the parish.
However, we do have concerns regarding some of the codes within this document. Specifically, throughout thedocument there is repeated use mandatory wording, such as “must”, in regard to design. Whilst mandatorywording isappropriate in principle where it reflects statutory requirements or other objective planning requirements, orwhere it relates to requirements which are evidence-based, locally justified and capable of consistent applicationthrough the development management process, some of the mandatory requirements within the Design Coderelate to matters of architectural preference or detailed design judgement rather than fundamental designrequirements.
Specific examples of this include CodeAL.01 which sets out that development proposals within the setting of listedbuildings “must preserve and enhance the significance of the asset.” This requirement exceeds the expectationsestablished by the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and the NPPF. Section 66 of thePlanning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 sets out that “in considering whether to grantplanning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planningauthority…shall have regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of specialarchitectural or historic interest which It possesses.” Paragraph 202 of the NPPF sets out that heritage assets“should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance…”. As there is no requirement for developmentaffecting a listed building to provide enhancement, and no evidence provided as to why a locally bespokeapproach would be appropriate, we recommend amending the wording along the following lines:New development within the setting of a listed building, as identified above, should must preserve and enhance thesignificance of the heritage asset, including its setting, and where appropriate should take opportunities tobetter reveal or enhance that significance.”
We recommend that this document is reviewed and updated to distinguish more clearly between mandatoryrequirements and guidance. The District Council would be happy to provide the Examiner with a list of allrecommended modifications to the Design Code if helpful and would be happy to work with the qualifying body toidentify alternative wording.
Our Equalities Team also recommend that the Design Code gives further consideration to the provision andintegration of play areas and clear wayfinding and recommend considering the Inclusive Mobility Guide.

All uses of ‘must’ in theDesign Code werereviewed under Regulation14 and have now beenreviewed again. Fiveinstances of ‘must’ will bechanged to ‘should’,including in Code AL01. The26 remaining uses of ‘must’in the Design Code arepredominantly formandatory requirements.A table of usage of verbs‘must’ ‘should’ etc. in theNeighbourhood Plan andthe Design Code isprovided separately,showing that ‘must’ is usedfor less than 10% of theverbs, which is not overlyrestrictive.
The children’s play area inArdington and Public Rightsof Way are addressed bythe Parish Council outsidethe context of theNeighbourhood Plan andDesign Code.



VDC16 General comment: Our Climate and Biodiversity Team note the clear regard for climate change and naturerecovery within the Plan and Design Code, with codes which give consideration to low and net zero carbonbuildings, electric vehicle charging points, sustainable drainage systems and flood resilience and the conservationof key habitats as key examples

No action needed.

VDC17 General Comment: Our Infrastructure Implementation and Funding Team have recommended that the qualifyingbody may wish to build on the work undertaken by developing a prioritized table/list of more specific projectproposals which clearly set out the scope of each project, anticipated cost of delivery, identified funding sources,feasibility and an indication of whether the projects are required to be delivered in the short, medium or longterm. Producing a list will ensure that, when funding becomes available, the community is ready with anestablished list of priorities and proposals for the funding to be used on. It is also beneficial for the District Counciland other bodies to know which projects have genuine community support and also encourages transparency andfairness. The District Council would be happy to support the qualifying body in undertaking this work.

No development projectsare foreseen so no tablecan be produced.

VDC18 General comment: Our Equalities Team have recommended that the Plan includes more explicit guidance andprotection for the protected characteristics to ensure the community areas are accessible to the public and apriority to design. This could be achieved through the Neighbourhood Plan’s Design Code by including specificguidance relating to accessibility, safety and ease of movement for all users. Incorporating such guidance wouldsupport the delivery of well-designed places while helping to ensure that equality considerations are embedded inthe design process.

Development will onlycomprise individual houses(infill) proposed by singlelandowners without theneed for generalizedaccessibility.
8 OxfordshireCounty Council OCC1 Section 2.2 County Policy:Under the ‘Council Policy’ section, the plan states “OCC is the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority for the planarea”. We recommend that this section be updated to note that OCC is also the Highway Authority for the planarea too. Additionally, we would also recommend referring to the LTCP and the Movement and Place PlanProgramme (MAP Plan), specifically the recently adopted Science Vale MAP Plan which this plan falls within.

Agreed.

OCC2 Policy AL4: While the policy refers to the Vale of White Horse District Council’s (VoWHDC) target to achieve acarbon neutral district by 2045, it would also be useful if the plan referred to OCC’s Local Transport andConnectivity Plan (LTCP) which also expresses targets of a net zero transport network by 2040. While this policydiscusses the target of carbon neutrality with regards to new developments, the mention of carbon neutrality inrelation to car parking and the shared net-zero ambitions, would make the LTCP a good point of reference also.Relevant policies from the Science Vale MAP Plan should also be referenced.

Agreed.



OCC3 Policy AL7: This policy expresses the importance of maintaining community spaces and landscapes. Referral to theadopted Science Vale Movement and Place (MAP) Plan, which the parish of Ardington and Lockinge falls into theboundary of, would be important. The plan discusses the need to uphold key community spaces with the goal ofenhancing public realm and creating a sense of place in settlement centres within the MAP Plan area.

‘Science Vale’ is anunfamiliar reference inArdington and Lockinge,and a reference to theMAP Plan will need a fullexplanation of itsrelevance. This wouldchange the scope and focusof Policy AL7 withoutmeaningful benefit for theNeighbourhood Plan

OCC4 Glossary: Following reference to the LTCP and Science Vale MAP Plan, if included, we would suggest theinclusion of the two policies into both the ‘Glossary’ and ‘Relevant Policies’ section of this NeighbourhoodPlan.
LTCP will be included. TheScience Vale Map Plan isnot relevant (see OCC3).

OCC5 We suggest the Neighbourhood Plan include a line on the LLFA’s Section 19 Flood Investigation reports, ensuringthese are checked against any proposed development site. These can be found on the Oxfordshire Flood Toolkit. Agreed. The Flood Toolkitshould be referred to inSection 6, and a commentadded that there are noSection 19 reports for thePlan area to date.
OCC6 The NP makes no reference to groundwater flood risk. Whilst there are no publicly available flood risk maps forgroundwater, we may hold further information on this flood risk type and may be able to advise further, includinglocations or other sources of information. As such flooding from the groundwater source could be included in theNP and if needed linking to the groundwater page on the Flood Toolkit.

Reference will be made inSection 6 that there is nolikelihood of groundwaterflooding in the settlementsin the Plan area.

OCC7 There is no reference within the document to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment which is the evidence base forthe local plan. Agreed. See also theresponse to OCC8.



OCC8 There are no Flood Risk maps included in the NP and these may aid the reader visualise flood risk hotspots acrossthe area. The NP may benefit from a section on Flood Risk where maps could be included such as the Risk ofFlooding from Surface Water (RoFSW), Risk of Flooding from Rivers and Seas (RoFRS) and Historic Flooding mapscould be included, highlighting the areas where risk is highest. The Flood Zone map from the Flood Map for Planningcould also be included as this contains undefended modelled outlines, or defended where they are greater,alongside records of historic flooding either via the recorded flood outlines or historic flood outlines map. Thismight be worth checking with the Environment Agency as this is their data.

Section 6 will be expandedto cover flood risk andSFRA, noting that the Planarea includes no flood riskhotspots, and only onearea of potential flood riskbeing at the ArdingtonWater Mill.
OCC9 The LPA should assure themselves that the NP meets its own policies. No action needed.VOWHDC has done that.
OCC10 The NP could refer more fully to the National Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems, as well as the OCC LocalStandards and Guidance for SuDS, as a signposting exercise for further guidance on the requirements to drainsurface water from new developments

No action needed.As per the response toComment TW3, DesignCode AL.SD05 alreadyincludes a hierarchy forwastewater storage anddisposal.
OCC11 The Minerals and Waste Policy team requests that reference to the Minerals and Waste Local Plan is deleted fromthe text as only the Core Strategy is currently part of the development plan. We welcome reference to CountyMatter Planning.

Agreed.

OCC12 Policy AL4 – Resource and Access, an additional point should include: development should prioritise active travel,including safe walking and cycling routes connecting settlements and facilities. Agreed

OCC13 Policy AL7 – Community Spaces and Landmarks, consider adding a sentence which confirms the health benefits ofsuch spaces e.g. these spaces contribute to physical activity, mental wellbeing, social cohesion, and access tolocally grown food.
The health benefits areobvious and don’t need tobe stated in aNeighbourhood Plan

OCC14 In the section which includes Policies AL10 and AL11, a simple addition needs to be added to reinforce the healthbenefits of protecting and improving leisure facilities: facilities play a key role in supporting healthy lifestyles andreducing social isolation.
The health benefits areobvious and don’t need tobe stated in aNeighbourhood Plan.



OCC15 Appendix 3: Monitoring and Review Framework: While the targets and indicators are supported, we wish to seethe incorporation of some health-specific ones such as those which measure the use of green spaces, walking andcycling uptake, and the retention or improvement of existing community assets
Such health indicatorswould be too resource-intensive for the Parish tomeasure.

OCC16 It is recommended that references to the Digital Infrastructure are strengthened by: Expanding Policy AL4 to clarify expectations for high-quality, future-proofed digital infrastructure (e.g.Gigabit capable fibre connectivity and 5G Stand Alone mobile connectivity where available Recognising digital infrastructure as a key enabler of: rural economic growth, home working and localemployment, and sustainable development outcomes Ensuring that support for any the construction of any new telecommunications infrastructure (particularlyfor mobile connectivity) is explicitly stated: facilitate early provision of high-quality connectivity, rather thanretrofitting Considering reference to digital infrastructure within supporting text for: employment and businesspolicies, and sustainable development objectives

Policy AL4 is adequate andnon-prescriptive.Landowners havefacilitated installation andupgrading of digitalinfrastructure by therelevant service providers.



Changes to Policies AL10 and AL11
Current Neighbourhood Plan Policies Modified Neighbourhood Plan Policies VOWHDC Proposed Merged PolicyPolicy AL10 – Impact on Leisure FacilitiesDevelopment proposals will be supported if theyeither enhance the viability of an existingcommunity leisure facility or identified village hub(see section 8.2.1 and 8.2.2), or if they provide anacceptable replacement, provided they conform tothe Land Use Policies (Policies AL1, AL2, and AL3)will not have an unacceptable impact on the localcharacter of an identified important view (PolicyAL6).

Policy AL10 – Impact on Identified Leisure FacilitiesDevelopment proposals will be supported if they eitherenhance, expand or improve the viability of an existingidentified community leisure facility or identified village hub(see section 8.2.1 and 8.2.2).
A development proposal that would result in the loss of anidentified leisure facility or village hub will only be supportedwhere it can be demonstrated through appropriate, detailedand robust evidence that:1. the identified facility is no longer economically viable forthe established use; or2. the identified facility is no longer required; or3. the identified facility is replaced with one equallyconvenient to the local community, provided it conformsto the Land Use Policies (Policies AL1, AL2, and AL3) andwill not have an unacceptable impact on the localcharacter of an identified important view (Policy AL6).

Policy AL10/11 – Impact on Leisure Facilities andEnhancement of Leisure FacilitiesDevelopment proposals that enhance, expand or improvethe viability of an identified community leisure facility oridentified village hub, as set out in paragraphs 8.2.1 and8.2.2 will be supported. Development proposals for newleisure facilities in locations that are accessible to the localcommunity and do not result in unacceptable harm to thecharacter of the area will be supported, particularly wherethey enhance the special character of the Conservation Areaand/or the North Wessex Downs National Landscape.
Development proposals that would result in the loss of anidentified leisure facility or identified village hub will only besupported where it can be demonstrated throughappropriate, detailed and robust evidence that:1. It would lead to a significant improvement of the asset,or the replacement of the asset with one equallyconvenient to the local community,2. Where relevant, the asset is no longer economicallyviable for the established use, or3. The asset is no longer required.All proposals should accord with the other relevant policiesof this Neighborhood Plan and the Development Plan.

Policy AL11 – Enhancement of Leisure FacilitiesEnhancement of existing leisure facilities ordevelopment of new leisure facilities in appropriatelocations of the Parish will be encouraged, especiallywhere it enhances the special character of theConservation Area and/or the NWDNL.

Policy AL11 – Enhancement of Leisure FacilitiesDevelopment proposals for enhancement of existing leisurefacilities or development of new leisure facilities in appropriatelocations of the Parish that are accessible to the localcommunity and do not result in unacceptable harm to thecharacter of the area will be supported will be encouraged,especially particularly where it they enhance the specialcharacter of the Conservation Area and/or the NWDNL



Ardington & Lockinge - Use of Verbs
Policy/Code Title of Policy / Code Must Should –(sub-clauses)

Could/Can Supported(Not) Required(Not) Encouraged(Not)
Neighbourhood Plan1 Separation of Settlements 22 Ardington Settlement Boundary 1 23 Outside the Ardington SettlementBoundary 1

4 Resources and Access 15 Thermal Efficiency 16 Key Views 27 Community Spaces and Landmarks 18 Conservation of Key Habitats 19 Dark Night Skies 310 Impact on Leisure Facilities 111 Enhancement of Leisure Facilities 112 Commercial Development 1 (1)13 Businesses in Residential Properties 1Neighbourhood Plan Total 1 13 - 4 (1) - 1Design Code01 Heritage 1 2 202 Building Forms 10 103 Materials and Colour Palate 1 4 204 Boundaries and Means of Enclosure 7 2 (2)05 Windows, Porches and Doors 1 13 206 Surfacing 1 6 3 (1) 1 (1)07 Private & Community Amenity Space 10 1 108 Lighting 4 3 2SD01 Low and Net Zero Carbon Buildings 4 6 1 1SD01 Renewable Energy & Passive SolarGain/Shading 1 1
SD03 Rainwater Usage and Recycling 5 1SD04 Watercourses and Bodies of Water 3 1SD05 Sustainable Drainage Systems andFlood Resilience 2 4 1 3
HH01 Front Extensions & Porches 1 (10)HH02 Side Extensions 1 (12)HH03 Rear Extensions 1 (7)HH04 Garages & Outbuildings 1 10 (2)HH05 Replacement Dwellings 1 (12)IN01 General Principles Infill Sites 1 (6)IN02 Siting, Density and Layout 1 (8)IN03 Building lines & Setback 1 (5)IN04 Services and Utilities 5 7 2LS01 General Principles LargerDevelopments 1 (9)
LS02 Density & Layout 3 2 (1)LS03 Integrating Development into theLandscape 2 6
LS04 Scale, Height, Massing & Enclosure 5 2 1LS05 Natural Light Aspect and Privacy 1 5LS06 Trees 2LS07 Hedgerows 2 3 (1)Design Code Total 26 121 (69) 21 5 (7) 5 3 (1)




