
  
 
 
 
 
Ref: GM/AO 
 
 
Phil Moule        22 November 2016 
Planning Officer 
South Oxfordshire District Council 
135 Eastern Avenue 
Milton Park 
Abingdon, Oxfordshire 
OX14 4SB 
 
 
Dear Mr Moule 
 
Planning Application Reference: P16/S3525/FUL 
 
Redevelopment to form 41 sheltered apartments for the elderly, including communal 
facilities, access, car parking and landscaping. 
 
The above application was discussed at Full Council on 15 November 2016 following 
representations from members of the public and the applicant.  The following resolution was 
passed unanimously: 
 
Thame Town Council resolved to: 

Strongly object to the planning application and Recommend Refusal 

1. Featureless appearance of the gables 
2. Inadequate size of some of the rooms 
3. Inappropriate design / cladding / roof definition of the link element 
4. Poorly defined entrance 
5. Lack of light into some ground floor flats 
6. Lack of communal areas 

 

In addition Members stressed 

7. Insufficient parking provision based on new evidence 
8. Overdevelopment – too many apartments leading to lack of amenity space 
9. Detrimental effect on the Conservation Area with overbearing elevations 
10. Detrimental effect on the vibrancy of the town centre through parking 

displacement impact 
11. Insufficient buggy space 

 
In detail: 
 
The applicant’s representative, Simon Cater explained Churchill had undertaken 
considerable preapplication discussions with development management staff and that 
certain elements had been “signed off”.  He gave commentary on Thame Town Council 
(TTC) recommendations 1 – 6. 

1. Featureless appearance of the gables: Simon Cater of Churchill explained the 
original design of the gables had been judged fussy by SODC’s urban design staff.  



TTC believe that in stripping them of all features these elements are now too bland.  
This contravenes ESDQ16 and ESDQ20 of the Thame Neighbourhood Plan (TNP). 

2. Inadequate size of the rooms: It has been difficult to estimate the size of some of the 
rooms, given that TTC does not have the equipment to print the submitted plans on 
their intended sheet size.  Simon Cater stated that all the flats meet the national 
space standards.  If correct, some flats, such as 12a, must be marginal.  The inset of 
the front doors could be enough to drop some flats below the standard. 

3. Inappropriate design / cladding / roof definition of the link element: these elements do 
not support or enhance the character of the conservation area.  The colour chosen, 
grey, is not a wall colouring reflected in the immediate area.  The applicant claimed 
this feature had been introduced to break up the mass of the structure but it has no 
place in a pseudo-Edwardian frontage or in this gateway location to the Thame 
Conservation Area.  It is contrary to ESDQ16 and ESDQ20 of the TNP.  The chosen 
panels would need to be hydrophobic to shed water and contaminants to keep the 
panels clean; in heavy rainfall this essential feature would only serve to concentrate 
run-off water onto the pedestrian and vehicle access below. 

4. Poorly defined entrance: The applicant’s response to this issue at Council was “our 
entrances are normally internal, and exit close to the car park”.  The meaning of this 
was not clear.  If Churchill’s statements are true, and the majority of their tenants do 
not move in with a car, it would seem perverse to force people who may have/may 
gain mobility problems to travel an extra distance in order to reach the street. 
This issue highlights the fact that the scheme presents the backs of buildings to the 
frontages; there are no “front doors” to the street on any of the frontages.  The small 
patio areas give the appearance of the back of dwellings.  This is contrary to best 
practice, and the newly-adopted 2016 SODC Design Guide. 

5. Lack of light into some ground floor flats: Simon Cater explained that sun and shadow 
diagrams had been produced for preapplication discussions but they had not been 
submitted alongside of the planning application.  Without any evidence in the public 
domain to suggest otherwise we must raise concern that the ground floor flats, 
particularly on the southern elevation that sit below two engineered walls and the 
adjacent high-roofed supermarket will not receive sufficient light. 
It has been further suggested that the internal layout of many of the flats does not 
provide the opportunity to maximize light levels.  Flats across all floors such as number 
25 and 26, or 20 and 21 have the kitchens built into the bay windows, which serves 
only to reduce the light reaching the habitable rooms.  The kitchens basically shade 
the living areas. 
A change in design (perhaps to a Georgian style rather than the mock-Edwardian) 
would facilitate larger windows.  With the occupants expected to spend much time 
inside the flats it would be beneficial, particularly for the north facing flats 14-17, and 
33 and those shaded by the staggered building frontage, 12b, 31-32 and much of 41. 

6. Lack of communal areas: apart from the police facilities, the former scheme provided 
a communal launderette and a well-being room.  The current scheme has removed 
both of these in favour of one small guest room.  It is apparent that rather than seeking 
to provide facilities Churchill are offering the facilities that fit into awkward, left-over 
spaces.  This has only served to reduce the storage space available to tenants in their 
kitchens. 

7. Insufficient parking provision based on new evidence: New evidence on parking has 
emerged since the original planning application and appeal.  The Churchill scheme is 
aimed at those who enter the property as non-wheelchair users.  This can be 
established by their classification as sheltered accommodation; there are no adaptions 
to any of the properties to allow for immediate or later wheelchair use.  It is reasonable 
to expect that some of the occupants will choose to own a car.  National Travel Survey 
data (published by the Department for Transport, 2016) shows the proportion of driving 
licence holders aged 60 and 70+ is steadily increasing as people remain healthier for 
longer.  Currently driving licences are renewed at 70; there is more recent data on 
driving licence holders than age of households owning cars. 



Since 2010 the proportion of individuals holding driving licences over the age of 70 has 
risen by 5% overall.  Currently around 81% of men and 50% of women over the age of 
70 hold a licence.  The greatest growth since 2010 has been among women drivers, 
9%, a trend that will continue over time until men and women are roughly equal.  It is 
highly likely that car ownership within these older groups will also increase over time.  
Churchill have advised us that the average resident of their schemes are women.  With 
78% of 50 – 59 year old women holding a driving licence it is certain that parking 
standards at such schemes will soon be inadequate.  This is contrary to Policy GA6 of 
the TNP. 

8. Overdevelopment – too many apartments leading to lack of amenity space: Concern 
was expressed over the paucity of quality amenity space.  There is very little for the 
occupiers, with most of it being likened to a path for prisoners to tread.  The provision 
of outside patio space for each of the ground floor properties is laudable, but it is very 
small, less than 2.5 sq. m in size.  With external-opening doors, there will only be space 
for one or at most two chairs.  Those living on the southern border will also be facing 
not one, but two engineered walls.  As there would be no possibility of reducing the 
size of the units themselves it is suggested that the number of dwellings provided 
needs to be reduced. 
The outdoor amenity space provided as part of this development may meet the 
minimum quantitative standard but it cannot be described as quality amenity space.  
The development is contrary to EDSQ28 of the TNP in proposing open space of a type 
unsuited to the dwelling provided.  Much of the open space is in the form of a pathway 
that simply orbits the development, irrespective of the topography of the site.  The 
southern section of pathway is particularly worrying, given the development context; 
the pathway here is elevated above the adjacent patio and walkway areas, and on a 
slope.  It is likely these areas will remain frost-bound in colder weather, as would the 
pathway adjacent to North Street, being out of direct sunlight.  It is not appropriate 
provision. 

9. Detrimental effect on the Conservation Area with overbearing elevations: the mock-
Edwardian design has high-pitched elevations.  The southern elevation is the most 
overbearing, with a long single ridgeline dominating the skyline.  The architect has 
stopped the bay windows short of the second floor on this elevation; it is unclear why 
as this has only led to a clumsy placement of the windows above.   
The bulk of the development is apparent from most viewpoints, particularly from the 
east where the double-pitch of the roof reveal the width of the building. It will be clear 
from such viewpoints that the building is institutional in nature, rather than domestic. 
A Georgian style to the whole development would complement the nearby cottages of 
North Street better, and allow for lower ridgelines.  The windows could then be more 
sympathetically treated through a modern, single bar Georgian sash window without 
the need for heavy mullions.  The latter only serve to reduce the amount of light 
entering the property.  The proposed development remains contrary to Policies 
ESDQ16, ESDQ17, ESDQ18 and ESDQ20 of the TNP. 

10. Detrimental effect on the vibrancy of the town centre through parking displacement 
impact: Close to Greyhound Lane is the long-stay parking area at the Cattle Market.  
Currently, a year’s parking permit can be bought for just £7.50 a week (£390) from the 
District Council.  For an occupant of the Greyhound Lane scheme there is less financial 
pressure than in many other areas to lose their car; this readily available parking is 
cheap. 
Waitrose, who adjoin the police station site, have just announced an end to their 
scheme offering parking to the owners and occupiers of the adjacent Greyhound Lane 
shops.  This is because they are finding that their customers are now too frequently 
having long waits in order to find a parking space.  The only long stay parking available 
for the occupiers to move to is the Cattle Market car park.  On off-peak times, spare 
capacity will be removed; at peak times, particularly on Saturdays and market days it 
is certain that the Churchill scheme will play its part in affecting the vitality of Thame 
Town Centre by displacing client, staff and visitor cars into the car parks used by 



shoppers and businesses.  This is a certainty admitted by Churchill, as even their 
original analysis spoke of “local parking opportunities” available as alternative 
provision for when their own parking was full. 

11. Insufficient buggy space: Thame is relatively compact and much of its network of 
leisure foot and cycle paths are readily accessible to users of disability 
buggies/scooters.  This includes riverside walks and the Phoenix Trail which stretches 
for 5 miles to the nearby town of Princes Risborough, well within the maximum range 
of these devices.  The network is mostly level terrain.  It is likely that these mobility 
aids will be more popular here than in other towns that Churchill operates in.  Their 
estimated requirement for buggy parking is therefore very likely to be inadequate. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Graeme Markland  
Neighbourhood Plan Continuity Officer 
 


