
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
GM/AO 
 
 
Tom Smith 
The Planning Inspectorate 
Room 3P Kite House 
2 The Square 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 

10 January 2018 
 
Dear Mr Smith 
 
Planning Appeal reference: 3173982 
Site Address: Thames Valley Police Station Greyhound Lane Thame OX9 3ZD 
Description: Redevelopment to form 41 sheltered apartments for the elderly, 
including communal facilities, access, car parking and landscaping. 
 
The Town Council is opposed to the scheme in its current form. 
 
Details of our concerns are included below.  Headline summaries follow here: 
 

 Material matters were not adequately addressed in the application, namely air 
quality and parking.  Significant concerns raised by the District and County 
specialist teams have not been presented at the District’s Planning Committee 
and were not placed before the Inspector who presided over the previous 
planning appeal on this site. 

 The design leads to a natural height restriction to the site’s parking area and 
main entrance.  This will certainly prevent access by emergency and patient 
transfer ambulances, day care minibus transport, many delivery vehicles and 
all of the District’s refuse vehicles.  The main access is off a short, sloping 
approach road that has a no-waiting restriction, applied because of highways 
safety concerns. 

 The overall design approach of the appellant’s scheme remains unsatisfactory.  
It has been designed in comparison to the earlier, rejected scheme, rather than 
being appraised afresh against relevant local development plan policies. 

 Specific design elements are of great concern, given the development’s key 
location as one of the Town Centre’s gateways. 

 Recommended noise levels for external amenity areas will be met in only one 
small pocket within the development, possibly within a pergola structure. 

 External amenity provision is sub-standard. 
 
 



Air Quality 
1.1 Air quality concerns have not been addressed or presented to the District’s 

Planning Committee.  The comments from the District’s Health and Housing 
Team were not placed before Committee for the first application, 
P14/S0880/FUL, as the District’s Development Management Team told them 
not to as the application was going to be refused. 

 
1.2 For the most recent appealed application the Health and Housing Team’s 

comments were similarly held from the Planning Committee.  This was pointed 
out by the Town Council when presenting their case at the District’s Planning 
Committee of 5 April 2017.  Within the Development Management Team’s 
Committee report it is stated that air quality concerns have been resolved 
upon the receipt of the appellant’s Air Quality Assessment of February 2017.  
This is not the case; the Health and Housing Team made a second 
representation dated 27 February 2017 following a review of the appellant’s 
assessment.  It is the opinion of the Health and Housing Team that the 
appellant has underestimated the air quality level and that the scheme falls 
within band 3 mitigation.  The following conditions were all judged necessary 
in order for the scheme to ensure satisfactory air quality for the residents and 
surrounding properties in accordance with Policies G2 and EP1 of the SOLP 
2011 and paragraphs 17, 109, 110, 120 and 124 of the NPPF. 

 
I. The distance between the kerbside and the building’s façade must 

measure at least 10 m in order to prevent the creation of a new Air Quality 
Management Area; 

II. Electric vehicle charging points should be installed at the level of 1 per 10 
flats; 

III. All residences should be provided with sustainable travel packs; 
IV. All gas-fired boilers must meet a minimum standard of <40 mg NOx/kWh; 
V. All developments should provide some form of cycle provision. 
 

1.3 Only condition II) above was included in the Committee report as a 
recommended condition.  The applicant states that its “average” occupant is 
likely to be 80 years old.  If the scheme is permitted as it is currently designed, 
the occupants will be exposed to air pollution levels that can only cause harm 
to 80-year old respiratory and cardiovascular systems. 

 
Parking 
1.4 Parking has not been adequately addressed.  Against the previously refused 

application, P14/S0880/FUL, Oxfordshire County Council offered no 
assessment of the validity of the applicant’s assumptions.  The Inspector had 
no contrasting evidence to go on and therefore deemed the declared parking 
standards adequate, in the absence of any other evidence. 

 
1.5 In contrast, the view of Oxfordshire County Council’s Transport Planning 

Team on the appealed application is given in their representation of 26 
January 2017, and is critical of the applicant’s assumptions.  Using the 
applicant’s own data, the Transport Team point out the trip generation data 
used in assessments is only based on the most quiet periods Tuesdays – 
Thursdays, and peak-visit days and times for this type of development is 
deliberately ignored.  The Transport Team also point out that these peak times 



would coincide with peak shopping/working days for Thame’s Town Centre, 
and that this should be taken into consideration when deciding the application. 

 
1.6 The Transport Team further believe that peak trip generation for the 

development is of sufficient concern, given the development’s location at a 
key roundabout junction, to be specifically looked at when deciding the impact 
on the surrounding highway network. 

 
1.7 In terms of car parking, the Transport Team believe the ratio of parking spaces 

to units is inadequate (0.34).  This is based on the information provided by the 
appellant on other, similar Churchill sheltered housing schemes.  The average 
space: unit ratio would suggest a further 3 parking spaces would be required 
for the site, at 0.42 per unit.  However, the Team’s opinion is that this would 
be inadequate for this proposal in this location, and recommend the higher 
ratios enjoyed by other Churchill sites.  The Team recommends a higher level 
of parking provision of 20 units is better justified (0.47 – 0.52 spaces per unit).  
The Transport Team further report that similar schemes they have been 
consulted on match the larger ratio, of 1 space per 2 units.  This is as much 
to ensure that the site manager, taxis, agency staff, visiting health or care 
professionals can also park without causing obstruction. 

 
1.8 The Transport Team also point out the dearth of disabled parking spaces 

available, surprising given the sheltered accommodation proposed, and the 
increased likelihood of disabled spaces being required in the future, given the 
intended occupants. 

 
1.9 The Transport Team are clearly concerned about displaced parking from the 

scheme, from both visitors and occupiers.  The only long-stay parking in 
Thame is at the Cattle Market in North Street, 150 metres east of the northern 
exit from the scheme.  This is extremely cheap, with year-round parking 
available from 55p per day, or just £201.50 per annum.  This is not a suitable 
solution for two distinct reasons, however.  The whole Cattle Market site is 
within the control of South Oxfordshire District Council, who are looking to 
redevelop the site.  The lease of the site by Thame Farmers Auction Mart is 
due to expire by April 2021.  Thame Farmers Auction Mart have, however, 
secured a new site on the border of Thame and is currently seeking planning 
permission.  The Cattle Market car park could therefore be out of use sooner 
than the end of the lease, and for a number of years, assuming the parking 
will be replaced. 

 

1.10 Secondly, the Cattle Market becomes full on Tuesdays, when the Town’s High 
Street market is on, and on Fridays, when the main cattle auctions are held.  
Occasional events are held on other days throughout the year which attract 
large audiences.  Saturdays are obviously busy.  Spot checks undertaken by 
the Town Council show that on these key days there are few vacant spaces, 
and indeed local shoppers tell us they have the greatest difficulty finding a 
space on these days.  The prime function of the Cattle Market parking is for 
those working and shopping in the Town Centre who wish to park for longer 
than one or two hours.  In exporting residents’ parking to this location the 
potential exists for harm to be caused to the vitality of the Town Centre.  
Thame Town Council is very conscious of the 1,205 homes proposed for the 



nearby Buckinghamshire villages that are identified as having Thame as their 
main service centre in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.  Of these, some 650 are 
either complete or in the construction pipeline.  Thame similarly has significant 
numbers of homes under construction; some 640 are completed or under 
construction, another 135 allocated, and recent windfall completions exceed 
200.  The SODC Local Plan review is seeking to allocate another 510 homes 
in Thame. 

 
1.11 The nearby Waitrose Car Park is now policed by automatic number plate 

recognition, but the County’s Transport Team do not consider it a viable 
option, even for those just visiting residents of the proposed scheme.  The 
Town’s High Street car parks are identified as full from around 10am, Monday 
– Saturday.  The Upper High Street car park is unavailable on market days 
and during many events, thus removing 132 free town centre parking spaces 
that are otherwise available for up to three hours. 

 
1.12 Car parking within the Town is a major concern, and the Town Council is 

committed to ensuring the availability of spaces for those working and visiting 
the Town.  This appealed scheme is contrary to Policy GA6 of the Thame 
Neighbourhood Plan in failing to provide adequate parking on site for visitors 
and residents. 

 
Access 
1.13 The County’s Transport Team were concerned at there being no identified 

pedestrian access into the site on the parking layout.  A subsequent 
amendment was accepted by the District’s Development Management Team.  
Thame Town Council have noted that this appears narrow at the point it 
passes under the bridge structure formed over the pedestrian/vehicle access 
off Greyhound Lane, at just over one metre in width.  It is unclear if this is 
sufficient to prevent conflicts between pedestrians, wheelchair users and 
mobility buggies.  The Town Council is concerned that the door into the 
southern wing’s lobby opens onto this narrow footway (see site plan 10063TH-
P16-02 C). 
 

1.14 What is evident is that the bridging structure on the western wing, together 
with the raised crossing point created within the undercroft, lead to a vehicle 
height restriction of around 2.4m.  The access opens onto Greyhound Lane, 
which is just 60 metres long from its junction at the northern, roundabout end 
to the blind 90 degree bend at its southern end.  The land rises between 5-
10% along the length.  Greyhound Lane provides the sole entry for customer 
and vehicle access to the main supermarket in Thame, plus 10 other 
businesses.  The roadway and pavements are narrow, and the road is lined 
along its length with double-yellow lines, with no waiting permitted. 
 

1.15 The County’s Transport Team has requested a condition that vehicles, 
including refuse vehicles, can enter the site, turn and leave in forward gear.  
This was purely recommended in the interests of highway safety, in 
accordance with SOLP 2011 Policies T1 and T2.  The idea was to prevent 
waiting on Greyhound Lane.  This condition was not proposed by the 
Development Management Team, nor where these concerns conveyed to the 



Committee.  Thame Town Council stated the Transport Team’s concerns at 
the Planning Committee of 5 April 2017. 
 

1.16 For this current application the District chose to remove the County’s objection 
on the basis of the decision of the previous Inspector, who did not have the 
benefit of the County Officer’s assessment of the scheme. 
 

1.17 The Town Council have similarly pointed out that the height restriction caused 
by the bridge structure would prevent access by taller delivery vehicles, day 
care transfer vehicles, and all refuse vehicles and ambulances.  This is 
particularly significant given the concentration of older people who are more 
likely to receive home deliveries and visits, plus both emergency and planned 
ambulance transfers.  The South Central Ambulance Service NHS Foundation 
Trust are now key in ensuring that as many patients as possible receive 
emergency treatment at home.  Around 50% of calls will result in treatment 
on-site (“see and treat”) and this results in the ambulance unit remaining 
outside the patient’s home until the patient has been stabilised (source: SCAS 
Oxfordshire Community Engagement Forum, 31 May 2017).  This can take 
some hours; indeed, at 5 April Planning Committee one of the District’s own 
Members noted they had recently had a home visit from an emergency 
ambulance that lasted over 4 hours.  Due to access restrictions within the 
proposed development all delivery, mini-bus, refuse and ambulance visits will 
need to wait on Greyhound Lane in the no-waiting zone.  This would require 
vehicles having to pass them, crossing into the path of any oncoming vehicle 
leaving the Waitrose car park or the Waitrose / Greyhound Lane service yard.  
Vehicles visiting or delivering/collecting people and goods to the development 
will “stack”, further endangering highway safety. 

 
Noise 
1.18 The District’s Environmental Protection Team commented on the appellant’s 

Noise Impact Assessment of 24 January 2017.  It is stated in the District’s 
Committee report that initial concerns over noise were overcome through the 
provision of additional information (the Noise Impact Assessment).  It is 
probable that noise levels for the inside of the properties can be adequately 
mitigated.  However, the Environmental Protection Team notes that the levels 
of noise recommended by the World Health Organisation for external amenity 
areas will be exceeded over most of the site, with the exception of the pergola 
and the central paved area adjacent to the main entrance. 
 

1.19 The paved entrance area is not presented as an amenity area.  There are no 
seats shown on the design.  It is likely this is the main assembly point in case 
of emergency and will not be “cluttered” with furniture or features.  This should 
not therefore be treated as an amenity area; it will not be capable of being 
used as such. 
 

1.20 Most of the usable amenity space will, therefore, have noise exceeding that 
recommended by the WHO.  

 
Design 
1.21 The building presents the back of buildings, particularly to the Greyhound 

Lane elevation.  There are no “front doors”, and the small patio areas 



emphasise this.  The design does not reflect best practice, and is contrary to 
the District’s own 2016 Design Guide. 
 

1.22 There is no obvious entrance to the building.  It is set well back into the 
development, and forces visitors to pass the utilitarian frontage presented by 
the plant and refuse rooms in order to find it. 
 

1.23 The colour, cladding and roof material chosen for the linking structure over the 
parking and pedestrian access is poor.  This element, found amidst a semi-
pastiche of a pseudo-Edwardian design, neither supports nor enhances the 
conservation area.  It is contrary to both Policies ESDQ16 and ESDQ20 of the 
Thame Neighbourhood Plan.  The chosen panels will have to be hydrophobic 
to prevent contamination accumulating; during rainfall this “feature wall” may 
well concentrate rainwater onto the pedestrian and vehicle access below. 
 

1.24 The scheme’s architect has stopped the bay windows short of the second floor 
on the southern elevation.  It is not certain why as this has led to a clumsy 
appearance between the windows above.  The southern elevation itself is 
overbearing, with a long, single ridgeline dominating the street scene.  Viewed 
from the east, the proposed double-pitch roof presents the building as 
institutional in nature, rather than domestic.  This design is contrary to Policies 
ESDQ16, ESDQ17, ESDQ18, ESDQ20 and ESDQ26 of the Thame 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

1.25 The internal design can be criticised, too; the flats with kitchens built into bays 
will have less natural light entering the habitable rooms.  The kitchens 
effectively shade the living areas. 
 

1.26 The external amenity areas are disappointing.  Although the quantitative 
threshold for amenity space might be met, the qualitative threshold is not.  
There is very little room for occupiers.  The outside patio areas are very small, 
less than 2.5 sq. m. in size and constrained by externally-opening doors.  
Much of the open space is in the form of an orbital pathway, a “prison yard” 
feature.  A good proportion, the southern section, will be shaded in winter and 
will remain damp and frost-bound, poor provision for those with limited 
mobility.  Furthermore, in an emergency this tightly constrained pathway may 
well prevent egress through being blocked by patio furniture or planters.  The 
development is contrary to Policy ESDQ28 of the Thame Neighbourhood 
Plan, in proposing open space of a type unsuited to the proposed 
development; this is indicative that the proposal has become over-developed. 

 
Communal facilities 
1.27 Sheltered housing schemes often incorporate communal facilities, such as 

launderettes or well-being rooms.  This facility is only offering a lounge that is 
overseen by reception.  There is nothing that is not offered in more open 
market apartment schemes.  These commonly even offer guest 
accommodation.  It is suggested that this is not a sheltered accommodation 
scheme but merely an apartment block, with occupation limited by a 
demographic criteria. 

 



Thank you for the opportunity of allowing us to enlarge on some of our earlier 
objections.  Please do not hesitate in contacting us should you have any queries 
regarding our representations. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Graeme Markland 
Neighbourhood Plan Continuity Officer 


