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Purpose of report

1. To seek approval of the review undertaken on the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031
Part 2, in accordance with Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2021 (as amended).

Corporate objectives

2. This report helps to meet the Vale of White Horse Corporate Plan 2020-2024
Objectives by reviewing the Local Plan 2031 Part 2, which contains a suite of policies,
many of which are related directly to these Objectives.

3. The key Corporate Objectives met through this analysis are:
¢ Providing the homes people need
e Tackling the Climate Emergency
¢Building healthy communities
e\Working in partnership
Background

4. Legislation introduced in 2018 requires that Local Plan reviews must be completed five
years from the date of adoption — this ensures plans remain effective. Regulation 10A
of the Town and Country (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
states that:

“10A. (1) A local planning authority must review a local development document
within the following time periods — (a)in respect of a local plan, the review must
be completed every five years, starting from the date of adoption of the local plan,
in accordance with section 23 of the Act (adoption of local development
documents).”

5. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), paragraph 33 also draws attention to
the regulatory requirement for five yearly reviews:

“33. Policies in local plans and spatial development strategies should be reviewed
to assess whether they need updating at least once every five years and should
then be updated as necessary'®. Reviews should be completed no later than five
years from the adoption date of a plan and should take into account changing
circumstances affecting the area, or any relevant changes in national policy.
Relevant strategic policies will need updating at least once every five years if their
applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly; and they are likely
to require earlier review if local housing need is expected to change significantly in
the near future.

8Reviews at least every five years are a legal requirement for all local
plans (Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012).”

6. The Local Plan 2031 Part 2 (LPP2): Detailed Policies and Additional Sites was adopted
on 9 October 2019. In summary, LPP2 sets out:



7.

8.

e Policies and locations for new housing to meet the Vale’s proportion of Oxford
City’s unmet housing need, which cannot be met within the City boundaries;

e Policies for the part of Didcot Garden Town that lies within the Vale of White
Horse District;

e Detailed development management policies that complement the strategic
policies as set out in Local Plan 2031 Part 1 (LPP1): Strategic Sites and
Policies, and where appropriate, replace the remaining saved policies of the
Local Plan 2011; and

e Additional site allocations for housing.

LPP2 complements Local Plan 2031 Part 1: Strategic Sites and Policies (LPP1). A
review of LPP1 was carried out for the purposes of Regulation 10A, and the Vale
Cabinet approved the review on 3 December 2021.

As LPP2 was adopted on 9 October 2019, it should be reviewed by October 2024 to
comply with Regulation 10A.

The decision to progress a Joint Local Plan (JLP) was taken by full Council for the Vale
of White Horse on 24 March 2021 and South Oxfordshire on 25 March 2021. Both
Councils agreed the principles of governance to prepare and produce a JLP under
Section 28 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The Joint Local
Development Scheme (LDS) approved in August 2024 sets out the timetable for
producing the JLP. Some stages such as the issues and preferred options consultation
have already been completed. The remaining key stages as set out in the LDS can be
summarised as:

e Publication of Pre-Submission (Regulation 19) for Representations to be made
— October / November 2024

e Submission to Secretary of State (Regulation 22) — December 2024

e Expected Hearing of Examination in Public (Regulation 24)* — April 2025

¢ Inspector’s report (Regulation 25)* — October 2025

e Adoption (Regulation 26)* — December 2025
*Timings and requirements post submission to the Secretary of State will be
determined by the appointed Inspector. Subject to progression of the

examination process, there may be subsequent changes to the published
dates through to adoption.

10. The purpose of the JLP is to produce a suite of up-to-date development plan policies

which will replace the existing local plans. The JLP enables the councils’ to pursue
more ambitious objectives. The timescale of the emerging JLP is material to the
decision on the need to review LPP2.

11.To help understand the scope of any future review of LPP2 the Council has undertaken

a high-level assessment of the policies, taking account of how many are due to be
replaced by emerging policies in the JLP (see Appendix 1). Emerging policies from the


https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2021/12/Local-Plan-Part-1-Review-Dec-2021..pdf
https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2024/08/Accessible-Joint-LDS-August-24-.pdf
https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2024/08/Accessible-Joint-LDS-August-24-.pdf

JLP, using the Regulation 18 Part 2 document (January 2024), have been used to
complete this assessment.

12.The assessment identifies if a policy is proposed to be carried forward, replaced, or
deleted; then if it is proposed to be replaced, it assesses it against the relevant
proposed replacement policy or policies in the JLP to establish if the replacement
policy is in substance materially the same. If it is not materially the same, it considers if
the LPP2 policy is effective and / or consistent with national policy. In this assessment
the current NPPF, dated December 2023, has been used as the national policy
position. Whilst the Government has recently consulted on revisions to the NPPF,
these have not been considered in this assessment as they are currently only
proposed. The LPP2 Review process cannot wait for revisions to the NPPF, which the
Government have said will be published by the end of the year, as the timeframe set
out in para 8 above means LPP2 should be reviewed by October 2024 to comply with
Regulation 10A. Appendix 1 contains the results of this assessment.

13.Whether or not a policy is consistent with national policy is an exercise of planning
judgement, paragraph 225 of the NPPF advises that:

“existing policies should not be considered out-of-date simply because they were
adopted or made prior to the publication of this Framework. Due weight should be
given to them, according to their degree of consistency with this Framework (the
closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater the
weight that may be given).”

Thus, a policy that is not wholly consistent with the NPPF should not necessarily be
regarded as “out-of-date”. Government planning practice guidance (PPG) further
expands (at paragraph 1D61-064-20190315):

“Policies age at different rates according to local circumstances and a plan does
not become out-of-date automatically after 5 years. The review process is a
method to ensure that a plan and the policies within remains effective.”

The term ‘effective’ is not explained in either the NPPF or PPG, thus it is reasonable to
regard it as concerned with the question of whether the policies provide an adequate
basis to guide the Council in making decisions on planning applications, noting that any
determination should be in accordance with the plan (taken as a whole) unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

14.The results from this assessment exercise are as follows:

e 2 policies in LPP2 are being carried forward in the JLP; 5 policies are being
deleted; 50 policies are being replaced.

e Most of the policies being replaced in the JLP differ significantly in substance
from those in LPP2. This is often because the original policies are no longer
effective or consistent with national policy; 25 policies are being replaced for
these reasons. The assessment has found that 27 of the policies do not need
updating. However, most will still be replaced by the new JLP policies, which
are more effective or better aligned with the Council’s ambitions. In some
cases, this replacement is due to a shift in policy style: the JLP aims to
integrate the best aspects of the South and Vale local plans, presenting



policies in a clearer and simpler language, in line with the Council’s Corporate
Plan commitment to working in an open and inclusive way.

15. Through this assessment the Council is able to form a judgement on the likely
timescale for the preparation of revisions to LPP2. This is based on the likely time
needed to complete the tasks associated with revising the policies that are no longer
effective and / or consistent with national policy. Of the 57 policies in LPP2, our
assessment concludes that 25 need updating. Any revision to LPP2 would have to go
through the formal procedures for the preparation of development plan documents in
Part 2 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the associated Local
Planning (England) Regulations 2012. Based on the fact that 25 policies need
updating, we can assume an approximate timeline of:

ePreparation of revised policies - Autumn 2024
ePublication of Regulation 18 for Representations to be made — Winter 2024

ePublication of Pre-Submission (Regulation 19) for Representations to be made—
Summer 2025

eSubmission to Secretary of State (Regulation 22) — Summer/Autumn 2025
eExpected Hearings of Examination in Public (Regulation 24) — Winter 2025
eInspector’s report (Regulation 25) — Spring 2026

e Adoption (Regulation 26) — Summer 2026

16. This timeline refers to the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulation 2012, and is making reasoned assumptions based on the typical time taken
to complete each stage.

17.This allows the Council to have an informed basis for making a comparison. It is
relevant to compare the timescale because it can be reasonably assumed that were it
not for the JLP replacing policies that are no longer consistent with national policy and /
or effective, the Council would likely need to revise these policies.

18.We note the Regulation 19 version of the JLP is currently being finalised for
publication. The policies in the Regulation 19 version will build on policies from the
Regulation 18 Part 2 document (January 2024), therefore it is not considered
necessary that a specific appraisal of LPP2 against emerging Regulation 19 policies
take place to understand that the JLP will be in place before any revised LPP2 can be
adopted.

19. This comparison reveals that there would likely be a material difference between the
time taken to put the proposed policies of the JLP in place (December 2025) and the
time it would take to put a revised LPP2 in place (Summer 2026). On this basis,
revising LPP2 would not produce a suite of up-to-date development plan policies
materially sooner than via the JLP process that is already underway and advanced. In
fact, the reasonable estimate in this report establishes that revising LPP2 would do so
later. Preparing revisions to LPP2 would therefore serve no practical purpose in terms
of having effective policies in place but would involve a duplication of effort and
resources.



Options
20.There are three options to consider regarding this review:

Option 1: Approve the Regulation 10A review of LPP2 for publication in October 2024
and decide not to revise LPP2 policies.

This action would comply with Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended). The review within this
report fulfils the Council’s duty to consider whether to revise the document. Whilst this
review concludes that there are LPP2 policies that require updating, the preparation of
the JLP, makes the revision of LPP2 policies not necessary as it would not produce a
suite of up-to-date development plan policies materially sooner than via the JLP
process that is already underway and advanced. This is the recommended option.

Option 2: Approve the Regulation 10A review of LPP2 and instruct officers to prepare
a LPP2 review.

This option is not recommended because whilst it would comply with the regulations,
this report has considered that reviewing the policies of LPP2 could not be done
materially sooner than the preparation of the JLP, which will replace LPP2 policies
once adopted. This option would result in a duplication of effort and resources and
would have financial implications.

Option 3: Not to approve the Regulation 10A review of LPP2 for publication.

This option is not recommended, as undertaking a five-yearly review is a statutory
requirement. Should the review not be published, Vale of White Horse District Council
would not be meeting a legislative requirement, and this could additionally result in an
increase of planning appeals or the potential for a Judicial Review.

Financial Implications

21.There are no direct financial implications to the review itself. The review has been
conducted in-house and within existing budgets. Approving the review and instructing
officers to prepare a revised LPP2 (option 2) could have financial implications due to
the existing budget not accounting for the work and the resources needed to complete
the task. Failure to publish a review (option 3) in 2024 could result in an increase in the
number of planning appeals being upheld and the associated costs being awarded to
the appellants.

Legal Implications

22.The recommended Option meets the five yearly review statutory requirement and
enables officers to focus on progressing the JLP.

Climate and ecological impact implications

23.The LPP2 Review has no direct climate or ecological impacts. However, through the
review process all LPP2 policies that have a direct or indirect link to climate and
ecological impacts has been assessed to determine their effectiveness and
consistency with national policy. The policies in LPP2 that relate to protecting the
environment and responding to climate change are: Development Policy 20: Public Art;



Development Policy 21: External Lighting; Development Policy 22: Advertisements;
Development Policy 23: Impact of Development on Amenity; Development Policy 24:
Effect of Neighbouring or Previous Uses on New Developments; Development Policy
25: Noise Pollution; Development Policy 26: Air Quality; Development Policy 27: Land
Affected by Contamination; Development Policy 28: Waste Collection and Recycling;
Development Policy 29: Settlement Character and Gaps; Development Policy 30:
Watercourses; Development Policy 31: Protection of Public Rights of Way, national
Trails and Open Access Areas; Development Policy 32: The Wilts and Berks Canal;
Development Policy 33: Open Space; Development Policy 34: Leisure and Sports
Facilities; Development Policy 35: New Countryside Recreation Facilities; Development
Policy 36: Heritage Assets; Development Policy 37: Conservation Areas; Development
Policy 38: Listed Buildings; Development Policy 39: Archaeology and Scheduled
Monuments. Going with option 1 will save a modest amount of paper and emissions
like travel to meetings/ events/ an examination, by avoiding duplicating plan-making
processes already well advanced for the JLP.

Equalities implications

24.In making decisions the council is required to have regard to its equalities duties and in
particular to those set out in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 to eliminate
discrimination, harassment, victimisation and eliminate any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under the Act, to advance equality of opportunity between persons who
share a protected characteristic namely age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation, and
persons who do not share it and to foster good relations between persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it.

25.The proposal to carry out the review of the plan does not have direct equalities
implications however by carrying out a review and not revising the policies but instead
to focus on devising and implementing a joint local plan will have a positive impact for
local residents as it will:

e Ensure that future plans to build homes meet the latest requirements for
best practice and will provide better quality, affordable homes suitable for
those with additional needs.

¢ Provide local services e.g shops, transport close to where people live and
make those services more accessible by reducing the need to travel. In
addition, reducing travel, providing better public transport options will
potentially have a positive impact on the environment and lowering carbon
emissions, which improves the health and wellbeing of residents. Local
services will improve the lifestyle of local residents with mobility issues.

e Ensure there are a range of homes available to meet the varying needs of
local residents at different points in their life will support the most
vulnerable in the community who may have protected characteristics.

¢ Improve travel routes will benefit residents particularly those with visual or
physical impairments to safely travel around the district.

e Ensure adequate parking including disabled parking for residents to easily
access amenities e.g healthcare, retail, transport.



¢ Improve the environment residents live in and reduce the impact of climate
change will support those with health and wellbeing issues.

Risks

26.The risks associated with the different options are presented in this report, particularly
the risk of not meeting legislative requirements, which could result in an increase of
planning appeals or the potential for a Judicial Review. These risks are minimised by
the decision in this report.

Other Implications

27.NA
Conclusion

28.This review in accordance with Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2021 (as amended) has concluded that in light
of the ongoing preparation of the JLP, no revisions to LPP2 are necessary. This is a
matter of planning judgement, and for the reasons set out in this report preparation of
such revisions would not be sensible. This fulfils the Council’s duty to consider whether
to revise the documents following each review.

29.The Council should not revise LPP2 because it is going to be replaced by the JLP,
which is at a more advanced stage. The JLP is not a revision to LPP1 and LPP2 but is
to be a replacement for them, covering a more extensive geographical area, as well as
a different plan period. The preparation of the JLP is proceeding as a joint plan under
Section 28 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The plan-preparation
process should see the JLP in place as a replacement local plan by the end of 2025 (in
accordance with the LDS).

Background Papers

e Appendix 1 — Review of policies in LPP2



APPENDIX 1: VALE OF WHITE HORSE LOCAL PLAN 2031 PART 2 REVIEW

POLICY ASSESSMENT
Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
HOUZ2 — Sources of | Partially, the Following changes in No Yes
housing supply carry | proposed national planning
forward the following | replacement policies | policy and guidance on
allocations: carry forward the site | how housing need is
e North-East of | allocation elements of | calculated, and the
East Hanney | policy CP4a which datedness of the
e South-East of | have yet to be Strategic Housing
Marcham delivered. However, Market Assessment
_ ) e North of East | the emerging JLP (SHMA'S)
CP4a: Meeting | ., icqg Hanney identifies a new underpinning forecast,
our Housing forward (separate) housing we no longer consider
Needs Other aspects of this | requirement during these a sound basis
policy have been the plan period for for housing need.
replaced by: Vale of White Horse Planning practice
e HOU2 - and South guidance states that
Sources of Oxfordshire. The through the plan
housing emerging JLP plans | making process there
supply to deliver growth may be exceptional
e HOU1 - beyond the period circumstances to uplift

Housing

planned by LPP2, to

housing need above




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

requirement

2041.

Housing targets in
LPP2 are derived
from the Oxfordshire
Strategic Housing
Market Assessment
(SHMA)(2014). In the
emerging JLP the
preferred policy
option is using the
standard method for
assessing the Vale of
White Horse's own
housing need.
However, the JLP
preferred options
consultation makes a
continued allowance
for existing agreed
unmet need from
Oxford City identified
by / exported from
their Oxford City

the "standard method",
where there is a
commitment to
accommodate unmet
need from a
neighbouring council.
However, this will need
to be determined
through the upcoming
examination into the
JLP. Until such atime
that this has been
tested, national policy
and guidance is clear
that the council should
rely solely on the
standard method for
assessing its housing
need for monitoring
purposes (as Core
Policy 4a is now more
than 5 years old and
requires updating).




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
Local Plan 2036. Despite the policy no
This essentially longer being consistent
represents a with national policy, it
continuation of the still remains partially
approach for effective as it contains
addressing the unmet | site allocations which
need agreed in Core | have yet to be
Policy 4a, albeit over | delivered and which
a shorter period from | are being carried over
1 April 2021 to 31 into the JLP. The
March 2031 - as policy is also effective
opposed to 1 April in terms of meeting the
2019 to 31 March Vale LPP1 objectives
2031. Nevertheless, | SO1 and SO3.
the uplift in housing
need for the district
remains 183 homes
per annum in both the
Local Plan 2031, and
the emerging JLP
2041.
CP8a: Carri HOU2 — Sources of | Partially, the The overall housing No Yes
o . arried ; - ) . ?
Additional Site forward housing supply carry | replacement policies | requirement figure is

Allocations for

forward the following

carry forward the site

updated in response to




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
Abingdon-on- allocations: allocation elements of | changes to national
Thames and e North-East of | policy CP8a which planning policy and
Oxford Fringe East Hanney | have yet to be guidance on how
Sub-Area e South-East of | delivered. However, housing need is

Marcham
North of East
Hanney

Other aspects of this
policy have been
replaced by:

HOU2 —
Sources of
housing
supply

HOU1 -
Housing
requirement
SP1 — Spatial
strategy

the emerging JLP
proposes a new
spatial strategy and
whilst this includes
familiar elements of
the previous spatial
strategy, it looks to
deliver growth
beyond the period
planned by LPP2, to
2041.

The policy also
identifies a housing
requirement for the
sub area that is linked
to Core Policies 4, 4a
and 8 - both of which
require updating (as a
result of the review of

calculated.

However, the policy
remains partially
effective as it contains
site allocations that still
need to be delivered
and which are being
carried over into the
JLP. The policy is also
effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objectives SO1 and
SO3.




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
this LPP2, and the
December 2021
review of the LPP1).
Therefore, this
element of the policy
will also require
updating.
Partially, the Policy CP8b is No Yes
proposed generally consistent
replacement policy with national policy.
seeks to extend and | However, the
allocate the site for emerging JLP is
2,750 homes, up from | replacing the allocation
CP8b: Dalton AS10 - Land at the 1,200 dwellings pol!cy to optimise the
allocated through delivery of an
Barracks Dalton Barracks )
. Replaced . LPP2. exemplar mixed-used
Strategic Garden Village,
' . development on the
Allocation Shippon

The replacement
policy sets out an
extensive series of
requirements for the
proposal to
demonstrate. Policy
CP8b comments on

site and ensure
consistency with the
Supplementary
Planning Document for
Dalton Barracks
adopted in 2022. The
policy is, however, still




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local R policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being oin ’ same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
: lic
deleted? policy
the masterplanning of | effective in terms of
the site, setting out meeting the Vale LPP1
the need for a objectives SO1 and
Supplementary SO3.
Planning Document,
which has since been
published and
therefore is no longer
a policy requirement.
Partially, the The policy remains No Yes
replacement policy consistent with
CP12a: identifies the national policy, as it
Safeguarding approach to safeguards transport
of Land for safeguarding sites for | schemes which are still
Strategic transport and seeks | deemed to be
Highway IN3 - Transport to safeguard a range | necessary.
Improvements | Replaced infrastructure and of transport schemes.
within the safeguarding The proposed The policy is effective
Abingdon-on- replacement policy is | in terms of meeting the
Thames and retaining all of the Vale LPP1 objectives
Oxford Fringe schemes identified in | SO3, SO8 and SO9.
Sub-Area CP12a, with updates | However, a

to the ‘Lodge Hill
Mobility Hub and

replacement policy is
needed to update




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local N policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
’ lic
deleted? policy
upgraded A34 slips’ schemes and ensure it
(formerly: Lodge Hill | remains effective.
for Park & Ride and
upgraded slips) and
‘Upgraded active
travel route between
Shippon and
Abingdon-on-
Thames’ (formerly:
Land safeguarded for
upgraded footpath
between Shippon and
Abingdon-on-
Thames).
No, the proposed Policy 13a amended No Yes
replacement policy is | the Green Belt
not materially the boundary to reflect the
same. Policy SP1 allocation at Dalton
CP13a: Oxford R SP1 - Spatial sets out where new Barracks. It had a
Green Belt eplaced strate development will be specific purpose and
ay p p purp

promoted and where
it will be limited to
meet the objectives of
the plan. The Oxford

requires that
applicants read it in
conjunction with Core
Policy 13 (LPP1). Core




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

Green Belt forms one
element of this spatial
strategy, with it set
out that development
in the Green Belt will
be considered in
accordance with the
NPPF. Adopted
policy CP13a directs
readers to Core
Policy 13 (Local Plan
2031: part 1) for the
Council’s approach to
development within
the Oxford Green
Belt. The addition in
CP13ais the
amendment to the
Green Belt boundary
to remove land at
Dalton Barracks to be
allocated as an
additional housing
allocation.

Policy 13 is no longer
consistent with
national policy,
specifically paragraph
154 and 155 of the
NPPF.




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P 1l‘oth dobted deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or ot the al. opte
deleted? policy
Partially, the area The policy relates to No Yes
safeguarded in the delivery of a
CP14a remains potential Nationally
unchanged in the Significant
replacement policy. Infrastructure Project
(NSIP), updating the
The proposed safeguarded area.
replacement policy However, for the full
IN7 sets out context it needs to be
CP14a: Upper requirements for the read it in conjunction
Thameé IN7 - South East applicants, whereas | with Core Policy 14
Strategic Replaced Stra!tegic Reservoir | CP14a sought to (LPP1).
Storage Option (SESRO) update the o
Reservoir Safeguarding safeguarded areato | The policies in LPP1

reflect plans prepared
by Thames Water
and required the
reader to consider it
alongside Core Policy
14 (LPP1). The
replacement policy
includes a much
greater level of detail
than the policies in

and LPP2 remain
consistent with
national policy, but the
council consider it
necessary to improve
its effectiveness,
through a more
detailed policy, that will
also reflect the latest
position on the NSIP.




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P 1l‘oth dobted deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or ot the al. opte
deleted? policy
LPP1 and LPP2. The policy is, however,
effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SO12.
Partially, the only Policy CP15a is No Yes
allocation in the generally consistent
South-East Vale Sub- | with national policy.
Area is at North-West | However, the
Grove, the principle emerging JLP is
SP1 - Spatial of an allocation here | replacing the allocation
strategy remains the same. policy to include site
CP15a: HOU1 - Housing The site North West | specific requirements,
Additioﬁal Site requirement of Grove, Grove is where.: previousl_y these
Allocations for | Replaced HOU2 — Sources of proposed to be were in appendix A of

South-East
Vale Sub-Area

Housing Supply
AS8 — North West of
Grove, Grove -
Added

allocated for
approximately 600
new homes in policy
AS8 of the emerging
JLP. The site was
originally allocated by
CP15a for 400 new
homes, with the
acknowledgement
that the site has the

LPP2, to make the
policy more effective.
The policy is, however,
effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SO1 and
SO3.




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

capacity to deliver
more housing. As the
emerging JLP covers
an extended plan
period, the preferred
policy option is to
allocate the site for
600 homes, to cover
up until 2041. Other
sites allocated by this
policy will have their
site allocations
carried forward
(where they have not
fully built out) as an
appendix to the
emerging JLP under
policy HOU2:
Sources of housing
supply.

The Policy also
identifies a housing
requirement for the




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
sub area that is linked
to Core Policies 4, 4a
and 15- all of which
require updating (as a
result of the review of
this LPP2, and the
December 2021
review of the LPP1).
Therefore, this
element of the policy
will also require
updating.
A Supplementary N/A The policy is no longer | Yes NA
Planning Document necessary as the
is no longer required framework for Grove
) as a framework for has been progressed
gs;}scré&rg\slﬁ/e Grove has been through the
b Deleted progressed through development

Development
Framework

the development
management
process for planning
applications in the
settlement.

management process
for planning
applications in the
settlement.




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being ’ same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried reason for th_e need need
roposed deletion - .
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
deleted? policy
Partially, policy Policy CP15b remains | No No
CP15b sets out some | generally consistent
criteria for how future | with national policy.
development should | The emerging JLP is
come forward through | proposing to replace
a Supplementary the allocation policy to
Planning Document. | require the delivery of
In the emerging JLP | a masterplan, rather
the delivery of a than a Supplementary
. Supplementary Planning Document.
g:;}f;t:j.SHarwell Planning Document is | The existing policy
Comprehensive | Replaced AS12 - Harwell no longer required, remains effective,
Campus but the criteria have including in terms of

Development
Framework

been carried forward
to preferred policy
AS12. The proposed
replacement policy is
requiring a
masterplan, and for
proposals to deliver
all the elements listed
in CP15b, plus
adequately assessing
and mitigating impact

meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SOG;
however, the proposed
policy in the JLP will
be more effective.




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
upon areas of
archaeological
interest.
No, the proposed Policy CP16b remains | No No
replacement policy generally consistent
offers an opportunity | with national policy.
to plan holistically Whilst the policy also
across Vale of White | remains effective,
Horse and South including in terms of
Oxfordshire. Itis not | meeting the Vale LPP1
materially the same objectives SO1, SO2,
as it is a more S03, S05, SO8, and
e i detailed policy, which | SO11, the proposed
CP16b: Didcot Replaced SP3 - Strategy for goes beyond the replacement policy has

Garden Town

Didcot Garden Town

Didcot Garden Town
Masterplan Principles
as set out in CP16b.
The emerging JLP
updates the proposed
policy and principles
that will apply to
development within
the Didcot masterplan
area, providing

greater effectiveness
due to the ability to
have a joint policy,
covering the whole of
the Didcot Area of
Influence. Since the
adoption of LPP2 the
council has decided to
provide more detailed
guidance. Providing




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P 1l‘oth dobted deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or ot the al. opte
deleted? policy
greater clarity within more detail gives an
the Didcot policy opportunity to provide
about the importance | the most up to date
of the surrounding infrastructure and
Area of Influence. funding opportunities,
projects and council-
led opportunities.
Partially, the The policy remains No Yes
proposed consistent with
replacement policy national policy, as it
CP18a: identifies the safeguards t_ransport _
Safeguérding approach _to . schemes which are still
of Land for safeguarding sites for | deemed to be
Strategic IN3 - Transport transport and seeks necessary.
Highway Replaced infrastructure and to safeguard a range
Improvements safeguarding of transport schemes. | However, a o
within the The proposed o replacement policy is
South-East replacement policy is | needed to update

Vale Sub-Area

retaining the
schemes identified in
CP18a, with an
updated safeguarding
plan for the 'Didcot to

schemes and ensure it
remains effective. The
policy is, however,
effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

Culham river
crossing’ (formerly
‘Thames River
Corssing between
Culham and Didcot’),
‘Milton Heights
pedestrian and cycle
bridge’ (formerly
‘provision for a new
pedestrian and cycle
bridge across the A34
at Milton Heights’),
and ‘Cinder Track
active travel
improvements’
(formerly ‘Cinder
Track
Improvements’).

objective SO8.

CP19a: Re-
opening of
Grove Railway
Station

Replaced

IN3 - Transport
infrastructure and
safeguarding

Partially, the
proposed
replacement policy
identifies the
approach to
safeguarding sites for

A replacement policy is
needed to ensure the
policy remains
effective and up to
date, reflecting the
suitability or otherwise

No

Yes




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

transport and seeks
to safeguard a range
of transport schemes.
The replacement
policy is retaining the
safeguarded scheme
‘Wantage and Grove
Railway Station
(formerly ‘Land for
Grove Statement’).

CP19a shows three
potential options for
the new railway
station, two of these
have now been
identified as being
less suitable by
Oxfordshire County
Council. Therefore,
the replacement
policy only identifies
one safeguarded
location.

of land safeguarded for
particular schemes.
The policy is, however,
effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SO8.




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local olicies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the J P t Local Pl materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being oint Loca’ Fan, or same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried reason for the need need
Plan 2031 Part forward proposed deletion deleting? | updating?
2 replaced ,or of the a_dopted . .
deleted,? policy
Partially, the The overall housing No Yes
proposed requirement figure is
replacement policies | updated in response to
carry forward the site | changes to national
allocation elements. planning policy and
Policy CP20a guidance on how
updates the housing | housing need is
supply for the calculated.
Western Vale Sub-
SP1 - Spatial Area to ensure
CP20a: strategy consistency with the
Housing Supply Replaced HOU1 - Housing other Sub-Areas, but
for Western P requirement does not contain any

Vale Sub-Area

HOU2 — Sources of
Housing Supply

contribution towards
the agreed quantum
of unmet housing
need. Other sites
allocated by this
policy will have their
site allocations
carried forward
(where they have not
fully built out) as an
appendix to the JLP




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

under policy HOUZ2:
Sources of housing

supply.

The emerging JLP
proposes a new
spatial strategy, and
whilst this includes
familiar elements of
the previous spatial
strategy, it looks to
deliver growth
beyond the period
planned by LPP1 and
LPP2.

The policy also
identifies a housing
requirement for the
sub area that is linked
to Core Policies 4, 4a
and 20- all of which
require updating (as a
result of the review of




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P oil‘othe adooted deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or olic P
deleted? policy
this LPP1, and the
December 2021
review of the LPP1).
Therefore, this
element of the policy
will also require
updating.
N/A The policy is no longer | Yes NA
CP47a: Sufficiently covered necessary as the
Deli : by the National matter is sufficiently
elivery and Deleted Planning Poll d by th
Contingency anning Policy covered by the
Framework. National Planning
Policy Framework.
No, both policies Policy DP1 is generally | No No
support the provision | consistent with
of self and custom national policy which
HOUS - Sel_f and build housing, but the | seeks opportunities,
Custom Build : L
) : proposed JLP policy | through policies and
DP1: Self and Replaced Housing adds further detail decisions, to support
Custom-Build P HOU? - Affordable , 10 SUpP

Self and Custom
Build Housing

specifying where
such development
would be supported.

The JLP seeks to

small sites to come
forward for community-
led development for
housing and self-build
and custom-build




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local R policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
: lic
deleted? policy
elevate the affordable | housing.
housing requirement
to 50%. Changes have been
made to the equivalent
The JLP extends the | proposed policies
marketing period by HOUG6 and HOU7 in
12 months requiring it | the emerging JLP to
to be marked as a make it more effective
shell home following | in dealing with self and
12 months of custom build housing;
marketing as self- however, the existing
build or custom policy remains
housebuilding plot. effective including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO1 and SO2.
No, both policies Policy DP2 is generally | No Yes
require all affordable | consistent with
homes, and all 1- and | national policy which
DP2: Space Replaced HOU4 - Housing Mix | 2-bedroom market encourage planning
Standards P and Size homes to be policies for housing to

designed to meet the
Nationally Described
Space Standards.

make use of the
Government’s optional
technical standards for




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

However, the
emerging JLP is
investigating whether
evidence justifies
extending these
standards to cover
more new homes (for
example 3-bedroom
market homes).

The proposed JLP
policy aligns with
emerging Building
Regulations
requirements for all
new homes to be built
to at least M4(2)
(Category 2:
Accessible and
adaptable dwellings)
(or any equivalent
replacement
standards).

accessible and
adaptable housing,
where this would
address an identified
need for such
properties.

National policy also
encourages the use of
the nationally
described space
standard, where the
need for an internal
space standard can be
justified.

However, the changes
made to proposed
policy HOU4 respond
to the upcoming
requirement for
dwellings to meet
Category M4(2) of the
Building Regulations.
Whilst the policy




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local R policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
: lic
deleted? policy
The JLP process is remains effective,
investigating the including in terms of
percentage of meeting the Vale LPP1
category M4(3) objectives SO1 and
(wheelchair user S0O2, as is not based
adaptable dwellings) | upon this upcoming
that should be national requirement, it
provided by specialist | will need to be
elderly updated.
accommodation and
C3 residential
development.
Mostly, both policies | The lack of focus in No Yes
support the proposed policy HOU9
subdivision of on the need for new
dwellings; however, subdivided dwellings to
DP3: Sub- proposed policy have appropriate
Divi g’ HOU9 - Sub-division | HOU9 requires these | parking reflects the
ivision of Replaced ) o . .
Dwellings of homes dwellings to be within | active climate

a location supported
by the settlement
hierarchy identified in
proposed policy SP2.
Policy DP3 also

emergency and the
desire to promote
active travel
throughout the
emerging JLP.




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

provides an additional
requirement for
adequate and safe
access to each of the
dwellings to be
provided and for
appropriate parking in
accordance with Core
Policy 35: Promoting
Public Transport,
Cycling and Walking,
and for the new
dwellings to be of a
good quality design
which maintains or
enhances the
character and
appearance of the
building, street scene
and surroundings in
accordance with the
Council’'s Design
Guide Supplementary
Planning Document.

Policy DP3 also
references the
Council’'s Design
Guide SPD. This
document has now
been superseded by
the Joint Design
Guide, which is an
updated document
which takes account of
the National Model
Design Code. The
Joint Design Guide,
whilst not referenced in
proposed policy HOU9
is comprehensively
addressed in proposed
Chapter 10 of the
emerging JLP. Whilst
the policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

SO1 and SO2, as is
not based upon this
latest evidence, it will
need updating.

Additionally, whilst
proposed policy HOU9
does not reference
accessibility, this
matter is covered more
generally by Policy
HOU4, which responds
to the upcoming
requirement for
dwellings to meet
Category M4(2) of the
Building Regulations.
As policy DP3 does
not respond to this
upcoming national
requirement, it will
need to be updated.

DP4:
Residential

Replaced

HOU16 - Residential
extensions and

Mostly, policy DP4
and paragraph 2 of

Changes have been
made to the equivalent

No

Yes




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
Annexes annexes proposed policy proposed policy

HOU16 are almost
identical. The only
additions to proposed
policy HOU16 are
that the new annex
would not constitute
the creation of a
separate,
independent dwelling
and that within the
Green Belt, and
within the
countryside, the
annex would be no
greater than 40
percent of the volume
of the original
dwelling. Proposed
policy HOU16 also
adds the additional
requirement for
development to have
regard to the Joint

HOU16 in the
emerging JLP to make
it more effective in
dealing with residential
annexes; however, the
existing policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO1 and SO2.

Proposed policy
HOU16 references the
Joint Design Guide,
which has been
prepared since the
adoption of the Vale
LPP2 and is an
updated document
which takes account of
the National Model
Design Code. Whilst
policy DP4 is still




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
Design Guide. effective, as it is not
based upon this latest
evidence, it will need
updating.
Mostly, proposed The introduction of the | No No
policy HOUS8 reference to proposed
incorporates all of the | policy CE3 in proposed
elements of policy policy HOUS reflects
DP5, and adds the active climate
additional elements emergency and the
from SODC Local ambition of the JLP to
DP5: Plan 2035 policy H18, | meet net zero targets.
' HOUS - with the additional Proposed policy HOU8
Replacement . )
) ) Replacement requirement that the | also incorporates
Dwellings in the | Replaced

Open
Countryside

dwellings in the
countryside

development takes
place in accordance
with proposed policy
CE3 (Reducing
embodied carbon) in
the emerging JLP
prioritising the reuse,
retention and retrofit
of existing buildings.

elements of the SODC
Local Plan policy H18.
These changes look to
make proposed policy
HOUS8 more effective;
however, the existing
policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local N policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
’ lic
deleted? policy
SO1 and SO3.
Mostly, both policies | Proposed policy No Yes
provide provisions by | HOU17 responds to
which rural workers changes in permitted
dwellings in the open | development rights
countryside will be since the adoption of
supported. Policy the LPP2 (Class MA in
DP6 includes a The Town and Country
requirement for the Planning (General
rural enterprise the Permitted
rural workers Development etc.)
DP6: Rural dwellings are built to | (England)
Workers' Replaced \ll-lvf))rllg;rl'- d?/\lljer?lilngs support to have been | (Amendment) Order
Dwellings operational for at 2021, by removing the

least 3 years, whilst
proposed policy
HOU17 does not
place this time
specific requirement.

permitted development
right allowing
extensions to
properties on those
properties pertinent to
this policy. As policy
DP6 predates the
changes to permitted
development rights, it
is unable to properly




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
respond to them. As
such, whilst the policy
remains effective in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO1, SO3 and SO10,
as is not based upon
this latest evidence, it
will need updating.
DP7: Re-use, N/A The policy is no longer | Yes NA
Conversion and necessary as the
Extension of Sufficiently covered matter is sufficiently
Buildings for Deleted by permitted covered by permitted
Dwellings in the development rights. development rights.
Open
Countryside
No, the intention of Changes have been No No
both policies is made to the equivalent
DP8: ) , similar; however, proposed policy HP2 in
Community HPZ. Community proposed policy HP2 | the emerging JLP to
. Replaced services and : . )
Services and o builds upon the make it more effective
e facilities . . . .
Facilities requirements set out | in dealing with

in policy DP8 relating
to development which

community services
and facilities; however,




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

results in the loss of a
community facility to
specify that
appropriate, detailed
and robust evidence
will be required to
satisfy the stated
criteria and that the
council will require
the

independent
assessment of this
evidence.

Proposed policy HP2
also sets out that
planning conditions or
legal obligations may
be necessary to
ensure that any
replacement facility
and its ongoing
maintenance is
provided and that

the existing policy
remains effective,
including in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objectives SO2, SO4
and SO5.




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

some community
services or facilities
may be deemed
essential.

Proposed policy HP2
also sets out some
additional
requirements for
development
proposals relating to
the provision of new
or expanded
community facilities,
specifically in relation
to access and green
infrastructure.

DP9: Public
Houses

Replaced

HP2 - Community
services and
facilities

No, whilst the
intention of policy
DP9 is mostly
covered by proposed
policy HP2, there is
not a direct
comparison within the

Whilst there is not an
equivalent policy in the
emerging JLP, this is a
result of the emerging
JLP intending to
provide fewer but more
comprehensive

No

No




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being ’ same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
emerging JLP for the | policies, rather than
exact focus of policy | the original Vale LPP2
DP9. policy being
ineffective. Policy DP9
is addressed
comprehensively in
proposed policy HP2.
Policy DP9 remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
S02, SO4 and SO5.
Mostly, the intention | The policy remains No Yes
of policy DP10 is effective, including in
mostly repeated terms of meeting the
] . within proposed Vale LPP1 objective
DP10: Ancillary . policy JT2. However, | SO5; however, as the
Uses on JT2 - Protecting our :
Replaced . policy DP10 states use classes referenced
Employment employment sites h o ;
Land that the policy is only | are now out of date

relevant for uses
outside of B1, B2 and
B8. These use
classes are no longer

and do not reflect the
current use class
order, the policy
should be updated to




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
applicable as per the | achieve consistency
Town and Country with the
Planning (Use Town and Country
Classes) Planning (Use
(Amendment) Classes) (Amendment)
(England) (England) Regulations
Regulations 2020. 2020.
Proposed policy JT2
responds to this
change in use class
order.
Mostly, both policies | Proposed policy JT4 No No
support the use of responds to the latest
Community evidence produced;
Employment Plas; the existing policy
) however, policy DP11 | remains effective,
DP11: : . . L
Community JT4 - Community is based on gwdar_wce mclucjmg in terms of
Emplovment Replaced Emplovment Plans from the Oxfordshire | meeting the Vale LPP1
PIar?s y ploy Local Enterprise objectives SO2, SO4

Partnership (LEP)
(2014) produced as
part of the
Oxfordshire Strategic
Economic Plan, whilst

and SO5, as this new
evidence is not
necessary for adhering
to any updated
national policy. Policy




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local P policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
’ lic
deleted? policy
proposed policy JT4 | DP11 does not require
is based on the updating.
Oxfordshire Local
Enterprise
Partnership (OxLEP)
produced Developers
Handbook for
Community
Employment Plans
(2023).
No, both policies DP12 is largely No No
support rural consistent with
JT5 - Supporting the | diversification in national policy which
rural economy relation to existing seeks to allow the
JT6 - Supporting businesses, but sustainable growth and
DP12: Rural sustainable tourism | proposed policy JTS | expansion of all types
Diversification Replaced and the visitor also supports the of business in rural

and Equestrian
Development

economy
TCR4 - Retail and
service provision in
villages and local
centres

creation of new
sustainable land-
based or agricultural
businesses in the
countryside.

Proposed policy JT5

areas and the
development and
diversification of
agricultural and other
land-based rural
businesses.




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

also builds on DP12
in terms of conditions
applied to conversion
of farm buildings,
specifically in
response to changes
in permitted
development (Class
ZA of Part 20 The
Town and Country
Planning (General
Permitted
Development)
(England) Order 2015
(as amended)
(GPDOQ)) at the
national level since
the adoption of LPP2.

Proposed policy
TCRA4 replicates part
of Policy DP12 which
addresses equestrian
development.

Changes have been
made to the equivalent
proposed policy JT5 in
the JLP to respond to
the changes in
permitted
development. As
Policy DP12 indicates
it only applies in the
case of proposals, any
development which is
brought forward
through permitted
development will not
need to have regard to
the policy. The policy
would still be effective
were planning
permission required.

Changes have also
been made to the
equivalent proposed
policy JTS in the JLP




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
Joint Local Plan, or
of White policy peing reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
oS TEat | toomied, | proposed deleton o | upieng?
2 replaced ,or of the adopted ] )
deleted,? policy
to make it more
effective in dealing
with the creation of
new sustainable land-
based or agricultural
businesses in the
countryside; however,
the existing policy
remains effective,
including in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objectives SO5, S10
and SO11. Policy
DP12 does not require
updating.
N/A The policy is no longer | Yes NA
D Supersadea by recessan o e
Sho ?;] Deleted changes to the Use superseded b
bping Classes Order. P y
Frontages changes to the Use
Classes Order
DP13b: Superseded by N/A The policy is no longer | Yes NA
Secondary Deleted changes to the Use necessary as the

Shopping

Classes Order.

matter has been




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
Frontages superseded by
changes to the Use
Classes Order
No, policy DP13c The emerging JLP No Yes
addresses other town | responds to changes
centre uses (non- in permitted
retail) within town development since the
centres specifically, adoption of the LPP2
whilst proposed (Class MA in The
policy TCR2 Town and Country
addresses the topic Planning (General
of town centres Permitted
DP13c: Other TCR2 - Strategy for | generally. Development etc.)
Town Centre Replaced town and local (England)

Uses

service centres

Both policies do
support other uses
within the town
centre; however,
policy DP13c states
that these uses will
be supported so long
as there is no
demonstrable harm
on the living

(Amendment) Order
2021) and use classes
referred to in policy
DP13d are no longer
applicable and have
been superseded as of
December 2020 (Town
and Country Planning
(Use Classes)
(Amendment)




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

conditions of
neighbouring
residents Policy
TCR2 does not
address these
elements; however,
they are covered
more generally in
Policy CE10.

Additionally, TCR2
reacts to the change

in use class order in
2020.

(England) Regulations
2020).

Policy DP13c only
applies to proposals
that require planning
permission,
development which is
brought forward
through permitted
development will not
need to have regard to
the policy. The policy
would still be effective
were planning
permission required.

However, whilst the
policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO5 and SO7, as the
use classes referenced




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
are now out of date
and do not reflect the
current use class
order, the policy
should be updated to
achieve consistency
with the Town and
Country Planning (Use
Classes) (Amendment)
(England) Regulations
2020.
No, both policies deal | The emerging JLP No Yes
with the conversion of | responds to changes
ground floor and in permitted
upper floor uses development since the
within the town centre | adoption of the Vale
DP13d: TCR2 - Strategy for | boundary (DP13d LPP2 (Class MA in
Faringdon Replaced town and local deals with Faringdon | The Town and Country
Town Centre service centres specifically); Planning (General

however, policy
DP13d restricts the
conversion of retail to
healthcare facilities or
residential to cases

Permitted
Development etc.)
(England)
(Amendment) Order
2021) and use classes




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

where they retain an
"active frontage".
Proposed policy
TCR2 instead
protects ground floor
retail uses unless
evidence of at least
twelve months active
marketing
demonstrates that the
site is unviable.

Additionally,
proposed policy
TCR2 reacts to the
change in use class
order in 2020.

referred to in policy
DP13d are no longer
applicable and have
been superseded as of
December 2020 (Town
and Country Planning
(Use Classes)
(Amendment)
(England) Regulations
2020).

As policy DP13d
indicates it only applies
in the case of
proposals, any
development which is
brought forward
through permitted
development will not
need to have regard to
the policy. The policy
would still be effective
were planning
permission required.




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted

policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

However, whilst the
policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO5 and SO7, as the
use classes referenced
are now out of date
and do not reflect the
current use class
order, the policy
should be updated to
achieve consistency
with the Town and
Country Planning (Use
Classes) (Amendment)
(England) Regulations
2020.

DP13e: Local
Shopping
Centres

Replaced

TCR2 - Strategy for
town and local
service centres

No, proposed policy
TCR2 reacts to the
change in the
changes in permitted
development and the

The emerging JLP
responds to changes
in permitted
development since the
adoption of the Vale

No

Yes




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

changes of use class
order in 2020.

LPP2 (Class MA in
The Town and Country
Planning (General
Permitted
Development etc.)
(England)
(Amendment) Order
2021) and use classes
referred to in policy
DP13e are no longer
applicable and have
been superseded as of
December 2020 (Town
and Country Planning
(Use Classes)
(Amendment)
(England) Regulations
2020).

As policy DP13e
indicates it only applies
in the case of
proposals, any
development which is




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

brought forward
through permitted
development will not
need to have regard to
the policy. The policy
would still be effective
were planning
permission required.
However, whilst the
policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO5 and SO7, as the
use classes referenced
are now out of date
and do not reflect the
current use class
order, the policy
should be updated to
achieve consistency
with the Town and
Country Planning (Use
Classes) (Amendment)




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
(England) Regulations
2020.
No, policy DP14 Whilst policy DP14 is No Yes
supports proposals not inconsistent with
for village shops with | national policy which
less than 500 sq.m seeks the retention
gross retail and development of
floorspace, whilst accessible local
proposed policy services and
i TCR4 only supports | community facilities,
TCR2 - Strategy for proposals with 280 such as local shops, it
town and local
N\ . sq.m floorspace or does not reflect the
DP14: Village service centres ;
. less as per Use Class | changes to permitted
and Local Replaced TCR4 - Retail and .
. L F2 Town and Country | development rights at
Shops service provision in

villages and local
centres

Planning (Use
Classes) Order 1987
(as amended).
Proposals over 280
sg.m may still be
supported through
proposed policy
TCR2.

Both policies address

a national level.
Proposed policy TCR2
responds to these
changes effectively.

Policy DP14 indicates
it only applies in the
case of proposals, any
development which is
brought forward




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

the loss or change of
use of any shop or
service within a
village or local centre;
however, proposed
policy TCR4 adds the
additional
requirement that
there is another
equivalent shop or
service use
accessible to
customers within an
800m walking
distance and sets a
minimum 12 month
active marketing to
test viability.

Proposed policy
TCR2 sets out that
when determining
applications for retail
or commercial leisure

through permitted
development will not
need to have regard to
the policy. The policy
would still be effective
were planning
permission required.

However, whilst the
policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objective
SO5, as the use
classes referenced are
now out of date and do
not reflect the current
use class order, the
policy should be
updated to achieve
consistency with the
Town and Country
Planning (Use
Classes) (Amendment)




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

development outside
of the defined town
centres,
consideration will be
given as to whether
to include conditions
to restrict the usage
to that in the
application. DP14 has
no such restriction.

(England) Regulations
2020.

Additionally, the
changes made to
equivalent proposed
policy TCR4 in the
emerging JLP which
restricts the loss or
change of use of any
shop or service use
located within a village
or local centre to only
those cases where
there is another
equivalent shop or
service use accessible
to customers within an
800m walking distance
and the it has been
actively marketed for a
minimum 12 months
are based upon new
evidence collated for




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
the development of the
emerging JLP. As
Policy DP14 is not
based upon this latest
evidence, it will need
updating.
Mostly, whilst the Whilst there is not an No No
intention of policy equivalent policy in the
DP15 is mostly emerging JLP, thisis a
covered by proposed | result of the emerging
policy TCRZ2, there is | JLP intending to
not a direct provide fewer but more
comparison within the | comprehensive
i emerging JLP for the | policies, rather than
DP15: Retail TCR2 - Strategy for | o, - Focus of Policy | the original Vale LPP2
Replaced town and local . :
Parks DP15. policy being

service centres

Policy DP15 makes
reference to the
impact assessment in
Core Policy 32 which
is largely the same as
that found in
proposed policy

ineffective. The topic of
out of town retail and
commercial leisure is
addressed
comprehensively in
proposed policy TCR2
which itself is an
update to Core Policy




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
TCR2; however, the | 32 in the Vale LPP1.
floorspace thresholds | Policy DP15 is still
have been updated. effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SOS5.
No, whilst the Whilst there is not an No Yes
intention of policy equivalent policy in the
DP16 is mostly emerging JLP, this is a
covered by proposed | result of the emerging
policy IN2 and ING, JLP intending to
there is not a direct provide fewer but more
IN2 - Sustainable comparison within the | comprehensive
transport and emerging JLP for the | policies, rather than
accessibility exact focus of policy | the original Vale LPP2
DP16: Access | Replaced INS5 - Parking DP16. policy being
Standards ineffective. The topic of

IN6 — Deliveries and
freight

Proposed policy IN2
develops the
requirement in policy
DP16 to improve
connectivity to a
variety of transport
options by specifying
that these must be in

access is addressed
comprehensively in
proposed policies IN2
and ING.

However, proposed
policy IN2 of the
emerging JLP




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being ’ same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried reason for th_e need need
roposed deletion - .
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
deleted? policy
line with Oxfordshire | responds to
County Council’s Oxfordshire County
Transport User Council’s Transport
Hierarchy. User Hierarchy. As
policy DP16 is not
based upon this latest
evidence, it will need
updating. Policy DP16
is still effective in terms
of meeting the Vale
LPP1 objective SO8.
No, policy DP17 only | Policy DP17 is largely | No Yes
requires a Transport | consistent with
Assessment or national policy which
Statement and Travel | seeks to support
DP17: Plan in accordance opportunities to
Transport IN2 - Sustainable with promote sustainable
Assessments Replaced transport and Oxfordshire County transport options.
and Travel accessibility Council guidance for | Policy DP17 is also still
Plans major developments | effective in terms of

whilst proposed
policy IN2 requires
these must be
provided in

meeting the Vale LPP1
objectives SO8 and
SO9.




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

accordance with
Oxfordshire County
Council’'s thresholds
for developments of
different sizes/ types.

Additionally, policy
DP17 expresses that
these aforementioned
Transport
Assessment and
Travel Plan should
consider
opportunities

to support the take up
of electric and / or low
emission vehicles
whilst proposed
policy IN2 seeks
instead for a modal
shift to walking,
cycling and wheeling,
and public transport,
and seek to reduce

However, proposed
policy IN2 of the
emerging JLP
responds to the Local
Transport and
Connectivity Plan
published by
Oxfordshire County
Council in 2022 which
aims to discourage
individual private
vehicle journeys. As
policy DP17 is not
based upon this latest
evidence, it will need
updating.




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
demand for travel by
private cars. Support
for electric, or other
fuelled vehicle use, is
only provided where
travelling by other
modes of transport
would be difficult.
No, policy DP18 Policy DP17 is largely | No No
focuses largely on consistent with
avoiding the loss of national policy which
existing parking seeks to
spaces whilst improve the quality of
proposed policy INS parking so that it is
_ . deals with the convenient, safe and
DP18: Public . ) :
C L INS - Parking requirements for new | secure, alongside
ar Parking in | Replaced :
standards parking spaces. measures to promote

Settlements

Policy DP18 does
support proposals
that improve the
quality of town centre
parking; however,
proposed policy INS

accessibility for
pedestrians and
cyclists.

The lack of focus in
proposed policy IN5 on
the loss of existing




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or I
deleted? policy
expands upon this to | parking spaces reflects
state that new the active climate
development must emergency and the
provide cycle and car | desire to promote
parking in active travel
accordance with throughout the
Oxfordshire County emerging JLP.
Council’s adopted Therefore, whilst
parking standards. Policy DP18 does not
reflect the approach
being taken by the
council within the
emerging JLP, it is still
an effective policy.
Mostly, both policies | Policy DP19 is largely | No No
support the provision | consistent with
of roadside facilities national policy which
) . in appropriate requires relevant
aDrI:d1 %ol_acc)jr;:zz Replaced ING - Deliveries and | locations; however, policies to be prepared

Services

freight

policy DP19 identifies
where these
appropriate locations
are whilst proposed
policy IN6 does not.

with the active
involvement of local
highways authorities.
Several of the sites
listed in the Vale policy




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local R policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
: lic
deleted? policy
This is as a result of | are no longer relevant;
two of the three however, the policy still
identified sites having | functions effectively
been delivered in the | otherwise, including in
intervening years. terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objective
SOS.
Yes, whilst the Design is a key No No
intention of policy component of national
DP20 is mostly policy and the NPPF
covered by proposed | expects plans to set
policy DE1, there is out a clear design
not a direct vision and
comparison within the | expectations, so that
DP20: Public R DE1 - High quality emerging JLP for the | applicants have as
Art eplaced design xact f f policy | much certaint
g exact focus of policy uch certainty as

DP20.

Policy DP20 has a
requirement for
applicants to set out
details for the

possible about what is
likely to be acceptable.
Whilst there is not an
equivalent policy in the
emerging JLP, policy
DP20 meets this
expectation and




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
provision of that remains an effective
public art. policy, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
S0O2 and SO11.
Mostly, policy DP21 Policy DP17 is largely | No No
includes all of the consistent with
requirements set out | national policy which
in proposed policy seeks to limit the
CE11, but also impact of light pollution
expands considerably | from artificial light on
upon these, such as | local amenity,
adding new intrinsically dark
DP21: External CE11 - Light requirements to meet | landscapes and nature
' Replaced pollution and dark the principal lighting | conservation.

Lighting

skies

guidance relevant to
their Environmental
Zone as shown on
the Policies Map and
that it does not have
an adverse impact on
attractive and/or
sensitive views or
from vantage points.

Changes made to the
equivalent policy CE11
in the JLP are due to a
change in approach
and are an attempt to
make the policy more
effective; however, the
existing policy remains




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P fth dobted deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or orthe al. opte
deleted? policy
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO11 and SO12.
Policy DP21 does not
require updating.
Yes, whilst the Whilst the emerging No No
intention of policy JLP policy takes a
DP22 is covered fully | more general
by proposed policy approach to design,
DE1, there is not a the effect of both
direct comparison policies on
DP22: Replaced DE1 - High quality within the emerging advertisements is
Advertisements design JLP for the exact similar and consistent
focus of policy DP22. | with national policy.
Paragraph 5i of Policy DP22 is still
proposed policy DE1 | effective in terms of
addresses meeting the Vale LPP1
advertisements objectives SO11 and
specifically. SO12.
i Mostly, proposed Proposed policy DE5 No Yes
onPII?:\./éEB?nC;nt Replaced DES5 - Neighbouring | policy DE5 is a near | is a near replica of
on Amenity amenity replication of policy policy DP23; however,

DP23, with the only

the changes made are




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

changes being that
proposed policy DE5
states that
development
proposals “must”
demonstrate that they
will not result in
significant adverse
impacts on the
amenity of
neighbouring uses
whilst policy DP23
states that they
“should” do this.
Additionally,
proposed policy DE5S
states that
development
proposals should
have regard to the
advice within the
Joint Design Guide
on neighbouring
amenity.

due to a change in
approach and a
response to the new
evidence available.

Specifically, the
reference to the Joint
Design Guide in
proposed policy DE5S
reflects the latest
evidence available as
this document was
produced after the
adoption of the Vale
LPP2. As policy DP23
is not based upon this
latest evidence, it will
need updating. Policy
DP23 is still effective in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
S04, SO11 and SO12.




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being ’ same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
No, the wording of Policy DP24 is largely | No No
policy DP24 is largely | consistent with
replicated in national policy;
proposed policy however, proposed
CE10; however, policy CE10 more
proposed policy clearly reflects the
CE10 adds to policy | NPPF requirement that
DP24 by where the operation of
acknowledging that an existing business or
DP24: Effect of there may be community facility
Nei . , circumstances could have a
eighbouring CE10 - Pollution whereby appropriate | significant adverse
or Previous Replaced sources and y approp 9

Uses on New
Developments

receptors

mitigation could be
sought in order to
allow development
which is likely to be
adversely affected by
pollution, although
this addressed later
in policy DP25 but
only in regards to
noise pollution.

effect on new
development, the
applicant should be
required to provide
suitable mitigation
before the
development has been
completed.

Equivalent policy CE11
in the emerging JLP is
thus more effective in




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being ’ same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried reason for th_e need need
roposed deletion - .
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
deleted? policy
responding to the
NPPF; however, the
existing policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
S04, SO11 and SO12.
Policy DP24 does not
require updating.
Yes, both policies Yes, the policy No No
discuss the impact of | addresses the impact
noise pollution and of noise and indicates
the need to provide the need for mitigation
: mitigation under under certain
DP25: Noise Replaced SCOEU1£e-SPaor:I(ljJtlon certain circumstances, as
Pollution receptors circumstances. required by the NPPF.
Policy DP25 is still
effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objectives SO11 and
SO12.
DP26: Air _ _ No, both_ pqlicigs are Whi!st Policy CE9 No No
Qualit-y Replaced CE9 - Air quality largely similar in replicates large parts

nature and ambition;

of Policy DP26, the




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted
policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

however Policy DP26
states that all
development
requiring mitigation
should demonstrate
how the proposal
would make a
positive contribution
towards the aims of
the Council’s Air
Quality Action Plan.
Policy CE9 states
that only those
development
affecting an Air
Quality Management
Area, or for
developments where
mitigation cannot fully
eliminate risks and it
can be demonstrated
that the development
is in the public
interest, should

few changes made,
especially those
relating to the Air
Quality Action Plan,
are due to a change in
approach and are an
attempt to make the
policy more effective;
however, the existing
policy remains
effective, including in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO11 and SO12.
Policy DP26 does not
require updating.




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local P policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
: lic
deleted? policy
contributions be
made towards the
Council’s Air Quality
Action Plan.
Yes, the proposed Policy DP27 in LPP2 No No
replacement policy and proposed policy
has been worded CE12 in the JLP are
slightly differently but | consistent with
it is requiring the national policy as the
same thresholds and | NPPF requires that a
is materially the same | site is suitable for its
policy. Proposed proposed use taking
DP27: Land . policy CE12 has been accoynt of ground
Affected by Replaced CE12 - Soils and evolved to refer to conditions and any

Contamination

contaminated land

remediation and
mitigation as detailed
in national policy.

risks arising from land
instability and
contamination.
Proposed policy CE12
has been evolved to
refer to remediation
and mitigation as
detailed in national
policy but the lack of
reference to this in




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
DP27 does not render
it ineffective. Policy
DP27 is also still
effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SO12.
Yes, the proposed National policy No No
replacement policy is | requires strategic
in substance policies to set out an
materially the same. | overall strategy for the
pattern, scale and
design quality of
places (to ensure
DP28: Waste DE7 - Waste outcomes support
. . beauty and
Collection and | Replaced collection and .
. : placemaking) and
Recycling recycling

make sufficient
provision for waste
management. The
existing policy DP28 in
LPP2 does this, as
does proposed policy
DE7 in the emerging
JLP. Policy DP28 is




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
also still effective in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
SO11 and SO12.
Partially, policy DP29 | National policy No No
is a focused requires planning
landscape policy policies and decisions
covering settlement to support
character and gaps. development that
Policy DP29 and makes efficient use of
proposed policy NH5 | land, taking into
from the emerging account the desirability
DP29: JLP have similar of maintaining an
Settlement Replaced NHS5 - Landscape elements in that they | area’s prevailing

Character and
Gaps

both require
character to be
retained and physical
and visual separation
maintained between
settlements.
However, the Council
have sought
improvements to the
policy wording and

character and setting.
Whilst the Council is
seeking improvements
to the policy through
the emerging JLP, the
policy remains
generally consistent
with national policy
and continues to meet
the strategic objectives




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local P policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
’ lic
deleted? policy
the proposed policy of the Local Plan 2031,
has evolved with specifically SO10.
greater detail in
response to this. The
proposed new policy
also addresses other
wider landscape
points in addition to
settlement character
and gaps.
Yes, the proposed The policy remains No No
replacement policy in | generally consistent
the emerging JLP in | with national policy.
substance is Policy DP30 is also still
materially the same. | effective in terms of
For example, they meeting the Vale LPP1
DP30: Replaced HP10 - both include a objectives SO10 and
Watercourses Watercourses minimum 10m buffer | SO11.

zone along both
sides of a
watercourse and
state that major
developments which
are located within




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
20m of a
Watercourse will
require a construction
management plan.
Partially, the National policy No No
proposed identifies planning
replacement policy policies and decisions
has elements which should protect and
are the same. enhance public rights
However, policy of way and access,
DP31: DP31 is more including taking
" detailed and specific | opportunities to
Protection of ) : -
gy to the protection of provide better facilities
Public Rights of IN3 - Transport .
. . Public Rights of Way | for users, for example
Way, National | Replaced infrastructure and . : T
Trai ) in comparison to by adding links to
rails and safeguarding

Open Access
Areas

proposed policy IN3.
Proposed policy IN3
refers to protecting
Public Rights of Way,
but also refers to a
range of other
schemes and
priorities.

existing rights of way

networks including
National Trails. The
policy is still effective,
including in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1

objective SO8, and is
consistent with

national policy.




Within the Relevant policv or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local ant policy policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the h materially the consistent with adopted adopted
. . . Joint Local Plan, or . . . .
of White policy being same? national policy? policy policy
. reason for the
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or olic
deleted? policy
Yes, the proposed The policy is still No No
replacement policy in | consistent with
substance is national policy. The
materially the same. | NPPF identifies that
Both the existing Plans should set out
policy and the the contributions
proposed policy IN4 expected from
in the JLP support the | development. This
restoration and should include setting
reconstruction of the | out the levels and
Na-wisans | (EEaBene | upes of afordete
Wilts and Berks | Replaced Berks Canal 9 9P

Canal

Safeguarding

the historic
alignments of the
canal.

required, along with
other infrastructure
(such as that needed
for education, health,
transport, flood and
water management,
green and digital
infrastructure). Such
policies should not
undermine the
deliverability of the
plan. Policy DP32 is




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P fth dobted deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or orthe al. opte
deleted? policy
also still effective in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
S0O10 and SO11.
Partially, the The policy is due to be | No Yes
proposed replaced in response
- replacement policies | to up-to-date evidence.
g?ip;ol;ltevg;?;ﬂgles in the emerging JLP | As such, whilst the
activity a,nd cover the topic of policy remains
recreation open space across a | effective in terms of
HP6 - Green number of proposed | meeting the Vale LPP1
infrastructure on policies. objectives SO10 and
new developments SO11, as is not based
DP33: Open Replaced HP7 - Open space in Policy DP33 requires | upon this latest
Space P P P proposals to be ‘in evidence, it will need

new developments
HP8 - Play provision
for children and
young people

HP9 - Allotments
and community food
growing

accordance’ with the
open space
standards as set out
in an appendix of the
Local Plan, whereas
proposed policy HP7
in the emerging JLP
requires proposals to
‘have regard’ to the

updating.




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
deleted? policy
most up to standards
set out in the Green
Infrastructure
Strategy and Open
Spaces Study. This
difference in policy
approach takes
account of the up-to-
date evidence
produced to support
the emerging JLP.
Yes, the proposed The policy is No Yes
replacement policy in | consistent with
substance is the national policy as the
HP4 - Existing open | same. Policy DP34 NPPF identifies
space, sport and requires new housing | planning policies
DP34: Leisure recreation facilities developments to should be based on
and Sports Replaced HPS5 - New facilities | provide or contribute | robust and up-to-date
Facilities for sport, physical towards indoor and assessments of the

activity and
recreation

outdoor leisure and
sports facilities in
accordance with the
local standards as set
out in Appendix K. On

need for open space,
sport and recreation
facilities (including
quantitative or
qualitative deficits or




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted

policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

sites of major
development a
financial contributions
towards providing or
improving off-site
provision will be
required. Whereas
proposed policy HP5
identifies that new
residential
developments will be
expected to provide
on-site provision
where possible, or
where appropriate, a
financial contribution
towards either off-site
provision, or the
enhancement of
existing off-site
facilities. This is
proposed to be
determined on a site-
by-site basis,

surpluses) and
opportunities for new
provision. National
policy clearly sets out
that information gained
from the assessments
should be used to
determine what open
space, sport and
recreational provision
is needed, which plans
should then seek to
accommodate. As
such, whilst the policy
remains effective in
terms of meeting the
Vale LPP1 objectives
S0O10 and SO11, as is
not based upon this
latest evidence, it will
need updating.




Adopted
policy in Vale
of White
Horse Local
Plan 2031 Part
2

Within the
Joint Local
Plan is the
policy being
carried
forward,
replaced, or
deleted?

Relevant policy or
policies in the
Joint Local Plan, or
reason for the
proposed deletion
of the adopted

policy

Is the replacement
policy in substance
materially the
same?

If not, is the policy
effective and
consistent with
national policy?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
deleting?

Does the
LPP2
adopted
policy
need
updating?

informed by the
councils’ leisure
studies and accord
with the requirements
set out in the
infrastructure delivery
plan. The proposed
policy addresses the
provision for the
future long-term
maintenance and
management of new
or expanded facilities,
setting that it must be
agreed as part of the
planning application.

DP35: New
Countryside
Recreation
Facilities

Replaced

Policy HP5 - New
facilities for sport,
physical activity and
recreation

Yes, the replacement
policy in substance is
materially the same.
Policy DP35 identifies
a series of scenarios
where proposals for
small scale
countryside

The policy remains
effective, however
reference is made to
Core Policy 13: Green
Belt. Core Policy 13 is
no longer consistent
with national policy,
specifically paragraph

No

Yes




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, prop deleting? | updating?
of the adopted
2 replaced, or I
deleted? policy
recreational facilities | 154 and 155 of the
will be supported. NPPF, and therefore
the policy should be
Whilst proposed updated.
policy HPS is a wider
reaching policy, point
3 focuses on
providing small scale
recreational facilities
in the countryside.
The only material
difference is that
DP35 includes
reference to green
belt, through Core
Policy 13: Green Belt,
whereas Policy HP5
does not reference
the green belt.
Yes, the policy is in The policy is effective | No No
i : L substance materially | and consistent with
DP36: Heritage Replaced NHB8 - The historic the same. Although in | national policy. Policy

Assets

environment

a slightly different
order the proposed

DP36 is also still
effective in terms of




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local R policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
.. . policies in the . . .
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
: lic
deleted? policy
replacement policy in | meeting the Vale LPP1
the emerging JLP is | objective SO11.
asking for the same
things with similar
thresholds.
Yes, the policy is in The policy is effective | No No
substance materially | and consistent with
the same. Although national policy. The
the proposed policy policy is effective and
NH10 goes further to | consistent with
includes types of national policy. Policy
development that are | DP36 is also still
DP37: encouraged to effective in terms of
C ) . NH10 - enhance and better meeting the Vale LPP1
onservation Replaced

Areas

Conservation Areas

the significance of the
Conservation Area
and to preserve the
setting. Proposed
policy NH10 also
more explicitly
references the NPPF
requirements around
assessing harm.

objective SO11.




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being ’ same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried reason for th_e need need
roposed deletion - .
Plan 2031 Part forward, P f deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or of the a_dopted
deleted? policy
However, although
NH10 is more explicit
in explaining
requirements than
DP37, it is not
considered in
substance materially
different.
Yes, the policy is in Proposed policy NH9 No No
substance materially | has been adapted to
the same. Proposed | put more detail from
policy NH9 sets out the NPPF into the
more detail from the | policy wording,
NPPF. Although however, policy DP38
policy NH9 brings is still considered to be
DP38 Listed Replaced NH9 - Listed more NPPF content effective and
Buildings Buildings into the policy, the consistent with

supporting text of
DP38 directs to the
NPPF, so it is
considered to be in
substance materially
the same.

national policy as the
controls in the NPPF
and legislation would
still apply to both
regardless. Policy
DP38 is also still
effective in terms of




Within the Relevant policy or Is the replacement If not, is the policy Does the | Does the
Adopted Joint Local policies in the policy in substance effective and LPP2 LPP2
policy in Vale Plan is the Joint Local Plan. or materially the consistent with adopted adopted
of White policy being reason for the, same? national policy? policy policy
Horse Local carried roposed deletion need need
Plan 2031 Part forward, P fth dobted deleting? | updating?
2 replaced, or orthe adopte
deleted? policy
meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SO11.
Yes, the policy is in The policy is effective | No No
substance materially | and consistent with
the same. Proposed | national policy.
policy NH11 is a
more detailed policy, | However, proposed
for example it policy NH11 has been
requires applicants to | adapted to bring it up
agree the scope and | to date with national
DP39: assessment and field | policy but this does not
Archaéology NH11 - Archaeology | evaluation with the mean that policy DP39
and Scheduled Replaced and Scheduled COL_mty Council. is ineff_ective. Pplicy
Monuments Monuments Policy DP39 does not | DP39 is also still

require this, however
the substance of both
policies and how
development should
approach
archaeology and
scheduled
monuments are the
same.

effective in terms of
meeting the Vale LPP1
objective SO11.




Acronyms and Links

Document Acronym Link
https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/10/Local-Plan-2031-Part-1.pdf

Local Plan 2031: Part | LPP1

1

Local Plan 2031: Part | LPP2 https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2021/03/VOWHDC-Master-1.pdf

2

Joint Local Plan JLP https://www.southoxon.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2024/01/Joint-Local-Plan-Preferred-Options-
Document.pdf

National Planning NPPF https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65a11af7e8f5ec000f1f8c46/NPPF_December 2023.pdf

Policy Framework



https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/10/Local-Plan-2031-Part-1.pdf
https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2021/03/VOWHDC-Master-1.pdf
https://www.southoxon.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2024/01/Joint-Local-Plan-Preferred-Options-Document.pdf
https://www.southoxon.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2024/01/Joint-Local-Plan-Preferred-Options-Document.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65a11af7e8f5ec000f1f8c46/NPPF_December_2023.pdf
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