
2023/1066 
 
Applicant: Yorkshire Land Limited 
 
Development of rural exception site including 4no. affordable homes and 2no. open market 
properties with landscaping and associated infrastructure 
 
Land west of Millstones, Oxspring, Sheffield, S36 8WF 
 

 
Site Location and Description 
 
The site is located on the edge of Oxspring village. It is bound to the east by the Millstones 
housing development which dates back to the mid 1990s. 
 
The site is 0.3ha and is roughly square in shape and is grassed. To the north is a bank of 
woodland, to the west is an area of woodland planted on a landscaped mound and to the 
south is the tree lined Don river. The houses to the east overlook the site. The site has an 
existing access from Millstones which is gated off. 
 
Levels on the site fall roughly 5m from north to south (to the river). 
 
Site History 
 
2020/1269 – Permission refused and dismissed at appeal for three affordable homes and 
two market properties. The Inspector found that the proposal would contribute towards 
addressing local community need for affordable housing but that the submitted viability 
assessments did not demonstrate that the development would be viable. The scheme also 
failed the flood risk sequential assessment. Taken together the benefits of the scheme did 
not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 
 
2014/0482 – Permission refused and dismissed at appeal for four detached dwellings. The 
Inspector concluded that the proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
which would compromise one of the five purposes of Green Belt and result in substantial 
harm to the Green Belt. She further concluded that the benefits of the proposal would not 
clearly outweigh the substantial harm to the Green Belt and that there were no very special 
circumstances necessary to justify inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
 
B/00/0658/PR – Residential development of 4 dwellings. Decision: Refused 
permission 08/08/2000 for the following reasons: -  

• Harm to an area of Borough Landscape Value.  
• Inappropriate and harmful development in the Green Belt.  

 
The subsequent appeal was dismissed. 
 
B/99/1344/PR – Erection of four detached dwellings (outline). Decision: Refused permission 
22/02/2000. 
 
B/94/0932/PR – Outline application for residential development. Decision: Refused 
permission 13/10/1994 for the following reason: -  

• The form of development would have resulted in an unacceptable loss of mature 
trees on the riverbank and the site frontage to Dover Hill visually detrimental to the site’s 
character and wider setting. 

 
 
Proposed Development 



 
The proposal is to construct six dwellings, comprising 2no. 2 bed, 2no. 3 bed and 2no. 4 
bed. 
 
The 2 and 3 bed dwellings are semi-detached and would have floor areas of 76 sq. m and 
91 sq. m respectively. The proposal is for these dwellings to be affordable discount market 
housing (at a 30% discount from market price) and made available for local occupation. 
Evidence is submitted to demonstrate that these dwellings would meet local community 
needs for affordable housing, and specifically, starter homes for first time buyers under the 
age of 40. Parking is provided in the form of two spaces for each dwelling and the proposed 
layout also indicates an additional two visitor parking spaces. The four affordable houses 
would have a total floorspace of 334 sq. m. 
 
The four bed dwellings would be conventional market (not affordable) homes. They would 
each have a floor area of 191 sq. m and a double garage of 33.6 sq. m. Each dwelling would 
have an additional two parking spaces in front of their garage. The two market houses and 
their garages would have a total floorspace of 449 sq. m (the two houses floorspace 
excluding the garages would be 382 sq. m). 
 
The applicant and agent has submitted a number of letters and reports in support of the 
proposal including: 

• A planning, design and access statement. 

• Several technical reports covering matters such as flood risk, drainage, ecology, land 
quality, contamination and trees. 

• Affordable Housing Survey and Results summary. 

• A viability appraisal and cost review 

• A copy of a submission from the 2020 planning application, from a mortgage broker, 
confirming that several building societies will consider competitive mortgages on 
properties that are discounted from open market value by 35% in perpetuity and have 
to be offered to first time buyers with links to the locality. 

 
The submissions in support of this proposal include:  

• Copies of 2023 FOIs setting out information about affordable housing permissions 
and delivery in Western Villages since 2019. 

• A copy of the section 106 agreement submitted with the 2020 appeal for 
consideration in relation to this proposal. 

• The proposed discount market housing will meet an affordable housing need that is 
not otherwise met and will help to address a shortfall in the affordable housing 
requirement. 

• The proposed houses adopt a traditional design with the use of high quality materials 
including natural stone walling, stone cills/lintels and roof materials to match the 
adjacent Millstones development. 

• The submission suggests that the application site is part of a wider area of previously 
developed land – however it is clear that the site has been restored and is now 
properly regarded as greenfield. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Proposed layout 
 

 
 
 
Elevations: 
 
Two bed semi-detached:      Three bed semi-detached:  
 

    
 
 
 
 



4 bed detached: 

 
 
Policy Context 
 
Planning decision should be made in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise and the NPPF does not change the statutory status of the 
development plan as the starting point for decision making.   
 
The Local Plan was adopted in January 2019 and is now accompanied by seven masterplan 
frameworks which apply to the largest site allocations (housing, employment, and mixed-use 
sites). In addition, the Council has adopted a series of Supplementary Planning Documents 
and Neighbourhood Plans which provide supporting guidance and specific local policies 
which are a material consideration in the decision-making process.    
  
The Local Plan review was approved at the full Council meeting held 24th November 2022. 
The review determined that the Local Plan remains fit for purpose and is adequately 
delivering its objectives. This means no updates to the Local Plan, in whole or in part, are to 
be carried out ahead of a further review. The next review is due to take place in 2027, or 
earlier, if circumstances require it. 
 
Local Plan 
 
The site is allocated as Green Belt within the Local Plan Proposals Maps and therefore the 
following policies are relevant: 
 
GD1 – General Development 
H7 – Affordable Housing 
T3 – New Development and Sustainable Travel 
T4 – New Development and Transport Safety 
D1 – Design 
BIO1 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
GB1 – Protection of the Green Belt 
CC3 – Flood Risk 
CL1 -Contaminated and Unstable Land 
I1 – Infrastructure and Planning Obligations 
 



Oxspring Neighbourhood Development Plan 
 
OH1 Meeting Local Housing Needs  
OEN1 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Biodiversity Assets and Green Infrastructure. 
OEN3 Planning for Climate Change 
OEN4 Landscape and Building Design Guidelines for New Development 
 
NPPF 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out the Government’s planning policies for 
England and how these are expected to be applied. At the heart is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. Development proposals that accord with the development plan 
should be approved unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Where the 
development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, permission should be 
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole; or 
where specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted or unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
Of key significance, the NPPF defines Affordable Housing as housing for sale or rent, for those 
whose needs are not met by the market, and includes:  

• Affordable housing for rent 

• Starter Homes (albeit the secondary legislation has not yet been put in place and the 
government has indicated that they do not intend to proceed with this and have instead 
indicated an intention to proceed with a product called ‘First Homes’) 

• Discounted market sales housing (sold at a minimum discount of 20% below local 
market value with eligibility determined with regard to local incomes and local house 
prices. Provisions should be in place to ensure housing remains at a discount for future 
eligible households 

• Other affordable routes to home ownership (in the absence of grant funding it does not 
appear that these products are intended to be required to be affordable in perpetuity). 
 

The NPPF defines rural exception sites as: Small sites used for affordable housing in 
perpetuity where sites would not normally be used for housing. Rural exception sites seek to 
address the needs of the local community by accommodating households who are either 
current residents or have an existing family or employment connection. A proportion of market 
homes may be allowed on the site at the local authority’s discretion, for example where 
essential to enable the delivery of affordable units without grant funding.  
 
Paras 152 and 153 of the NPPF indicate that inappropriate development is by definition 
harmful to the Green Belt, should not be approved except in very special circumstances (which 
must clearly outweigh any harm to the Green Belt and any other harm resulting from the 
proposal), and that substantial weight should be given to any harm to Green Belt. 
 
Para 154 of the NPPF indicates that one of the exceptions to the presumption that new 
buildings are to be treated as inappropriate in the Green Belt is ‘limited affordable housing for 
local community needs under policies set out in the development plan (including policies for 
rural exception sites’.  
 
Para 82 of the NPPF indicates that local planning authorities should support opportunities to 
bring forward rural exception sites that will provide affordable housing to meet identified local 
needs and consider whether allowing some market housing on these sites would help to 
facilitate this. 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD): 
 



SPD Parking  
SPD Affordable Housing  
SPD – Design of Housing Development. 
SPD – Sustainable Travel 
SPD- Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
 
Other 
 
South Yorkshire Residential Design Guide 
 
 
Consultations 
 
Highways DC – The scheme is acceptable from a highways development control 
perspective including the provision of parking and accessibility for a refuse vehicle. 
Recommend approval subject to conditions.  
Public Rights of Way – no objections subject to an informative relating to any claimable but 
unrecorded routes. 
Highways Drainage – No objections 
Pollution Control – No objections subject to a condition to control hours of construction. 
Environment Agency – No objection to the proposal subject to condition that the 
development is carried out in accordance with the submitted flood risk assessment 
Design – no objection subject to conditions to secure details of materials, and landscaping   
Biodiversity – no objections and recommends approval subject to conditions. As the 
application was submitted prior to 2nd April 2024 when BNG became mandatory for minor 
developments, 10% BNG is not required for the proposal site.  
Strategic Housing – acknowledged that the submitted housing survey remains in date, 
expressed concerns that the evidence in relation to affordable housing need remains weak 
and that the submitted viability evidence lacks sufficient justification.  
Legal Officer – advises that the draft legal agreement doesn’t include a sufficient figure for 
BNG units but otherwise is acceptable. 
Oxspring Parish Council – object to the proposal. Note that the green belt review 
undertaken in 2013 concluded that this site should not be released from the Green Belt. 
Oxspring Neighbourhood Development Plan was adopted in 2019 after comprehensive 
consultation and an 85% vote in favour at referendum. Recent changes to NPPF don’t alter 
the outcome of the last appeal which found overriding harm to the Green Belt, loss of 
openness and encroachment of the countryside. Rural exception sites should only be 
considered if there are no other sites available – other brownfield sites are currently being 
developed in and around the village. Challenge whether the proposed affordable homes are 
really affordable, it is believed that these homes would cost more than either first time buyers 
or single people would be able to afford. Surveys of local estate agents indicate there are a 
large number of properties for sale within a short distance of the village that are far cheaper 
than the proposed affordable homes are expected to be. The data regarding the need for 
affordable homes has not been updated since the last application was rejected, it is a very 
small survey and very few people responded. No indication was ever given as to the likely 
costs of any affordable homes, villagers were being asked to comment without full 
information. The Oxspring Neighbourhood Plan provided a very comprehensive housing 
needs analysis document, undertaken by an external body, that was shared with the 
community and fully supported at Referendum. We challenge the fact that this project could 
be considered to be ‘community led’.  
 
Ward Councillors – no comments received 
 
Representations 
 
The application has been publicised by means of letters to local residents and a site notice.  



13 representations have been received making the following points: 

• Object to developer building on Green Belt in the village. There are no exceptional 
circumstances that should destroy designated Green Belt. There are no very special 
circumstances that would outweigh the harm caused to the Green Belt including loss 
of openness and encroachment of the countryside. The existing green belt boundary 
is clearly defined and defensible. The proposal does not meet any of the NPPF 
examples of enhancing use of the Green Belt. 

• Similar to previous application refused and dismissed in 2022 and nothing has 
changed in relation to green belt policy. The only change is one more affordable 
house has been added. 

• Prior to that the site had been turned down for development on two previous 
occasions as well as being discussed at length at Local Plan hearing and rejected 
as unsuitable  

• The site is a vital open space forming a natural break between existing housing and 
a natural wooded area. 

• There is no provision for building on this site in either the adopted Oxspring 
Neighbourhood Plan (ONP) or the Barnsley MBC Local Plan. There is provision in 
the ONP to build the necessary affordable homes. There is already a development in 
Oxspring to deliver affordable homes along with more in Penistone and there is no 
justification to change the Green Belt boundary. Evidence indicates that the housing 
stock in the rural villages of Barnsley is such that there is need to change the green 
belt – Oxspring shows negative 29. 

• The survey of housing need carried out by the developers cannot be relied upon, 
information has not been gathered properly and was misleading with no reference to 
purchase price or to the S106 to secure the discounted price 

• One of the causes of major flooding in Sheffield in June 2007 was attributed to 
‘Constant building on land up stream on the Upper River Don making impermeable 
surfaces, resulting in shorter lag times for surface water discharge and subsequent 
flash flooding’. In this application the development is within 20 metres of the Don. 
Acknowledge that the development has moved away from the flood plain. Flooding 
has also recently happened on the Millstones estate, October 2023. 

• Indicates most residents of Millstones share the objection to this application, and that 
it is opposed by Oxspring PC and the MP for the area (written before the 2024 
general election). Can’t claim to be and is not community led. 

• Question the affordable housing content and note that within a five mile radius of 
S36 8WZ there were (at Jan 2024) 255 properties on Rightmove for market values 
less than those quoted as affordable in the application; and around 60 within a three 
mile radius. This includes the discount that the developer is using. Consider that the 
values of the affordable homes have been inflated to create an unrealistic discount. 
Give example of (circa 70) affordable homes on Well House Lane at Penistone, 
marketed for some £89,980. Also, the affordable homes are out of character with the 
existing five bed detached houses on the Millstone site and the proposed four bed 
houses. 

• Rural exceptions should only be considered if there are no other sites available. 
Ther have been recent permissions including the provision for affordable housing at 
Bower Dell and Roughbirchworth Lane. 

• The proposal is within two or three miles of other potential brownfield sites that would 
be suitable for the proposed development and therefore the sequential test has not 
been applied. 

• The site has been subject to defoliation spray before each application including this 
one.  

• The site is an important wildlife corridor and is used by bats, water voles, owls, 
heron, deer, squirrel, rabbits and hares.  



• The S106 proposal to give a 35% discount to the affordable homes in perpetuity 
cannot be achieved – current case law indicates that a large number of S106 are 
removed after 5 years 

• Finance and mortgage providers have limited products available to properties with 
S106 and they require higher than normal deposit contributions. 

• Current developments in Oxspring and Penistone show that the housing stock is 
plentiful but there is a lack of provision of infrastructure such as school, doctors and 
dentists. 

• Concern that the developer is responsible for the development at Mill View 
Roughbirchworth Lane where the roof materials are not in keeping and concerned 
that same will happen here. 

• Loss of privacy, light and outlook (including off mature woodland) to neighbouring 
properties. 

• Impact on neighbouring mature woodland 

• Impact on highway safety and drainage infrastructure  
 
Assessment 
 
Principle of development  
 
The site is on the edge of Oxspring village but within the Green Belt. National and local 
Green Belt policy indicates that new buildings are inappropriate development and should not 
be approved except in very special circumstances, with a closed list of exceptions. One such 
exception is ‘limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in 
the development plan (including policies for rural exception sites)’.  
 
The glossary to the NPPF states that rural exception sites are ‘small sites used for affordable 
housing in perpetuity where sites would not normally be used for housing. Rural exception 
sites seek to address the needs of the local community by accommodating households who 
are either current residents or have an existing family or employment connection. A 
proportion of market homes may be allowed on the site at the local planning authority’s 
discretion, for example where essential to enable the delivery of affordable units without 
grant funding’. 
 
The Local Plan includes a policy H7 Affordable Housing which includes the sentence 
‘Limited affordable housing to meet community needs may be allowed in or on the edge of 
villages’. The text accompanying this policy at paragraph 9.29 sets out a number of 
considerations including ‘Sites on the edge of settlements will need to provide acceptable 
mitigation of their impact on the countryside or they will not be considered to be acceptable 
locations for residential development. We will require a planning obligation to make sure the 
homes remain affordable. If provision of some market housing is necessary to make the 
affordable housing viable this would be considered and would be subject to an open book 
viability appraisal’.  
 
It is clear therefore that the principle of development in this Green Belt location will only be 
acceptable if: 

• The proposed affordable dwellings are intended to meet a local community need for 
affordable housing. 

• Provisions are in place to ensure that the affordable houses would remain affordable 
in perpetuity and to meet local community needs. 

• The proposed market housing is limited to what is necessary to make the affordable 
housing viable. 

 
Local community needs 
 



The current Strategic Market Housing Assessment indicates that there is a need for 
affordable housing in the western villages but is not nuanced enough to indicate the precise 
level of need in each village. The applicant has therefore re-submitted the (confidential) 
evidence submitted in support of their 2020 planning application for market and affordable 
housing. This evidence is accepted as being up to date as it is less than five years old. It 
takes the form of responses to a parish survey (clarified to have been distributed to the large 
majority of, but not all, households in the village), supplemented by advertising in the local 
press and on social media.  
 
The survey indicated the availability of three starter/discounted market homes to be offered 
to first time buyers between the ages of 23-39 at a 35% discount and asked those interested 
to register their interest if they met at least one of the following criteria:  

• Have permanently lived in the parish or an adjoining parish for at least three years 
and are now in need of new accommodation which can’t be met from the existing 
housing stock; 

• Don’t live in the parish but have a long standing connection to the local community, 
including previous period of residence; or service men/women returning to the parish 
after leaving military service; or  

• Are taking up full-time permanent employment in an already established business in 
the parish for an adjoining parish. 

 
In response to this survey, 24 responses indicated an interest in the properties although a 
number indicated an interest without establishing any local connection. The applicant and 
agent submit that the survey demonstrates the need for 13 starter homes/discount for 
market sale properties in the village. However, a number of these provide unclear evidence 
of a local connection and it is considered that only 9 of the respondents have a local 
connection. 
 
What the survey does not do is seek to establish whether any of the interested parties are in 
affordable housing need. Nor did it establish the price that the affordable houses would be 
sold at, nor that their future occupation (i.e. on resale) would also be restricted in any way 
(either by retention of the 35% discount, or to meet local community needs). 
 
This evidence was considered by the Inspector who determined the appeal against the 2020 
refusal. The Inspector concluded on this matter that ‘The appellant’s survey provides the 
most recent and accurate position of the affordable housing needs of the local community. It 
indicates a local need for more than the three affordable dwellings proposed. This need at 
village level reflects the wider need for affordable housing in the parish, in the Rural West 
sub-area, and across the borough’. 
 
The Inspector also set out that the appellant claimed that the survey respondents are low 
income, with income not exceeding £80,000 per annum, but that he had not been directed to 
the evidence for this. Notwithstanding this omission in the evidence, he went on to conclude 
that ‘Overall the proposal would contribute towards addressing the affordable needs of the 
local community by accommodating households who are either current residents or have an 
existing family or employment connection.’ 
 
The proposed discounted price of the affordable houses is proposed to be £199,500, 
£210,000 and £220,500.  
 
While the survey evidence was based on affordable homes to be discounted to the value of 
35% and the current proposal is for affordable homes to be discounted to the value of 30% 
this discount exceeds the requirement set out in the Council’s Affordable Housing SPD that 
dwellings are to be sold at a discount of at least 20% below local market value. 
 



It is concluded therefore that the submitted survey has demonstrated a level of affordable 
housing need in the parish to support the proposed rural exception proposal. 
 
Provisions in place to ensure homes remain affordable and meet local community needs in 
perpetuity. 
 
A copy of the draft legal agreement submitted in support of the previous appeal has been 
submitted which it is indicated would protect the discount of market value in perpetuity; 
ensure that the homes remain available for local people in perpetuity; and ensure that the 
affordable homes would be delivered prior to occupation of the market homes. The content 
was agreed by the Council with legal advice in 2021 and remains in principle acceptable and 
the applicant has confirmed that it will be updated to reflect the amended proposals.  
 
 
Viability 
 
The applicant has submitted significant evidence in support of the proposal, including 
(confidential) viability evidence supplemented by additional cost review evidence.  The 
applicant’s viability evidence is based on a development specification that is higher than 
typical new building housing and this is reflected in the costs and values. This evidence 
shows that a wholly affordable housing scheme would not be viable. It also seeks to 
demonstrate that the proposed 2 market houses are necessary to make the proposed 4 
affordable housing development viable. 
 
The applicant refused the Council’s requests to fund an independent appraisal of the viability 
evidence, which is the Council’s normal practice. The Council funded an independent 
appraisal and a cost review. This agreed that a wholly affordable scheme would not be 
viable and that some level of market housing would be required to make the affordable 
scheme viable. However, it also concluded that the submitted evidence inflated the cost of 
the development of four affordable dwellings and two market dwellings and resulted in a 
profit margin greater than would be considered reasonable. Accordingly it is concluded that 
the proposed two market dwellings exceed what would be required to make the affordable 
housing viable.  
 
It is concluded therefore that the proposed scheme does not meet the requirements of local 
plan policy H7 and NPPF Paras 82 and 154f. Accordingly therefore the proposed houses are 
inappropriate development in the green belt, would represent encroachment into the 
countryside in conflict with the green belt purpose, and would have a significant effect on 
openness. There are no very special circumstances that would clearly outweigh the strong 
objections to inappropriate development in the green belt and the further harm from the 
openness of the green belt.  
 
Flood Risk 
 
The submitted scheme ensures that the proposed development is well clear of flood zone 3a 
next to the River Don. Subject to the requirement for a condition to secure specified finished 
floor levels as recommended by the Environment Agency, it is considered that the proposal 
adequately addresses the flood risk issue. 
 
Residential Amenity 
 
The relationship with the adjacent dwellings and between the proposed dwellings is 
considered to be acceptable. The proposal shows plot 1 with only a first floor ensuite 
bathroom window in an otherwise blank gable facing the adjacent existing dwellings to the 
east. A condition requiring the use of opaque glass in that window would address any 
overlooking concerns. The distance between the existing and proposed dwellings is over 14 



metres, which comfortably exceeds the guidance in the Council’s SPD Design of Housing 
Development that there should be a minimum of 12 metres between a blank side elevation 
and the habitable windows of an existing house.  
 
Any other impacts including loss of light, sunlight and overshadowing are not considered to 
be unreasonable (accepting that any development on open land will have an impact on the 
neighbouring land). 
 
Subject to a condition recommended by Pollution Control to control hours of work/delivery; it 
is considered that the proposal adequately addresses residential amenity issues and is in 
compliance with Local Plan policies GD1 and Poll1. 
 
Visual Amenity 
 
This is a high quality development and if the site were not in the Green Belt then the design 
of the scheme would be considered appropriate and acceptable, subject to conditions to 
secure an acceptable natural stone and appropriate roofing materials; to agree the final 
finish of the doors for the garages and dwellings; and to agree the final details of 
landscaping.  
 
The proposal is to construct two detached dwellings with detached garages and two pairs of 
semi-detached houses. The proposed development has a significant mass and will be 
prominent in local views. While views are limited by the topography of the surrounding land 
and the screening provided by existing off site vegetation the proposal would have a 
significant effect on openness, in conflict with one the essential characteristics of the Green 
Belt. Since this issue of impact on openness arises for any element of the proposed scheme 
which is considered to be inappropriate, and the conclusion has been reached above that 
both the affordable and market houses are inappropriate, then it follows that the harm arising 
from openness applies to the whole scheme. 
 
Highways safety 
 
The scheme has been amended and now demonstrates appropriate access, the provision of 
acceptable level of parking and to demonstrate accessibility for a refuse vehicle or bin lorry. 
Subject to conditions to secure the provision of access, drives, parking and turning areas 
before occupation; and to secure bicycle parking, it is concluded that the proposal is 
acceptable and in compliance with Local Plan policies T3 and T4.  
 
Biodiversity 
 
The proposal has demonstrated an acceptable approach to the ecology of the site and seeks 
through the draft S106 agreement to deliver ‘no net loss’ to biodiversity on the site. Subject 
to conditions requiring the development to be completed in line with the recommendations in 
the submitted Ecological Appraisal, Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment and Otter Survey 
Report; to secure additional biodiversity mitigation as proposed (including bat and swift 
boxes and hedgehog highways in all boundary fencing);  to secure details of lighting to 
demonstrate that the lighting will not adversely impact key species; to require a 
precautionary working method statement for non-native invasive species and to require a 
fully detailed landscaping scheme to be submitted and implemented, it is considered that the 
proposal would conserve and enhance the biodiversity of the borough and is in compliance 
with policy BIO1 and the SPD Biodiversity and Geodiversity. 
 
Trees and landscaping 
 
The site is bound by trees on or off all four boundaries. The submitted tree survey 
recommends that one tree is removed due to its physical condition, and this has previously 



been agreed by the Tree Officer. The submission also includes an arboricultural method 
statement which sets out details of protection measures for the trees on the site.  
 
Subject to conditions to require full details of the proposed landscaping, to require further 
details of the proposed no dig method of constructing the access road in order to protect the 
tree roots of the ancient woodland to the north, and to ensure that the development takes 
place in accordance with the arboricultural method statement it is considered that the 
proposal adequately addresses the relationship with trees on and adjacent to the site and is 
in compliance with the requirements of policy GD1. 
 
Contaminated or Unstable Land 
 
The contaminated land officer has previously indicated agreement with the conclusion of the 
submitted phase 1 desk study that a phase 2 intrusive site investigation is required. A 
condition would address this requirement. 
 
Drainage 
 
Notwithstanding the comments from local residents about the capacity of the waste system, 
there are no objections from Yorkshire Water or the Council’s drainage system. A condition 
that the development proceed in accordance with the proposed drainage scheme would 
address the drainage requirements. 
 
Other considerations 
 
Other benefits raised by this proposal include the provision of four affordable discount 
market housing, a form of affordable housing that is not otherwise available in Oxspring; and 
the provision of two market houses in the context of the Council’s lack of a five year housing 
land supply and the pending amendments to national planning policy. In addition, the 
application is supported by a draft legal agreement which seeks to secure the delivery of ‘no 
net loss’ to Biodiversity with a 30 year management and maintenance scheme, which is a 
positive benefit to the proposal.  
 
Other issues raised by local residents are of very little or no material consideration to this 
proposal, including: 

• the failure to apply a sequential test to the provision of housing 

• Loss of views 

• Impact on saleability and house values. 
 
Conclusion 
 

Taking into account the relevant development plan policies and other material 
considerations, it is not considered that the benefits of the proposal would clearly outweigh 
the harm that would result from the development.  The proposal therefore is in conflict with 
both the development plan and national policy in the NPPF and is recommended for refusal. 

 
Recommendation 
 
Refuse 
 

 
 


