
DELEGATED REPORT 

-

Application Number: 17/00155/FUL

Decision Due by: 27th March 2017

Proposal: Conversion to existing public house (Use Class A4) to 
form 2 x 3-bed dwellinghouses (Use Class C3). Erection 
of 1 x 4-bed dwellinghouse (Use Class C3). Formation of 
new vehicle access from West Street. Provision of private 
amenity space, car parking for 5No. vehicles and bin and 
cycle store.

Site Address: The Hollybush Inn  106 Bridge Street Oxford OX2 0BD

Ward: Jericho And Osney Ward

Agent: Mr Adrian James Applicant: Mr Volak

Recommendation:

For the following reasons:

subject to the following conditions, which have been imposed for the reasons stated:-

Main Local Plan Policies:

Oxford Local Plan 2001-2016

CP1 - Development Proposals
CP6 - Efficient Use of Land & Density
CP8 - Design Develpmt to Relate to its Context
CP9 - Creating Successful New Places
CP10 - Siting Develpmnt to Meet Functionl Needs
HE7 - Conservation Areas
HE3 - Listed Buildings and Their Setting
HE2 - Archaeology
NE15 - Loss of Trees and Hedgerows
NE16 - Protected Trees



Core Strategy

CS11_ - Flooding
CS18_ - Urb design, town character, historic env
CS23_ - Mix of housing

Sites and Housing Plan

HP11_ - Low Carbon Homes
HP12_ - Indoor Space
HP13_ - Outdoor Space
HP14_ - Privacy and Daylight
HP15_ - Residential cycle parking
HP16_ - Residential car parking
HP9_ - Design, Character and  Context
HP2_ - Accessible and Adaptable Homes

Other Material Considerations:

National Planning Policy Framework
This application is in or affecting the Osney Town Conservation Area.
Planning Practice Guidance

Relevant Site History:

65/01377/P_H - Illuminated trade symbol sign at Holly Bush Inn. PER 9th March 
1965.

80/00843/AH - Externally illuminated projecting sign at Holly Bush Inn. PER 31st 
October 1980.

93/01288/LH - Conservation Area consent for demolition of storage and function 
buildings ancillary to  at Holly Bush Inn. REF 23rd March 1994.

93/01289/NFH - Erection of 2x2 storey terraced houses fronting Bridge St & 2x2 
storey terraced houses fronting West St, with 4 parking spaces to serve houses, & 4 
parking spaces to serve Holly Bush Inn accessed from Bridge St (amended plans). 
REF 23rd March 1994.

95/01641/AH - (1) Replacement high level externally illuminated hanging sign 
fronting Bridge Street.  (2)  Non-illuminated fascia sign fronting West Street (Sign 8).  
(3)  Three non-illuminated board signs fronting West Street (Signs 4, 5 and 6).  (4)  
Non-illuminated board signs fronting Bridge Street (Sign 3)).  (Signs 3, 5 and 6 
approved.  Signs 1, 4 and 8 refused.). SPL 11th March 1996.

96/00629/AH - (1) Replacement illuminated hanging sign. (2) Externally illuminated 
letters on fascia for Walter Mitteys Public House. PER 12th June 1996.



07/01282/FUL - Demolition of existing ladies toilet and construction of new ladies and 
gents toilet. PER 31st July 2007.

07/02658/CAT - Fell x2 Ash adjacent to Pub.. RNO 14th December 2007.

08/01796/FUL - Erection of timber decking and single storey smoking shelter.. PER 
14th October 2008.

14/03148/FUL - Erection of single storey rear extension and retractable canopy to 
form an outdoor shisha seating area. Erection of boundary wall and alteration to the 
entrance gate.. APPRET .

15/00548/FUL - Erection of temporary marquee to be used as a smoking lounge. 
Erection of new boundary wall.. REF 1st May 2015.

15/03050/FUL - Change of use from Public House (Use Class A4) and Bed and 
Breakfast (Use Class C1) to House in Multiple Occupation (Sui Generis) and Office 
(Use Class B1) for a temporary period (until March 2016) (retrospective) (Amended 
description). WDN 23rd December 2015.

Representations Received:

Sixty five representations have been received from local residents. Fifty nine of these 
are objections and six are in support of the proposals. A summary of the material 
issues raised in each representation is set out below;

Objections

C West Street – The massing of the proposals is too large and harms the character 
of the conservation area. The new building would be overbearing and harmful to 
privacy.

85 Bridge Street – The design is out of character with the conservation area, in 
particular the flat roof and the massing of the building. 

28 Magdalen Road – The loss of the pub should be resisted.

Park Cottage, Highworth - The loss of the pub should be resisted.

58 West Street - The loss of the community asset should be resisted. The scale and 
flat roof are not in-keeping with the conservation area.

2 Barrett Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted.

15 East Street - The loss of the community asset should be resisted.

8 Riverside Road - The loss of the pub should be resisted.

105 Bridge Street – Loss of privacy to properties on West Street.



27 Bridge Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The scale and design are 
not in-keeping with the conservation area.

33 Bridge Street - The design is not in-keeping with the conservation area. The loss 
of the community asset should be resisted.

67 Cranham Street – The representation comes from Dodo Pubs who have 
been involved in successful public house rejuvenating projects such as The 
Rickety Press and The Rusty Bicycle. They suggest that in their professional 
opinion the use as a pub is viable at this site and that should planning 
permission be refused they would be interested in taking on the property. 

4 South Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted in the interests of the historic 
character of the area. 

13 South Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The proposed design is out 
of character.

2 West Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted and the proposed design is out 
of character. 

25 Harley Road - The loss of the pub should be resisted as it is considered a heritage 
asset for the area.

19 West Street – The proposed design is inappropriate, in particular the roof design 
and the composition of fenestration. 

45 Bridge Street – The proposed design is inappropriate.

79 Bridge Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted and would be harmful to the 
character of the area. The proposed design is not in-keeping with the locality and the 
proposed access would be dangerous. 

58 West Street - The loss of the community asset should be resisted. The proposals 
are harmful to the character of the conservation area. The blind access would be 
dangerous. 

49 Hillview Road - The loss of the community asset should be resisted. The proposed 
design would be harmful to the character of the conservation area. The blind access 
would be dangerous.

32 South Street – The use as a pub is viable. The design would be out of character. 

82 Bridge Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. 

11 South Street - The use as a pub is viable. The design would be out of character. 
The blind access would be dangerous.



28 West Street – The loss of the community asset and pub should be resisted. The 
roof design would be out of character. The access would be dangerous. 

42 Alexandra Road - The loss of the community asset and pub should be resisted. 
The design would be out of character.
69 Bridge Street – The proposed design is out of scale with the locality. The access 
would be dangerous. The loss of the boundary wall would be harmful to the 
conservation area. 

4 Doyley Road - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character. The access would be dangerous. 

32 Hill View Road - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out 
of character. The access would be dangerous. 

18 South Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character. 

29 Hill View Road - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The massing of the 
building would be out of proportion with the locality. The access would be dangerous. 

3 South Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted.

7 West Street – The access would be dangerous. The development would lead to an 
increase in parking pressure. The design would be out of character with the locality. 

9 Bridge Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character. 

18 Quarry High Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted.

81 Bridge Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted.

11 South Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design of the building is 
at odds with the conservation area. The massing of the building would be out of 
proportion with the locality. The access would be dangerous.

18 South Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design of the building is 
at odds with the conservation area.

3 West Street – The access would be dangerous. There would be increased parking 
pressure. The design of the building is at odds with the conservation area.

26 West Street - The loss of the community asset should be resisted. The design 
would be out of character.

25 South Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character. The access would be dangerous. 



16 West Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character.

15 West Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character.

A West Street – The extension would be too large. The design would be out of 
character. The access would be dangerous.

25 Bisney Lane – The loss of the community asset should be resisted.

20 Duke Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character. The access would be dangerous.

50 Hill View Road - The loss of the pub should be resisted. 

21 Lamarsh Road – The loss of the pub should be resisted. The loss of the 
community asset should be resisted.

8 Riverside Road - The loss of the pub should be resisted. 

21 West Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character. The access would be dangerous.

53 West Street - The loss of the pub should be resisted. The design would be out of 
character, in particular the flat roof element. 

7 West Street – Supports the principle of the change of use however objects 
regarding the design, the dangerous access and the replacement of a window above 
a door with a contemporary window which would be out of character. 

80 Bridge Street – The access would be dangerous. The loss of the community asset 
should be resisted. 

Eight objections have been received which do not leave an address. The following 
material concerns were raised; the loss of the community asset should be resisted, 
the loss of the public house should be resisted, the massing and form of the 
proposed building would be out of character with the conservation area, the roof 
design and composition of fenestration would be out of character with the 
conservation area. The submitted existing elevations are inaccurate. 

In support

1 Bridge Street – Supports the principle and design.

38 Bridge Street – The design is supported.

29 Botley Road – Design is supported, creation of new dwellings is important. 



108 Bridge Street – In principle support. 

104 Bridge street – The pub use is not viable, the use results in antisocial behaviour 
which harms amenity. 

Statutory and Internal Consultees:

Osney Island Residents Association:

OIRA asks the Council to refuse the request for a change of use on the grounds that 
the application does not meet the criteria in Local Plan policy (RC 18) on the 
retention of public houses. In particular note the following points:

There are several potential occupiers, at least two of whom have stated their interest 
in their comments on 17/00155FUL.

There has been no evidence of a realistic effort to market the premises.Evidence on 
non-viability was presented in the unsuccessful case against designation of the pub 
as an Asset of Community Value. But this referred only to recent past management 
strategies which seventeen Osney residents commented on in very negative terms.

The pub has been an important local amenity, as shown by the commissioned history 
of the pub from 2016 (see document sent to planning officers).

Twelve comments posted in the email group from Osney residents stated a strong 
wish to reinstate the Hollybush as a suitable pub for the community. A number of non-
Island residents in West Oxford agree, and this fact is reflected in the designation of 
the pub and building as an Asset of Community Value.

Nine comments posted in the email group from Osney residents are strongly in 
favour of Change of Use (CoU). However it is almost invariably the case that support 
for CoU is due to the very negative consequences of living close to a badly managed 
'wet' pub.

The City Council planners, in granting the ACV designation, stated that '... there 
could be non-ancillary use ... that would further the social well-being or social 
interests of the local community'. In conclusion, there is strong evidence that local 
residents see the pub as 'suitable' for community use, under different and equally 
'suitable' management. 

OIRA registers the following objections to the planning application for the conversion 
of the Holly Bush building and for the proposed additional attached house:-

The design threatens rather than complements the character of a Conservation Area.

In particular, dividing the pub vertically into two houses means the façade no longer 
shows the origin of the building as a pub. Horizontal division into upper and lower 
floors would not have this effect. Doors and windows as shown are not in keeping 
with what was previously in place and not in keeping with requirements on residents 



in a Conservation Area. We recognise that new buildings and modern designs have 
been introduced on Osney but unlike this proposal, they are sensitive re-
interpretations of the conserved surrounding buildings. Recent additions have used 
such measures as modesty of scale, materials, and rooflines which acknowledge the 
pitched roofs and terraced profiles of Osney Island houses. This proposal should do 
the same, even if flat roofs remain a part of the design.

The design threatens the significance of the Hollybush as an 'entrance' marker for 
Osney Island. The attached new building dominates and unbalances what is now a 
symmetrical arrangement between the Hollybush and the large building on the 
opposite corner. An acceptable design would protect the sense of 'coming onto the 
Island', which is an experience that residents regularly say is so important to them.
o Both the height and the overall bulk of the proposed new build are unacceptable.
It is this aspect, rather than the design being 'modern' or 'not Victorian', which worried 
residents. Eighteen comments described the new building as 'looming', 'overbearing', 
and/or 'incongruous'.

The new house 'overwhelms' the Holly Bush. Excessive size also means there is 
very limited outside space, used for cars and occupants are likely to find this has a 
negative impact on their quality of life.

The design will have a negative impact on traffic and especially, on pedestrian safety 
in West Street. As it stands, the design proposes up to five cars will exit on a blind 
corner, across a pavement which is already narrow and where there is no alternative 
pavement on the opposite side. West Street is the primary route for children going to 
and from the primary school at the end of Swan Street. It is the cycle route of choice 
for those heading west who want to avoid the permanently clogged Botley Road. 
Neither children nor cyclists would be visible to drivers leaving the site. By 
redesigning the plans to use Bridge Street, cars would exit through an already-
established route because neighbouring cars already do so. The road is straight and 
visibility in both directions is good.

In conclusion, the design is unacceptable on grounds of non-conformance with rules 
relating to Conservation Area requirements, and in view of major aesthetic and 
security deficiencies.

Highways: 

We note that the application proposes 5 vehicle parking spaces. Two of these parking 
spaces are to be associated with existing properties 105A and 105B, with the 
remaining three spaces providing one parking space each for the new dwellings. This 
is below the recommended 2 car parking spaces for a 3 or 4 bedroom dwelling in the 
Sites and Housing Plan. Taking into account the site's highly accessible location and 
proximity to the city centre and other local amenities, this provision would be 
considered acceptable. However, one of the proposed parking spaces nearest to the 
access to the site falls below the minimum dimension required in the County 
Council's Design Guide for New Residential Developments. The space is 2.3 x 5m, 
however as space is obstructed on one side by the boundary wall, the required 



dimensions are 2.7 m x 5 m to accommodate a modern car.

The development is located within West Oxford Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ). To 
ensure the new development does not increase on-street parking pressures within 
the area, the additional addresses must be excluded from eligibility for new parking 
permits. However, the 2 resident parking permits associated within the existing 
property may be retained and shared among two of the proposed addresses, as 
previously discussed within the pre-application. This would ensure that there is no 
net increase in on-street parking pressures.

We note that a new access is provided to the site from West Street. This will involve 
the dropping of the kerb which will be at the expense of the applicant. From the plan 
submitted it is clear that appropriate pedestrian visibility splays will be provided from 
the proposed access. The vehicular visibility splay would be partially obstructed by 
the wall on either side of the access. However, taking into account the low vehicle 
speeds and traffic volumes in this location, and that there are existing vehicle 
accesses along this stretch with similar visibility which have not resulted in any 
recorded accidents within the past 5 years, the proposed access would not raise 
significant safety concerns.

We note 3 cycle parking spaces are provided for each of the proposed dwellings, 
which is in line with policy HP15 of the Sites and Housing Plan. In addition, the cycle 
parking is undercover, enclosed and secure.

Therefore the County Council does not object to the application subject to the 
following conditions:

Parking and turning space:
Prior to the use or occupation of the new development, the car parking and turning 
space shall be constructed to enable motor vehicles to enter the site, turn around and 
leave in forward direction. In addition the required dimensions for car parking spaces 
should be met. For unobstructed car parking spaces, the minimum required 
dimensions are 5m x 2.4m and if obstructed on one side have a minimum 
requirement of 5m x 2.7m. The turning space and car parking shall be kept 
permanently free of any obstruction to such use.

Reason: In the interest of highway safety and to ensure car parking provision is 
accessible.

Parking Permits
The additional addresses associated with the development shall be excluded from 
eligibility for parking permits prior to occupation. A cost of £2000 to amend the Traffic 
Regulation Order shall be met by the applicant through a Unilateral Undertaking 
(Contact Mike Ruse - mike.ruse@oxfordshire.gov.uk).

Reason: To ensure that the development or change of use does not generate an 
increase in parking demand, restrict existing residents' access to on-street parking 
and to ensure that the low car nature of the development is met.



Issues:

Principle
Flood Risk
Design and Impact on Conservation Area
Residential Environment 
Amenity
Car and Cycle Parking
Trees 

Officers Assessment:

Site 

The application site is a two storey public house within the Osney Town 
conservation area. The site sits at the northern edge of Osney Island very close 
to the entrance to the conservation area near the western bridge. The application 
site is very close to a water course and features a garden with some mature 
trees. The wider area is characterised by terraced rows of originally working class 
Victorian family dwelling houses within a unique island setting.

Proposals

The application proposes a two storey side extension and two storey rear extension 
to the public house and the change of use of the public house to C3 to facilitate the 
creation of 2 x 3 bedroom dwelling houses and 1 x 4 bedroom dwelling house as well 
as the creation of a new vehicle access on West Street and covered cycle storage in 
the rear garden. 

Principle 

The National Planning Policy Framework explains that planning policies and 
decisions should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been 
previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental 
value.  This is reiterated in policy CS2 of the OCS which states development will be 
focused on previously developed land.  Policy CP6 of the Oxford Local Plan also 
supports development which would make the best use of land density. Providing the 
proposed self-contained dwellings at this site would accomplish this. 

The application site is a public house. Policy RC18 of the Local Plan seeks to prevent 
the loss of public houses unless a lack of viability of retaining a functional public 
house use can be clearly demonstrated over a reasonable time-scale, which is not 
due to operational or marketing practices. 

RC18 allows for three types of viability assessments, details of which are set out in 
the Council’s “Technical Advice Note 4, Public Houses” Published November 2014. At 
least one of the described assessments must be made to adequately demonstrate 



that the loss of the public house is acceptable. The applicant seeks to demonstrate 
this through the third assessment, in which they attempt to demonstrate that there 
are suitable alternative public houses nearby. The wording of the assessment as 
described in the technical advice note is set out below. 

“Alternative public houses: At the outset the type of public house should be 
assessed to fully understand the market it is aiming at and therefore the potential 
competition provided by other public houses in the local area. The supporting 
statement should show the catchment population for the public house based on 
customers arriving by a range of means of transport including public transport, 
walking, cycling and by car. The catchment areas should therefore reflect these 
different modes of transport. Although Oxford is predominantly an urban area it is 
important to show how many pubs there are within a reasonable walking distance 
(800m). This would be important in fully understanding the role of the pub as a 
community facility within the local neighbourhood area, and the contribution it makes. 
It would also be necessary to understand how the competition differs, so of the range 
of pubs in the local area whether the alternative facilities are directly similar to the 
offer being provided by the public house in question. If the other pubs in the area are 
not directly similar, then this criterion of Policy RC.18 is unlikely to be satisfied.”

The applicant’s assessment is limited to paragraphs 2.42-2.49 of the submitted 
planning statement. The statement identifies the Hollybush as a “locals’ drinking pub” 
which attracts local people living on Osney Island. This claim is not substantiated by 
any evidence though it is the officer’s opinion that this is likely the case. The 
statement goes on to say that there is another functional public house on the Island, 
namely “The Punter” which is around 200m away. This pub is identified as serving a 
slightly different function to the Hollybush as it serves food. It is suggested that the 
presence of the Punter nearby has resulted in the Hollybush has “suffered by 
comparison and from that competition” however no evidence has been provided to 
substantiate this claim. The statement then goes on to list other public houses and 
A4 uses within 800m of the site as required by the guidance in the technical advice 
note. The list includes;

The Punter, South Street – the other pub on Osney Island identified
above and only 200m away;

One Bar, Botley Road – a pub and restaurant venue, some 250m from
the site;

The Kite, Mill Street – this pub is 300m away. A further alternative locals
type pub within the adjoining residential area;

The Jam Factory, Hollybush Row – this drinking hole is 500m away. It
also has a larger food offer too;

The Oxford Retreat, Hythe Bridge Street – this pub that fronts onto
Castle Mill Stream is 500m away;



The Lighthouse, Park End Street / Worcester Street – this pub is 650m
away. An independent pub serving a wide range of drinks and food;

Four Candles – one of a number of pubs on George Street. This pub
and others are within 800m.

Being the only other pub on the Island the Punter is the pub which would make for 
the best suitable alternative for the catchment demographic of the Hollybush 
following its proposed loss. The technical advice note states that “If the other pubs in 
the area are not directly similar, then this criterion of Policy RC.18 is unlikely to be 
satisfied”. The Hollybush is an asset of community value (ref: 16/008) which 
distinguishes it from any of the pubs within 800m listed above. In this way it is difficult 
to demonstrate that the Punter and Hollybush are similar enough to justify the loss of 
the Hollybush as a pub.

The designation as a community asset is also afforded material weight in the 
application’s assessment. The technical advice note refers to an application that 
subsequently went to appeal followed a decision in Arundel District to refuse planning 
permission to change the use of a public house. The Inspector took the view that 
since the property was listed as an Asset of Community Value this represented a 
‘material consideration’ which was cited in dismissing the appeal.
The lack of sufficient marketing evidence demonstrating that the Hollybush is un-
viable in its current use alongside the Asset of Community Value listing mean that the 
proposals would not be compliant with policy RC18 and as such cannot be 
supported. 

It should also be noted that during the statutory consultation period a representation 
was made by a professional working for Dodo Pubs which is a company specialising 
in the rejuvenation of struggling pubs and has successfully run such projects as the 
Rickety Press and the Rusty Bicycle public houses. They stated that it was their 
professional opinion that the pub could be maintained successfully at this site and 
that should the current application be refused they would interested in taking on the 
Hollybush themselves. This would suggest that the public house use is viable and 
that the proposals would thereby be in conflict with RC18. 

Flood Risk

The Flood Risk Assessment, prepared by AKSWard, does not comply with the 
requirements set out in National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The submitted 
FRA does not therefore provide a suitable basis for an assessment to be made of the 
flood risk arising from the proposed development.

In particular, the submitted FRA fails to demonstrate;

The plans provided have not adequately demonstrated how the proposal will 
incorporate the under house voids and finish floor level outlined within the FRA.



The plans provided have not demonstrated a suitable point of enter to the under 
house voids (1m in every 5m length of wall).

The proposals fail to comply with the NPPF and cannot be supported. 

Design and impact on conservation area

Policy CS18 of the OCS states planning permission will only be granted for 
development that demonstrates high quality urban design.  This is reiterated in 
policies CP1 and CP8 of the OLP and HP9 of the SHP.  Policy CP1 states that 
planning permission will only be granted for development that respects the character 
and appearance of the area and which uses materials of a quality appropriate to the 
nature of the development, the site and its surroundings.  Policy CP8 suggests the 
siting, massing and design of the proposed development creates an appropriate 
visual relationship with the form, grain, scale, materials and details of the surrounding 
area.  Policy HP9 of the SHP states planning permission will only be granted for 
residential development that responds to the overall character of the area, including 
its built and natural features.  It also states the form, layout and density of the 
scheme make should efficient use of land whilst respecting the site context.  

Policy HE7 of the Oxford Local Plan states that planning permission will only be 
granted for development which either preserves on enhances the special character of 
the conservation area. The site is within the Osney Town conservation area which is 

characterized by terraced rows of tightly packed 19th century houses, originally 
working class, which from distinctive frontages. The regularity of building form and 
architectural details which are simple and functional, including materials, fenestration, 
doorway details and roofscape contribute to the overarching character of the area 
giving a regular rhythm and sense of continuity to the area. The setting of the 
conservation area is unique being within an island in a river. This mix of characteristic 
Victorian terraces and the attractive island setting give the conservation area its 
special character. 

The application site is located in a prominent position at the entrance to Osney Town 
Conservation Area and the existing public house is highly visible from Botley Road. 
The pub’s plan and roof form, front and side (east) elevations make a significant 
contribution to the street scene within Osney Town, reading as a building distinct in 
form and mass from the residential terraces that surround it. Its chimneys make 
vertical punctuations in the roof-scape, typical of Osney Town overall. It is within the 
setting of the Grade II* listed Church of St Frideswide, across Osney Stream and the 
Grade II listed bridge into Osney.

The contemporary side extension proposed on the west elevation, which would 
incorporate the proposed 1x4 bed dwelling, is of a scale that dominates the pub 
visually, particularly in terms of its height, flat roof design, and lack of separation from 
the pub building in congregation making the proposed dwelling fail to relate to the 
character of the host building and the wider conservation area. 

The contemporary design of the proposed new dwelling (and extension on the south 



elevation) is not objected to in principle. However the design incorporates several 
elements which do not relate to the surrounding area and would appear outlandish in 
the setting. The most prominent issue being the bulk and flat roof design of the new 
dwelling which would be built up to a height of around 8m, just below the ridge height 
of the roof of the Hollybush which it would attached to. This third floor flat roof would 
be in stark contrast to the apex roof of the Hollybush, dominating it’s appearance 
when viewed from the south, west, and north. The size of the dwelling would make it 
un-subservient to the Hollybush which would detract from its important visual 
presence at the at the entrance to Osney Town Conservation Area, to the detriment 
of the character of the conservation area. 

The composition of details and fenestration on the north elevation is unbalanced and 
irregular. Though this may be appropriate and interesting in a less sensitive location it 
is at odds with the character of the surrounding area. As already mentioned the 
regularity of building form and architectural details in the conservation area, which 
are simple and functional, including materials, fenestration, doorway details and 
roofscape contribute to the overarching character of the area giving a regular rhythm 
and sense of continuity to the area. The North elevation would, by way of its irregular 
form and composition, be at odds with this character. 

Overall, the alterations and additions proposed to the building fail to respect the 
character of the original building, would harm the character and appearance of the 
conservation area and would harmfully impact the setting of St Frideswide’s Church 
and the listed bridge contrary to policies CP1, CP8, HE3, and HE7 of the Oxford 
Local Plan, CS18 of the Core Strategy, and HP9 of the sites and Housing Plan.  

Residential environment

Policy HP14 states that planning permission will only be granted for new residential 
development that provides reasonable privacy and daylight for the occupants of new 
homes. The proposed development would allow for a suitable amount of daylight 
provision to each habitable room in the dwelling and the bedrooms within the 
dwelling would be afforded suitable privacy. The development is therefore in 
accordance with HP14 in terms of the amenities of the occupants of the dwelling. 

Policy HP13 of the Sites and Housing Plan states that planning permission will only 
be granted for new dwellings that have direct and convenient access to an area of 
private open space. Houses of 2 or more bedrooms must provide a private garden, of 
adequate size and proportions for the size of house proposed, for exclusive use by 
occupants of that house. The proposed dwellings would all have access to private 
gardens of suitable sizes for the intended occupation in accordance with HP13.

Policy HP12 sets out minimum standards for the internal space required in new flats 
and houses in Oxford. In March 2015, the Government introduced a ‘Nationally 
Described Space Standard’ (or National Standard for short).  This sets out more 
detailed minimum standards than the earlier SHP policy for Oxford. In a Ministerial 
Statement, the Government set out how they wished local planning authorities to 
implement the new National Standard.



In light of this statement, the City Council will apply the National Space Standard to 
new residential (Use Class C3) development, in preference to the more basic 
standard set out in Policy HP12 of the SHP.  The nearest equivalent standard to the 
locally adopted standard has yet to be decided however a Technical Advice Note 
(TAN) in currently being produced.  However in this case the National Space 
Standards will be applied.

For a two storey three bedroom house which could be occupied by up to six persons 
102sqm of internal floor space is required. For a three storey four bedroom house 
which could be occupied by up to six persons 112sqm of internal floor space is 
required. The proposed dwellings would each have an internal floor space in excess 
of these standards.  

Amenity

Policy HP14 of the SHP states planning permission will only be granted for new 
residential development that provides reasonable privacy and daylight for the 
occupants of both existing and new homes and planning permission will not be 
granted for any development that has an overbearing effect on existing homes. 

The proposed extensions would not result in any harmful loss of light or overbearing 
to any neighbouring residential properties due to the separation distance from the 
sites’ common boundaries. The south facing windows of the living room, bedroom no.
2, and the master bedroom of the proposed 4 bedroom dwelling   would be afforded 
views of the rear garden of no.105b Bridge Street. However, given a separation 
distance of around 10.6m and that the garden can also be viewed from first floor 
windows on other neighbouring properties, it is not considered that this relationship 
would result in a harmful loss of privacy. 

Car and cycle parking

Policy HP16 states that planning permission will be granted for car-free or low-
parking houses and flats in locations that have excellent access to public transport, 
are in a controlled parking zone, and are within 800 metres of a local supermarket or 
equivalent facilities. 

Taking into account the site's highly accessible location and proximity to the city 
centre and other local amenities, the proposed provision would be considered 
acceptable. However, one of the proposed parking spaces nearest to the access to 
the site falls below the minimum dimension required in the County Council's Design 
Guide for New Residential Developments. The space is 2.3 x 5m, however as space 
is obstructed on one side by the boundary wall, the required dimensions are 2.7 m x 
5 m to accommodate a modern car.

Should planning permission have been granted, the County Highways Authority have 
requested a condition which would exclude the development form eligibility for 
parking permits. It has not been decided whether or not it would be reasonable to 



attach such a condition. 

Three cycle parking spaces are provided for each of the proposed dwellings, which is 
in line with policy HP15 of the Sites and Housing Plan. In addition, the cycle parking 
is undercover, enclosed and secure.

Trees

There is an early mature ash tree that stands in an important location adjacent to 
Bridge Street which currently makes an important contribution to public amenity.
However, by virtue of its location and growth potential it is not sustainable in this 
location for the long term. The proposals remove and replace this tree. If planning 
permission were granted the replacement tree should be of an appropriate species 
planted at an advanced nursery stock size to mitigate the visual impact of removing 
of the existing ash. 

The proposals appear to also remove, and replace with 2 new trees, another ash tree 
near the West Street boundary. Details of these trees species and nursery stock 
sizes would also be required by condition if planning permission were granted.

Care needs to be taken to ensure that the roots of trees adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the site growing within the garden of 105b Bridge Street are not 
damaged during the construction phase; details of tree protection measures, hard 
surface design/construction methods, and location of underground utility services and 
drainage should be required by condition if planning permission were granted.

Conclusion:

The proposals fail to sufficiently justify the loss of the listed community asset or 
provide a suitable flood risk assessment. The design of the proposed extensions 
would be at odds with the character of the surrounding conservation area and host 
building. The application is thereby recommended for refusal. 

Human Rights Act 1998

Officers have considered the Human Rights Act 1998 in reaching a 
recommendation to refuse planning permission, subject to conditions.  Officers 
have considered the potential interference with the rights of the owners/occupiers 
of surrounding properties under Article 8 and/or Article 1 of the First Protocol of 
the Act and consider that it is proportionate.

Officers have also considered the interference with the human rights of the 
applicant under Article 8 and/or Article 1 of the First Protocol caused by imposing 
conditions.  Officers consider that the conditions are necessary to protect the 
rights and freedoms of others and to control the use of property in accordance 
with the general interest.  The interference is therefore justifiable and 
proportionate.



Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998

Officers have considered, with due regard, the likely effect of the proposal on the 
need to reduce crime and disorder as part of the determination of this application, 
in accordance with section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.  In reaching a 
recommendation to refuse planning permission, officers consider that the 
proposal will not undermine crime prevention or the promotion of community 
safety.

Background Papers: 
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