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P16/V0533/O Didcot Road north application – March/April 2016

Outline planning application for 60 dwellings (including 40% affordable housing), introduction of

structural planting and landscaping, informal public open space and children’s play area, surface

water flood mitigation and attenuation, vehicular access point from Didcot Road and associated

ancillary works. All matters to be reserved with the exception of access, landscaping and layout.

Harwell Parish Council objects to this application, on grounds of:

 Unacceptable coalescence of Harwell with Didcot

 Detrimental impact on landscape

 Unsustainable, isolated community

Coalescence

The application site is the last piece of green field and open space between Harwell Village and the

A34, and if the Valley Park application is approved, it will also be the last piece of green field and

open space between Harwell Village and Didcot. Hence, if this application is approved it will bring

about the coalescence of Harwell with Didcot.

To prevent this coalescence, great significance and weight must be given to existing, saved and

proposed planning policies, and specifically to saved policy NE10 of the adopted Local Plan.

Impact on landscape

The application correctly states (in the Heritage Statement) that there are partial views across the

site from Didcot Road towards the Conservation Area and four Grade ll listed buildings, yet these

aspects are ignored in the Landscape and Visual Assessment, which presents misleading

photographs of the site. The application must be rejected because of its negative impact on the

existing landscape and the views across open fields to the Conservation Area and the cherry

orchards which have defined the character and setting of Harwell village for many decades.

Unsustainable

The application is unsustainable because it proposes an isolated community, located in a field to the

east of the existing village settlement, with no safe connectivity to the centre of the community,

because there is no continuity of pavement. All pedestrians will have to cross the B4493, cross the

entrance to the new Blenheim Hill estate (80 houses), and then cross the B4493 yet again in Burr

Street eventually to reach the High Street where they will have to cross the B4493 yet again to reach

the shops.

The Parish Council has engaged the services of a planning consultant, and the arguments for why

this application should be refused are now presented in more specific policy terms.
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The main planning issues

1. Current lack of a 5 year housing land supply

• This is a material consideration which carries substantial weight. But only until the new

Local Plan Part 1 is adopted, which will probably be later this year.

• However, the current lack of a 5 year HLS does not mean there is a free-for-all. Paras. 14

and 49 of the NPPF make it clear there is only a presumption in favour of housing

schemes if they are considered to be a sustainable form of development.

• Sustainability is about much more than just a site's location. The NPPF taken as a whole

is what sustainable development means in practice for the planning system. It includes

landscape and visual impacts, heritage impacts, securing high quality design, and

understanding the different roles and character of different areas and the intrinsic

character and beauty of the countryside.

2. Saved Policy NE10 of the adopted Local Plan

• The proposed development would be a prominent incursion into the open countryside

between Harwell and Didcot. It is self-evidently contrary to saved Policy NE10 and the

essential purpose of the policy.

• The Vale has confirmed that NE10 is fully consistent with the NPPF so, despite the

current lack of a 5 year HLS, it carries full weight.

• NE10 and the gap between Harwell and Didcot are not mentioned at all in the DAS or

LVA.

• The Planning Statement is misleading with reference to NE10:

"The scheme reinforces the objective of NE10 and provides a green gap and landscape

corridor, benefitting the local people. Also acts as a barrier to future development."

(Appendix 6 - Policy Compliance Table)

• The application documents (Planning Statement, DAS and LVA) do not recognise the

importance of the openness of the site, both in terms of retaining a gap between

Harwell and Didcot and preserving views of the historic edge of the village from Didcot

Road. That is the essential purpose of NE10.

• The LVA, however, does say:

"Where vegetation is not obstructing views along Didcot Road, the eastern edge of

Harwell (along Townsend) provides a view of village houses and barns with fields in the

foreground." (para. 4.28 - and para. 6.21)

• The conclusions of the LVA are based on a false premise:

"The proposed development is sensitively positioned in the south western corner of the

wider existing field, in order to retain views of the village edge from the eastern

approach along Didcot Road." (para. 5.3)

• This false premise is repeated in para. 4.2.25 of the Planning Statement, which also

makes the remarkable comment:

"Development mirrors the existing settlement edge and does not seek to encroach on the

gap between Harwell and Didcot."

• Para. 4.2.24 of the Planning Statement also says:

"….there is an opportunity for the proposals to enhance the buffer and filter views
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between Harwell and the A34 with the additional planting; this will reinforce and

strengthen the edge of Harwell."

• Para. 4.2.27 of the Planning Statement also has to be questioned:

"It is clear that for most people travelling between Harwell and Didcot the pending

allocation for 4,000+ homes at Valley Park (P14/V2873/O) would be likely to have a far

greater impact upon the perception of separation between Harwell and Didcot but these

proposals will maintain and improve the separation of Harwell with the A34."

• The need to make the strategic allocation at Valley Park places even more importance

on retaining the openness of the application site to maintain some separation between

Harwell and Didcot.

• Preventing the coalescence of settlements by keeping land open is a long established

planning principle - i.e. to ensure settlements retain their separate identities and

distinctiveness. It is explicitly expressed as one of the five purposes of including land

within Green Belts (para. 80 of the NPPF), but the principle applies equally outside

Green Belts.

• The essential purpose of NE10 is being carried forward at a strategic level in the

emerging Local Plan Part 1:

o "The countryside and villages will have maintained their distinctive character. The

Larger Villages will have retained their separate identities and their services will

provide for residents’ day-to-day needs." (page 68)

o "The boundary between the development areas and Harwell village must be carefully

treated in order to protect the separate identities of Valley Park and Harwell."

(Appendices, page 28)

o Core Policy 44 requires the "important landscape settings of settlements" to be

protected from harmful developments.

• A recent appeal decision at Tiddington in Warwickshire is attached. In dismissing the

appeal, the Inspector drew attention to the NPPF's core planning principle that account

should be taken of “…the different roles and character of different areas” and

“recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside…” The Inspector says

that openness and physical separation are important to an area's distinctiveness, but

that is only part of the equation when assessing the impact of coalescence. The sense of

the built-up areas of neighbouring settlements being joined is also important. The

Inspector sets this issue out in paragraph 17:

"There would be no appreciable sense of leaving one settlement before entering the

other and the sense of there being 2 distinct settlements would be lost."

3. Heritage impacts

• The Heritage Statement confirms there are partial views across the site from Didcot

Road towards the Conservation Area and four Grade ll listed buildings. (paras. 1.2, 4.1.5

and 4.1.7 and figure 20 on page 34)

• The proposed development would interrupt these views and would clearly have some

effect on the rural setting of the Conservation Area and the listed buildings, particularly

as the design of the buildings and the heritage of the area relate significantly to the

farmland around the village. Harming the rural setting of these heritage assets (i.e. the

surroundings in which they are experienced) would diminish their significance.
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• The Heritage Statement, therefore, is wrong to conclude:

"It is not possible to appreciate the significance of the Conservation Area or any of the

Grade II listed buildings, assessed in this heritage statement, from the proposed Site. The

Site does not contribute to the significance of any of the buildings or their settings."

(para. 6.3)

• The Heritage Statement is also wrong to assert that the proposal would have a "neutral

impact" on the heritage assets, "resulting in no harm". (paras. 6.5 and 6.7)

• The development would affect the setting of the heritage assets which, under the

provisions of the NPPF, amounts to "less than substantial harm" to their significance

(para. 134 of the NPPF). Para. 134 requires this harm to be weighed against "the public

benefits of the proposal" - an exercise which has not been carried out in the Heritage

Statement or the Planning Statement.

• Recent case law confirms that "considerable importance and weight" needs to be

attached to heritage matters:

o East Northamptonshire District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and

Local Government [2015]

o R (on the application of The Forge Field Society and others) v Sevenoaks District

Council [2015]

• These cases have established that it is wrong to treat less than substantial harm to the

setting of a heritage asset as a less than substantial objection to the grant of planning

permission. A finding of harm to the setting of a listed building or conservation area

gives rise to a strong (statutory) presumption against planning permission being granted.

• If that presumption is to be rebutted, other material considerations must be "powerful"

enough to do so. Forge Field also establishes that “the presumption itself implies the

need for a suitably rigorous assessment of potential alternatives” - i.e. an assessment of

alternative sites to accommodate the proposed development which would not have a

harmful heritage impact.

• Para 9.1.9 of the Planning Statement makes a glib and unsubstantiated comment:

"Suitable mitigation is proposed to retain views of the listed buildings and preserve the

setting."

4. Form of the proposed development

• The application documents emphasise the landscape buffer proposed around the

development - the Vision and Summary and page 43 of the DAS, and paras. 6.9, 6.14 and

7.7 of the LVA. This only serves to emphasise the detached / separate form of the

proposed development, as shown in the illustration below.
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• The scheme would be seen as a separate cul-de-sac housing enclave in the countryside

surrounded by its landscape buffer with open fields beyond. It would lie on the edge of

the village but would not be seen as part of the village. Such an incongruous

development in the countryside is not a sustainable form of development.

• The DAS makes conflicting / confusing comments on this issue:

"The site provides an excellent opportunity for a development which integrates well with

the existing residential area of Harwell. The site has no overriding environmental or

physical constraints and provides the opportunity to establish a sustainable development

which is both physically and visually well contained." (page 28)

• Page 13 of the DAS and para. 4.32 of the LVA say that the row of properties along the

southern side of Didcot Road has an "urbanising effect on the site's character".

However, these properties are an outlier of Harwell village and their presence cannot

justify the loss of the openness of the application site.

• The Noise Assessment Report confirms that a 2m - 3m high close-boarded fence would

be needed "in the eastern part of the site" due to traffic noise from the A34 (paras. 5.2.3

and 6.1.6). The full extent of the fence is not known. The visual impact of a fence that

high and prominent has not been considered in the LVA or DAS.
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Planning mitigation and S106 Requests

If, despite the above strong objections to the principle of developing this important site, the District
Council is minded to grant planning permission, the following additional comments are made by the
Parish Council.

Recognising these three tests:

 necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms

 directly related to the development; and

 fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development,

the PC requests consideration of the following as being necessary to make the application

acceptable in planning terms.

There are several community projects in the village which will provide benefit to the residents of this

proposal, without which the proposal would not provide a viable and sustainable community for its

residents. S106 contributions are therefore requested.

Summary

Community Centre – Village Hall redevelopment £78,000
plus any additional contributions which the developer sees fit to make.
Sports facilities: Facilities enhancement and community storage £15,000
St Mathews Church: Capital improvements £10,000
Royal British Legion Village Club enhancement project £10,000
Minor Parish Council contributions: Bins, notice boards, admin etc £2,500
Total £115,500

For Parish and Village facilities

Community Centre
No community facilities are proposed as part of the application.

Harwell Village Hall trustees are currently seeking funding to complete the implementation of their

costed plan (planning permission granted, contractor appointed and phase 1 work started) for the

refurbishment of the existing hall, and the provision of a new hall to replace the existing hall

extension, which has had to be condemned. The total project will cost approximately £1.3M.

Harwell Parish currently has approximately 1000 houses. This development will add 60 houses (6%

growth), and hence developer funding of £78,000 is sought as a contribution to the provision of

community facilities for the residents.

It is noted that the developers of Talbot Close (65 houses) in Harwell have committed, by S106

agreement, a total sum of £275,000. Similarly the developers of Blenheim Hill (80 houses) has

agreed to a contribution of £96,000. The Village Hall currently has a funding shortfall on their

project of about £300,000, so any additional contribution, direct or via S106, will be received

gratefully by the parish and the hall trustees.
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Sports Facilities and Community Storage
No sports facilities have been provided as part of the planning application.

The parish has a large recreation ground which is used by two football clubs: an adult men’s team

and a club with a range of youth teams, including girls. There is also a bowls club, with a small club

house which is in need of refurbishment, and a tennis club, with recently renovated courts, but

lacking in any kind of storage facilities.

The village also has an active scouts group (>120 youth members) whose activities are hampered by

a lack of storage facilities for their equipment.

The recreation ground itself supports major community events such as the Harwell Feast and the

Annual Youth Football tournament

The pavilion on the recreation ground is showing its age, and is not really fit for purpose. It has

recently been surveyed and it is estimated that it needs an investment of at least £50,000 just to

maintain it in a usable condition for the foreseeable future. The Parish Council would like, not just to

refurbish the building, but to review its design and functionality so that it can be replaced or

enhanced to meet the needs of future residents.

At the moment the pavilion is partly used as a storage area, which constrains the use of the rooms

for their original purpose. The land next to the tractor shed has been identified as a suitable location

for adding purpose built storage units which can then be made available to the clubs and

organisations which need communal storage facilities.

The PC has also recently received a request from a younger resident for a skate park, or some kind of

BMX cycle course. This request is at an early stage of consideration, but some significant seed

funding by way of S106 contribution would help ensure the viability of the proposals.

Developer contributions of £15,000 are requested towards the enhancement of sports and

community facilities in Harwell Village, examples of which are:

 to part fund the enhancement or replacement of the current pavilion to provide modern

changing rooms for participating teams

 to part fund the provision of additional storage space, adjacent to the existing tractor shed,

for use by scouts and sports clubs

 to assist the bowls club enhance their club house and provide disabled access

 to help the tennis club provide replacement fencing for the perimeter of the courts

 To seed fund a skate park, or some kind of BMX cycle course.

St. Matthew’s Church
For a thousand years, this Anglican Church has been at the heart of the village community. The 2011

census showed 65% of the village as Christian, and the church has an average Sunday attendance of

130. Large services attract about 200 people. Recent annual averages for weddings and funerals are

seven and 20 respectively. With an increased population, there will be greater demands placed upon

the church building, particularly at festive times such as Christmas and for weddings and funerals.
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The Parochial Church Council is already planning for improvements to the church facilities and is

committed in the first instance to improving the heating system, which is inadequate for the current

building usage, let alone expanded use, and is also investigating options for improved seating. Part

of the motivation for such improvements is to broaden access for wider community use, including

for disabled people.

The improvements planned so far are estimated to cost in the region of £100,000. A contribution of

£10,000 is requested to help fund enhancements to the building to enable it to continue its

contribution to the life of the whole village community. Further details of specific projects and

proposals can be provided by the Rector.

It should also be noted that an increased population has implications not just for the church facilities

themselves, but also for the ability of the village to cope in terms of safe access and car parking near

the church.

Royal British Legion
The Royal British Legion Club has been established on the Recreation Ground for over 25 years.

Despite a decline in traditional RBL membership over the last decade, the use of the club and

facilities by the village and parish community has increased. Of the 300 members a very small

percentage are current Service or ex-Service and around 200 are non service village residents.

The club’s ambition is to improve the building for increased community and village use. The club

facilities are crucial for the increasing number of village inhabitants – open all day, every day. The

club:

 provides community lunches on alternate Tuesdays and once a month on a Sunday

 runs the Poppy Tea rooms on alternate Tuesdays

 hosts Zumba Classes, Toddler Music Groups

 is used for Committee meetings by Harwell Feast Committee, Scouts, Village Sports

Societies – Tennis, Bowls, Football and Rugby

 hosts Whist Drives and holds Charity Fund Raising Events – Macmillan Cancer, Poppy Walks

etc. .

The club’s aim is to widen access for the community and village and provide a social hub for village

activities which are currently not provided for by any other facility. The budgeted cost of

improvements is £100,000. A contribution to part of these improvements of at least £10,000 is

sought.

Parish Council

Dog bins and litter bins

Provision of 2 litter bins (£200 each) = £400.

Contribution to the servicing of the bins during the development period prior to completion of the

final house. £100 per bin per annum for say 2 years = £400.
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Parish Council Administration

Extra costs in transition period until all houses are occupied and full precept is available. (60 Band D

houses will generate 60 x 60 = £3,600.). Half of this, say £1,800 is requested.

Minor items - summary

Rather than itemise contributions above, they could be combined into a single Parish council

contribution of, say, £2,500 which would be spent on benches, litter bins, notice board and maps,

and additional admin costs.

Additional

Public Open Space on the development
The layout of the proposed open space is not very satisfactory, and does not give easy access to the

wider community because it can only be approached by crossing the B4493, Didcot Road. However,

in the Statement of Community Involvement section 3.2.1, Gladman note that the Cherry Orchard

will be offered to the Parish Council for their use or will be managed by the site wide management

company. The Parish Council is prepared to take on the ownership and maintenance of all POS

including the Cherry Orchard, provided that it comes with an appropriate commuted sum to cover

its upkeep for the requisite number of years.

The S106 should also define ownership and support of all land forming part of the development

boundary and which is not sold along with individual plots. If appropriate, covenants should be

placed on plot purchasers to ensure that boundary screening is maintained.

Conditions requested
 Construction access must not be through Harwell Village

 Sewage – LPA must ensure appropriate ability to handle the sewage from this application

 Long term responsibility must be defined for the maintenance of SUDS and other drainage

systems

 Notwithstanding what the Design Guide might say, PC requests that no stone cladding is

approved. It has been used in a development in Harwell Village and just doesn’t look right.

Generally, Design Guide section 5.8 and 5.9 say keep It simple. Should not be a pastiche

replica of traditional buildings. Avoid overly complicated pastiches or ‘bolt on’ elements that

are out of place. Appendix E pages 235/236 for lowland villages inc Harwell there is no

mention of stone AT ALL in the palette of materials that reflect the character of the zone.
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Addendum

Commentary on Statement of Community Involvement
The planning application includes (in two parts) a Statement of Community Involvement. Section 3.2

thereof provides a Summary of Comments and Responses – “Responses to issues which emerged

from the various forms of community engagement are detailed in the table below, together with the

applicant’s response”. A third column added to this table, providing a commentary on the Gladman

response by the Parish Council.

Summary of
Comments

Gladman Response PC Commentary

Policy

The site does not form
part of the Vale’s
Local Plan to 2031.

Premature, as a
decision on the Local
Plan has not been
made.

Vale of White Horse
recognize and acknowledge
that they cannot
demonstrate a five year
supply. As a consequence
the provisions of the Local
Plan are out date. In order
to deliver the level of
housing that is required in
the Vale of White Horse,
Harwell, and other
sustainable settlements will
be required to identify
additional housing sites.
The VoWH are currently
awaiting the Inspectors
comments from the Stage 2
of the Local Plan
Examination. There are high
levels of unresolved issues
and objection. It is clear
that more sites will be
needed to come forward
outside of the local plan
process.

We disagree that the Vale of
White Horse cannot
demonstrate a five year
supply. All the planning
documents seen over the past
months, show that a plan is in
its formation, more than
providing for the full
requirements of the five year
housing plan, which only
remains to be ratified.

The only item of contention in
the Vale plans is the timescale
to bring the sites and houses
to market. The issue here is
not one of the Vale’s making,
but due to the approach taken
by all developers to control or
restrict the supply of houses
to market to ensure their
profit margin.

Therefore we reject the
contention made by Gladman
that the Council have not met
their full housing need and
that being the case, this
development is in addition to
the new local plan and is
therefore not needed, but
an opportunistic proposal
by this developer to make
a land grab during this
period prior the final
agreement of this new
local plan.

Site is contrary to
Policies NE10 and
CP44 of the local plan

Policies are NE10 and CP44
are contained within the
Local Plan 2011. This plan is
now time expired, and are

Whilst the new Local plan has
yet to be agreed, the policies
NE10 and CP44 are saved
from the previous Local Plan
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not considered up-to-date
and consistent with the
updated national policy
guidance.

of 2011. It must be only
logical to retain any and all
elements of a previous plan
until they are superseded. The
consequence of any other
understanding would be the
wide scale abuse of any
planning constraint while
waiting for the new Local Plan
(part 2) to be agreed. It
seems as if Gladman wish
to ride rough shod over
any logical and common
sense approach to their
own financial advantage.

Design

The development
proposals are not in-
keeping with the
character of Harwell.

The submitted Design and
Access Statement
demonstrates that the
proposals can be effectively
and sensitively integrated
into the existing fabric of
Harwell and looks to use
design detailing from the
surrounding village. The site
is logical and fits in with
existing development,
please see sustainability
matrix for distances to
essential facilities.

The Gladman document
makes much play about the
historic nature of Harwell
village, using pictures of some
of the listed buildings along
Burr Street and Townsend to
demonstrate this image. The
comment that the new houses
will be effectively and
sensitively integrated into the
existing fabric of the village is
a complete contradiction of
their own document.

Additionally, there is a
complete contrast between
the planned development and
the much older houses along
the other side of Didcot Road,
as the plans submitted include
three story townhouses at the
entrance to the site, straight
across the road from a row of
low level detached premises,
either bungalows or chalet
bungalows originally built in
the 1920’s.

Again, Gladman has made
contradictory statements
within their own
application which do not
agree with other
statements elsewhere in
the same document.
Which should we believe?

Highways
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Build Harwell link road

Village will be
overwhelmed by traffic

The Harwell link road is due
to be constructed during
2016 which will significantly
reduce the number of
vehicles travelling through
the village.

The Link Road is now not due
to be constructed and open
for use until at least 2108,
which further demonstrates
the lack of due diligence being
undertaken by Gladman in
their rush to present a
profitable argument.

Cycling will be
dangerous and cyclists
will delay cars.

Does not take into
account development
off Blenheim Hill.

The submitted Transport
Statement demonstrates
that the development can
be accommodated within
the existing highway
network and accounts for
committed developments.

This is a bland catch-all
answer to these points,
suggesting that the Transport
statement demonstrates that
the development can be
accommodated within the
existing highway network and
accounting for committed
developments. Cycling seems
to be a low level consideration
as noted in the
correspondence between
Gladman and OCC where
Gladman comment ‘they are
happy to provide a non-dig
solution in the form of a
compulsory cycle lane along
Didcot Road in the Eastbound
direction although even this
could be over-designing
given the likely cycle
demand’

This comment demonstrates
that the expectation of
Gladman is that cycles will be
minimally used, which further
underlines that this will be a
separate pocket of
housing, wholly reliant on
car travel and adding to
the already high
congestion on the very
narrow and already
congested village streets.

However, we do not see the
Blenheim Hill development in
any plan within the
application. But more
astonishing all plans ignore
the existing development of
Great Western Park and the
planned development of Valley
Park.
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Need to make
provision for safe
crossings at the site
access

The provision of two
uncontrolled pedestrian
crossings have been
proposed as part of the
scheme, which have the
potential to be raised as
part of a wider traffic
calming measure (as
demonstrated on the Access
Plan GA013-001-001F).

We suggest that the proposed
crossings cannot be deemed to be
‘safe’, with the one to the west
being just around the bend in the
road as you drive east from the
village which will give traffic little,
or no time to see any pedestrians
about to cross this very busy piece
of road. The crossing to the east is
just inside the 30 mph signs and,
based on current observation, the
traffic from Didcot will still be
traveling at 40mph (or more) when
approaching this crossing.
This lack of safe crossings will
confirm to the residents that the
only safe way to travel is by car.

Move access further
east towards Didcot

The Transport Statement
and access drawing
demonstrates that access
can be safely achieved from
Didcot Road.

We could not find any reference in
the Statment to Blenheim Hill
which is already going to add to
the traffic and access issues. The
Gladman Transport statement
therefore cannot hold any
credence.

Facilities/Services

The local school is at
capacity

The capacity of local
schools and other facilities
will be investigated and
where appropriate
contributions to mitigate the
impacts of the proposals will
be provided as part of a
s106 Agreement.

The local school in Harwell is
already at capacity and this seems
to be acknowledged by Gladman.
There is consultation
documentation from the Vale
education department which
shows the capacity not just in
Harwell, but at other local schools,
which are all at or close to
capacity. The suggestion by
Gladman that a section 106
contribution will mitigate this
impact is not sufficient from an
organisation who have spent large
sums of money to produce a
selling document without any real
understanding or wish to provide
real and constructive suggestions
to a very real local issue.

There is no capacity at
the local GP surgery.

The NHS Choices website
states that local surgeries
are accepting new patients

There is a real issue with local GP
provision, as new residents in the
village are directed to attend the
GP practise in Ladygrove, at the
North East of Didcot.

Death of Harwell as an
independent village

The emerging local plan
states that Harwell is a
sustainable Larger Village

Gladman have chosen to embrace
part of the emerging local plan (in
contradiction to their comments on
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within the settlement
hierarchy with good
services and facilities and
good access to
employment. New
development will continue
to support the level of
services currently available
within Harwell.

NE10 and CP44), which states that
‘Harwell is a sustainable village
within the settlement hierarchy
etc. . . .’. However, this emerging
local plan also recognises GWP and
Valley Park, but leaves the green
gap between the A34 and the
eastern edge of the village, which
Gladman seem determined to
eradicate.

This development also flies in
the face of the widely
publicised Greater Didcot
Garden Town proposals which
states “We will protect the
character and setting of historic
villages that ring Didcot, with
green infrastructure and green
garlands which will enhance
their setting in the valued
countryside.”

HPC believes this
development cannot work if
the aims of GDGT are to be
achieved.

Flooding/Drainage

The field does not
flood but holds water
stopping the A34 from
being deluged.

The FRA that is submitted
as part of the application
discusses this in detail. The
development lies outside of
fluvial flood risk area,
holding a Flood Zone 1 (low
risk) classification. The site
is also considered to be at
low risk from surface water,
sewer, groundwater
flooding and artificial
sources.

The flood risk is only mitigated
based on the planned 60 houses.
However, should this application
be used as a ‘trojan horse’ to
enable a further application for
more housing on the adjoining
land (as has happened on other
developments), then the flood risk
may become real.

How deep is the
balancing pond and is
it safe for children?

The balancing pond has
been designed to comply
with all current safety
regulations.

In response to a simple question
from a concerned parent ‘how
deep is the balancing pond?’
Gladman avoid the question,
responding with another bland
statement about compliance with
safety standards. Surely their
costly research and designs must
have provided some idea of the
depth of this balancing pond.

Other

Loss of view to
Bishop’s Manor Farm
and Cherry Orchards.

The view to the listed
buildings to the west have
been maintained by the

Gladman state that the view will be
maintained by the positioning of
the development. This is obviously
not true as the positioning of three
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positioning of the area of
built development.

story housing at the front of the
development will block the view
from the Didcot road unless you
are on a rooftop or the top of a
double deck bus!
This response from Gladman fails
to note the key importance of this
view and the space it occupies,
which form a visual and contextual
boundary to the village of Harwell
and the key role of this land in
demarking the village from the
approach of Didcot.

There will be
coalescence between
Harwell and Didcot

The framework plan looks
to establish a formal green
buffer along the western
side of A34 to mirror that to
the south of Didcot Rd.

As already stated, the current
housing is a mature ribbon of
bungalows or chalet bungalows
with a very low density and set
back from the main road, giving
the village an open aspect on its
Eastern fringe.
The planned development of GWP
and Valley Park will bring housing
right up to the Eastern edge of the
A34, (and have not been
considered or mentioned in the
Gladman application), so this
additional development will totally
eradicate the little remaining open
aspect to the village and there will
then be coalescence between
Harwell and Didcot, which is
contrary to the current planning
guidelines and, as already stated,
also is contradicted by the
comments in the Greater Didcot
Garden Town proposals.

Harwell is absorbing
proportionately more
housing than other
villages. No need for
further housing in
Harwell

As VoWH DC cannot
demonstrate a 5 year
housing land supply there is
a need to provide land to
increase the supply of
housing to counteract this
shortfall. Gladman consider
that the VoWH deliverable
housing land supply
shortfall is substantial.

Harwell is a village of currently
circa 1000 houses.

Of all the villages in VWH,
Harwell is already absorbing
proportionately more housing
than any other and requires no
more. There are already plans for
approximately 65 houses at
Greenwood Meadows, 85 at
Blenheim Hill, 214 on Grove
Road as well as in excess of an
additional 5500 plus houses
within the Parish of Harwell as
part of the Great Western Park
and Valley Park developments,
and 100s more planned for the
Harwell Campus.
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By 2013 the current plans
(without the Gladman
application), will add a further
5500/6000 houses to the
parish, an increase of over
550%.

Already plans to build
on opposite side of
A34

As already noted, all development
on the other side of the A34 is
ignored by Gladman.

Do not use agricultural
land for housing

Develop brownfield not
greenfield

Gladman avoids answering the
suggestion to use brownfield land.

Delay until further
developments have
been built out

No response from Gladman

Gladman has
submitted a plan for
9ha to local plan but
this proposal is for 60
houses on 4ha.

Gladman submitted the 9ha
field as part of the call for
sites. After reviewing site
constraints it was more
appropriate to develop only
part of this parcel of land.

This response, supports the
previous suggestion of a ‘Trojan
Horse’, where an easier
application for 60 houses will be
accepted, before a follow up
application will be submitted for
the other 5ha of the site as
originally proposed by Gladman,
This would mean a total
development of a of 270 houses,
not the 60 currently submitted.

Houses will not be
affordable

The development proposals
will provide 40% of
affordable housing in line
with policy requirement.

The 40% affordable housing is in
line with the requirement of
current guidelines. However, this
does not necessarily reflect on the
actual size and price of the
properties, but the methodology of
purchase via housing associations
or similar. At another recent
development, a proposal was
submitted and accepted that the
‘affordable houses’ would be
discounted by some 15/25%
assuming the housing was
purchased by residents/families
who lived/worked locally. A
proposal along those lines would
provide real affordable housing!

Wildlife is disappearing The structural open space,
balancing pond and gardens
have been identified as
having more biodiversity
than arable fields.

Didcot has been A large proportion of the
As previously stated, the GDGT
proposals require that villages
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awarded Garden Town
Status which says it
will look at improving
green links to
surrounding villages

site has been allocated for
open space.

keep their unique character and
identity which this development
would eradicate.

Site adjacent to
conservation area and
is inappropriate.

The Heritage Report which
forms part of the
development assesses any
impacts on the conservation
area which are negligible.

Community Orchard is
just a sop to the
locals, how will it
work, who has
produce.

Community orchard will be
offered to the Parish Council
for their use or will be
managed by the site wide
management company.

The replacement of the current
view of large existing orchards
with a new, much smaller orchard
to be planted, with a 10/15 year
time lag to reach any maturity, is
laughable

Many potential
residents will already
be in the local area –
so presumably they
will already have
housing.

There is a national problem
with a shortage of housing
in particular young people
and families looking to set
up homes and older
residents looking to
downsize.

This response does not answer the
point. There may be a national
shortage, but in the consultancy
document, Gladman was
persuasive in its call for additional
housing for the needs of local
families. However, with the 5500
additional houses in the gap
between Didcot and Harwell, it is
doubtful that the local community
has any more need for housing for
young families or downsizing for
older residents. We would be keen
to see data which supports that
more new housing is not being
taken by new residents moving to
the area who then work outside
the immediate area.

In the initial consultancy document, Gladman posed the question, ‘Why Housing Growth

in our settlement’

As this has not featured in the recent application we would respond as follows

Gladman state ‘if new development does not take place in Harwell, then in 20 years’ time it could
resemble a retirement community, not a thriving, vibrant and prosperous community of all ages
groups’. Firstly we find this phase inflammatory and insulting to the older population of the village,
who were young or middle aged when they moved to the village and are an integral part of the
community.

Unless Gladman can restrict their sales of houses to a set demographic, then the new
development will reflect the rest of the parish, which as previously stated will be a full range of
ages, especially when you include the 5500 plus houses being built and planned within the parish
in GWP and Valley Park.

Again we deplore the scare tactic being used by this developer who say they ‘recognise its
responsibility to the respect the local character and needs of the local community’, but do not
hesitate to insult one part of the community while steam rolling another group of residents with
frightening and morally wrong statements.

And we suspect that the reason that Gladman has chosen to look at a speculative opportunity in
Harwell is the very high prices for property in the area and (as material costs and labour will be
relatively flat) the extremely high profit per house that will be earned from this development.


