
Harwell PC response, agreed by PC Planning Committee March 2016

Key: DAS = Design and Access Statement

SEI = Supplementary Environmental Information, Non technical summary

P14/V2873/O Valley Park revised application – March 2016

Harwell Parish Council objects to this application.

This document, with its S106 requests, replaces previous responses to the application.

The Rural Gap – requirement for a green wedge.

The Parish Council representation on the submission draft of the local plan argues to prevent the

coalescence of the Didcot and Harwell settlements by the provision of a green wedge between

Harwell and the GWP development. The inspector may support this argument and approve the

requested modifications to the Site Template for Valley Park. The arguments being made to the

Inspector, also apply to this application, and a green wedge must be provided on both sides of the

B4493 until the start of the Great Western Park development, and no housing should be provided in

this area.

The argument for the green wedge is based on:

a) Local Plan 2031, para 5.57 [blue box] which provides a vision that: “The countryside and

villages will have maintained their distinctive character. The Larger Villages will have

retained their separate identities…”.

b) Local Plan 2031, Site template for Valley Park says: 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.

c) Saved Policy NE10 which states that “In the urban fringes and important open gaps between

settlements, … development or changes of use which would harm their essentially open or

rural character will not be permitted.”

d) Local Plan 2031 CP44 “The key features that contribute to the nature and quality of the Vale

of White Horse District’s landscape will be protected from harmful development and where

possible enhanced, in particular: (i) features such as trees, hedgerows, woodland, field

boundaries, watercourses and water bodies; (ii) important landscape settings of

settlements.”

The DAS Landscape Assessment (page 20) does not even acknowledge the statement in b) above.
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PC has additional concerns over:

1. B4493: 5-arm roundabout

a. There is no clear diagram indicating the formal routing of the bridleway. Note that

on the B4493 exiting from Harwell and all the way to the UTC the existing footpath is

only on the south side of the B4493. It makes no sense to route users round four

arms of the roundabout just to make a simple road crossing.

b. The design is very unfriendly for pedestrians and cyclists (see submission from

HARBUG) .

c. It is not clear what routing is provided for horses (given that is a bridleway) and

whether or not Pegasus Crossings will be provided.

d. The issues raised by the Road Safety audit (Transport Assessment Rev 6, pages 368-

384) do not appear to have been addresses, and must be.

2. Access and movement and the lack of permeability with GWP and central Didcot, and little

provision for east-west movement by car, cycle or foot. The GWP supermarket was enlarged

specifically to cater for the population of Valley Park, yet, despite improved plans, there is

no easy access for VP residents to the shops, schools and other facilities of GWP. Didcot is

growing with two layers of onion skin (GWP and Valley Park) with a focus on north-south

traffic and no additional radial connection between the developments and the centres of

Didcot. DAS page 43 Access and Movement shows only one east-west vehicle connection

between VP and GWP.

3. Cycle connections for commuters between Harwell (Village and Campus) and Didcot

(Station) must be provided and do not seem to have been allowed for in the application

4. Safe cycle connection for students between Harwell Village and the schools in VP and GWP

must be provided. Again, no clarity on how this will be possible (e.g no provision in the DAS

Access and Movement statement, page 42).

5. Traffic modelling does not include any assessment of traffic on the A417, Reading Road, nor

the upgraded Hagbourne Hill road.

6. Application is silent about treatment of the footpath connecting GWP to Cow Lane, which is

planned for enhancement in the GWP S106 Schedule 19. However, assurance were given in

the March 2016 Development forum that this footpath will be provided as part of the VP

plans.

7. SEI makes assertions about noise levels and pollution levels (from traffic) which have not

been independently reviewed or verified.

8. Proposed Public Transport provision is, obviously, focused on the needs of Valley Park.

Proper planning is needed to integrate it into the needs of the wider users of the buses,

including those in Harwell Village, and specifically there is no mention of any proposed

changes to the existing X32 service connecting Harwell Campus to Oxford, via Didcot and

Harwell Village.

9. Net density of 40dph (4254/106.35 and DAS page 40) is way greater than the proposed Vale

Local Plan guidelines. A density of 30, i.e 3190 houses would be a better compromise

between the application and the Vale Strategic Site allocation of 2250. Justifying the density

on the basis of what is found in GWP is not appropriate and it would be better to provide a

density comparable with Didcot as a whole, or, for more rural parts of the site in the south

densities comparable to Harwell Village (17dph) would be preferred to the proposed low(er)

density of 28-35dph
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10. The proposal includes extensive areas of very high density housing, with some buildings in

excess of 4 storeys, which are unsuitable for a development, no matter how large, in this

rural setting several miles away from the centre of Didcot. Parking – adequate, if not more

than adequate, parking must be provided through the development, but especially

associated with the higher density housing. Off street allocations must be provided.

11. Various green corridors are proposed, allowing for (DAS page 73)

a. the retention of the majority of existing landscape features, …

b. a variety of green circuits / ‘leisure’ routes for pedestrian and cyclists… and

c. Offset and noise attenuation to the A34, Harwell Link Road and Science Bridge Link

It should be noted that provision of b) leisure routes is not compatible with c) using a green

corridor as a noise screen.

12. Lack of consideration for possible archaeological sites and proposals about how to handle

them so as not to repeat the mistakes of GWP where problem was literally buried.

13. Lack of clarity about what is being proposed by way of community facilities and community

centres, e.g. there is only a vague statement in the SEI page 8, para2.2 “The local centre

would include a neighbourhood centre to include local shops and community facilities to

serve the development and a community centre.”

14. Position of LEAP’s which are to close, or right next to, roads, contrary to guidelines for LEAP

design.

15. The proposed allotments are positioned within the POS. (DAS Page 70 etc. allotments

‘integrated with an area of public open space’). Hopefully this is only an indicative layout,

and attention will be paid to their exact position and to fencing the allotments. Access to

the allotments is not indicated. Because they are at the extreme edges of the site, there

must be provision for vehicle access and parking.

16. The northern allotments

a. are within a few metres of the A34 with no noise-attenuation belt. The site rises

above the level of the A34 (it appears to be a spoil site from A34 construction) so

low-level ground cover is not going to reduce the noise level.

b. are in Milton Parish which opens up the problems of eventual ownership and

administration of the site.

17. The southern allotment site is to be “shaded by tall trees on the south-east and west” which

is not appropriate for an allotment.

18. No land is reserved for the possible expansion of the A34.

19. Consideration must be given to the provision of:

a. appropriate medical (including hospital and emergency) facilities. Relying on existing

facilities in Didcot (DAS page 11) will not be satisfactory.

b. Nursery and pre-school facilities

c. Accommodation for the elderly – clusters of lifetime homes and specific care homes
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20. Errors in the DAS statement. It is disappointing that many of these errors of fact have not

been corrected with the March 2016 revised DAS.

a. Page 11: “Didcot Community Hospital is also significant employment site” – how

significant?

b. P12. Says ‘The A4130 is a single carriageway with speeds of up to 50 mph and

footways either side.’ – No, footpath only on one side

c. Page 14 “Western Boundary: This edge of the site is bounded by the A38” – try the

A34

d. P13. ‘Oxford City Council (OCC) are proposing …’ - Try County

e. Page 16: “Further information is provided in the Heritage Statement prepared by

EDP accompanying this application”. This does not appear to be online. [Note that
WSI for Archaeological Evaluation 770247 Valley Park Harwell Parish Oxon Evaluation WSI

final (2).pdf Dated July 2015, is hidden in the folders from the original application,

and should have been highlighted as new information.]

f. Page 16 Designated heritage assets and elsewhere ‘the Olde Kingswell Inn’ is said to

be an Inn and a public house. It is the Kingswell Hotel and restaurant now, neither

an inn nor a public house.

g. Page 19: “The attached plan illustrates the overall arrangement of existing utility

apparatus” – there is no such plan

h. Page 24 “Milton Park … forms part of the gateway into Didcot”. – Nonsense

i. Page 26: By defining Wallingford, Watlington and Dorchester as local villages, the

characteristics of the one true local village, Harwell, are diluted, lost and

misrepresented.

j. Page 42. Bus stop shown in southern area, with 400m radius circle marked, but

possible bus routes shown later do not include south of the B4493.

k. Page 45: Illustrative road layout has no understanding of the location of the existing

ROW.

l. Page 55. Says that the ‘drainage attenuation pond … will be carefully landscaped as

an attractive water or wetland feature …’. It’s not obvious that these roles can be

combined, as by its nature an attenuation pond has to eventually drain fairly well.

And it’s between the shops and the LEAP; it’s not obviously useful public open

space.

21. Errors in the SEI

a. Page 29: “The B4493 Didcot Road caters for local east-west trips, … and there is no

footway provision westwards beyond the Great Western Park development.” Not

true – there is a footpath, albeit in a poor state of repair, and the applicant is

requested to provide funds for its upgrade.
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Notwithstanding its opposition to this application, Harwell Parish Council recognises the inevitability

of some kind of housing on Valley Park and will welcome any opportunity to work with the planners

and the developers to ensure that any emerging scheme delivers the best possible development for

its residents and their neighbouring communities.

Requested Conditions
 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.

S106

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.

Community

 Contributions to Community and Sports Facilities in Harwell village. This will be essential in

the early stages of the Valley Park development between the occupation of the first houses,

and the initial provision of any onsite facilities.

 Land for cemetery, or contribution to purchase of land within the parish, but outside Valley

Park

 Faith provision, by allocation of land or shared use community centre.

Sports Provision – Common Park and Alma Fields

DAS page 69 says the following will be provided

 Common Park: Senior football, cricket and tennis, supported by a sports hall/ pavilion

(incorporating a community centre) and accompanied by MUGA and NEAP provision;

 Alma Park: Senior football and cricket, supported by a pavilion and accompanied by MUGA,

NEAP and Skate Park provision.

Provision must be made for the funding and long term responsibility for these facilities and for all

POS.
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Highways

To the OCC requests already made, should be added:

 PC supports OCC request (Nov 2015) for Section 278 arrangement to provide off-site

provision for Non Motorised User connections at Cow Lane over the A34.[ … and] remedial

work to bring Cow Lane to the west of the A34 fully up to standard for pedestrians, cycling

and equestrians. PC requests that the Cow Lane remedial work extends west all the way to

Harwell Village, and the provision of appropriate signage to indicate where vehicle access is,

or is not possible (given that Cow Lane is currently used by vehicles currently accessing fields

and smallholdings in what will become Valley Park).

 Repairs to, and enhancements of, the pavements on B4493 from A34 to UTC

 Traffic calming in Harwell Village to augment any outcomes from GWP. To include

consideration of the A417 Reading Road, as well as the B4493 High Street – both routes will

suffer increased traffic from Valley Park

 Pedestrian Crossing on the B4493 High Street, probably at the end of Tyrells Close – the High

Street, south of the Village Hall is getting increasing difficult to cross by anyone with

restricted mobility (elderly, frail and parents with buggies and toddlers in tow)

 Pedestrian Crossing on the A417 at junction with the Holloway – required because of the

additional traffic on the A417 coming from Valley Park

 Roundabout on B4493/A417 at end of Winnaway, unless already provided

 Footbridge over A34 at the end of Driftway to provide pedestrian connectivity between the

village and the southern end of the Valley Park development.

end


